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Abstract

This thesis 1s concerned with two closely related themes: the inhabitation of the Peak
District over the fifth and fourth millennia BC, and the procedures and principles by
which we attempt to interpret the durable material traces thereof. A four stage
interpretative framework is outlined. Social life is understood through its materiality.
The engagement of the self with others is constrained and enabled by that materiality.

Archaeologists can represent that process through a textual model. Analogical reasoning
mediates each stage and must be made explicit.

The Mesolithic and Neolithic, analytical objects constructed through conceptual
metaphors, fail to express time and the materiality of practice as mutually constitutive.
An integrated theory of landscape and technology is proposed whereby artefacts are
understood in terms of relational metaphors, situating them in practice and capturing
both their materiality and temporality.

Prior research in the study area is critiqued on the basis that the historically specific
material conditions therein cannot support models transposed from other regional
contexts. A methodology for collection and analysis is developed which privileges those
specific conditions in the interpretation of prehistoric technology. Artefact assemblages,
it is argued, offer us no unmediated access to prehistoric settlement. No immediate
functional equivalence between aggregations similar in composition should be
expected. The analysis of stone tools and waste must be integrated with other categories

of evidence and interpreted in terms of the potentials offered by their socio-physical
context.

Original data are analysed in terms of assemblage density, raw material and
technological composition, chronological patterning and landscape situation. Integration
into the regional corpus, through an explicitly multi-scalar approach, attends to the
constitution of social life through practice and developing tradition. The role ascribed to
early ‘monuments’ by other archaeologists is particularly brought into question, with
respect to the model of relational practice maintained throughout the dissertation.
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Preface
This dissertation was supposed to be about the Mesolithic-Neolithic transition in the

Peak District. It was not my intention to write an essay so largely concerned with

theoretical 1ssues. A cursory glance at the chapter titles will, however, reveal that many

pages of this work are devoted to contemporary problems of archaeological praxis. The

reasons for my change of heart encapsulate two issues central to the thesis.

The first 1s that the archaeological material, the history of work on the study period and
the physical conditions of the Peak District are radically different from other regions

better known to British archaeologists. Unlike in the chalk lands of Wessex and East
Yorkshire, there have been no large-scale research or rescue projects in the Peak, and its

artefactual and architectural assemblages seem comparatively poor, both in their scale

and density (Chapters 4 and J5).

The second 1ssue 1s the capacity of contemporary, high profile archaeological praxis to
deconstruct certain analytical totalities, while so naively accepting others. There was
quite simply, no archaeological research programme with which I felt it possible to
approach the Peak District corpus while producing an acceptable representation of
prehistoric social practices. True, the research methodology has debts in common with
notable post-processualists, especially to the theories of structuration and practice, and
the textual analogy (Chapter 1). However, to my mind many post-processual researchers

have underplayed 1ssues of analogy in archaeological conduct, as well as the materiality
of the worlds they attempt to comprehend. Furthermore, even the most sophisticated

theorists have perpetuated some of the analytical totalities that flawed the work of their
predecessors. Certain outmoded ideas are retained in a continuing romance with the
largely unexamined concepts of culture and society, through common metaphorical
language and an under-theorised approach to the constitution of space, time and

technology (Chapters 2 and 3).

The ‘common sense’ language of that discourse jarred at every turn with the

contemporary theories of landscape and technology I had subsequently learned. As my
data sets were technological, old metaphors had to be exchanged for new. One of my
supervisors asked me what it was that I lost in such a transaction. I hope that the answer
1s “a lot of ideological baggage that we can do without”. Certainly recent trends in

British sociology (e.g. Urry 2000) demonstrate, at best, ambivalence toward ‘society’ as

a useful analytical tool. While anthropologists have clung to the concept of culture, that



grasp has, increasingly, been in the context of an emerging tradition of auto-critique
(e.g. Clifford 1988; Rosaldo 1989). If these ideas have become frail for the disciplines
that created them, how much more fragile must they become before archacologists
reconsider their use-value? Nobody has ever seen society or culture, but we have seen
artefacts and landscapes, modified by meaningful human action. It 1s paramount to my
thesis then, that through engaging with these things we should represent human action,

not society or culture.

Profound implications follow for the way in which we construct time in archaeological

discourse: the scale of grand-periodisation is meaningless in terms of prehistoric
practice. This is all the more so when the coeval traditions identified as constitutive of a

‘period’ are seen to develop at different paces, not in ‘lock-step’. Then there are the

‘things-in-themselves’: the artefacts, the architecture and the modified landforms, to
which we pay lip-service regarding their individual biographies, their passage through
different regimes of value (Appadurai 1986). But the persistence of functional outlooks
on the material world, even within an ostensibly symbolic archaeology, so often fails to
emphasise their ‘promiscuity’ (N. Thomas 1991), their appearance in the context of
different practices. Thus, the icons of ‘the Neolithic’, the so-called ‘monuments’, are
interpreted in terms of power and memory. But ‘power to’ or ‘power over’ what? And
what was it that mortuary structures evoked in memory that could not be aroused
through engagement with other aspects of the physical world? In all seriousness, what
we lose in rejecting culture, society and chronological time as analytical tools, 1s our
incapacity to join the dots. What we should gain is an appreciation of one context as it

relates to another, as well the potential in artefacts and inhabited space for links to be

made between people and other places.
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Chapter 1

Research methodology

1.1 Introduction

This thesis 1s concerned with interpreting the material traces of a range of social

practices that appeared over the fifth and fourth millennia BC within the Peak District

of Derbyshire. Such a project requires consideration of how these traces can be used to
create an understanding of the practices that produced them. If this mission statement is

to be realised then I require intellectual apparatus to tackle its four key components.

Firstly, this work presupposes an intimate relationship between material experience and
our understanding of the world, and so I must make explicit the character of this
‘materiality’. Secondly, to address social practices, I need to understand the
performative qualities of engagement between the self and others in the creation of
durable patterns of material. Thirdly, I must examine how archaeologists have worked
recently upon material traces to generate an understanding of their prehistoric formation
and inhabitation. Like many others before me, I take it as axiomatic that understanding
has nothing to do with “an immediate grasping”, but is entirely mediated by the
explanatory procedures which precede it and accompany it (Ricoeur 1981: 220). Since,

for most of the sciences and social sciences, these procedures are informed by

analogical reasoning, then my fourth task is to find a way of using analogy in my

interpretations which 1s acceptable to other researchers.

This critical methodology is essential for evaluating previous interpretations of the
study period in terms of general synthesis (Chapter 2), and the way the study area has
been adapted into that synthesis (Chapter 4). It also underlies my approach to more
specific social theory surrounding the inhabitation of landscape and technology
(Chapter 3) and methodologies of data collection and analysis (Chapter 5). My purpose
in the sections that follow is to highlight problems common to all archaeological
enterprises, specifically their necessary emphasis on diachrony and the material. Like
many researchers, I draw on bodies of theory developed outside the discipline of
archaeology, in formulating my methodological position. Common threads concerning
the relationship of self to other, the materiality of that relationship, and the importance

of historical conditions have determined my choice of theorists.
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That choice has also been influenced by the explorations of British post-processualists.
For instance Julian Thomas (1996a) has drawn on Judith Butler in deconstructing the
nature:culture dichotomy and Michel Foucault in exploring the genealogical character

of praxis. In Section 1.2 however I am also specifically concerned with the approaches

of these theorists to materiality and the idea of embodiment. Mark Edmonds (1999a;

157) and John Barrett (1988a) both acknowledge debts to Pierre Bourdieu and Anthony
Giddens in their approaches to social reproduction and discourse. However Bourdieu
and Giddens have both strengths and weaknesses with respect to their archaeological
use-value, which will be examined in Section 1.3. Ricoeur’s textual analogy has
received widespread attention in the last fifteen years, most notably from Ian Hodder
(1989). While many archaeologists make implicit use of this model, Ricoeur’s
propositions concerning distanciation are worth restating given the insecure
epistemological status of archacological material. Logically, the first inquiry should be

into the nature of the intimate relationship between the material world and sensuous

experience.

1.2 On materiality

Archaeologists make statements about the past based on material things that exist in the
present but are recognised as having endured from the past. There are a number of
logical leaps in this statement. One is that people have the capacity for reason and for

understanding the conditions that they occupy in two ways: they can interpret an
external (object) world of natural things and the accumulation of material things which

human beings have produced (that materiality within which human beings operate);

they can also look back upon humanity itself (the subject world), to consider society as

an object, as something to be understood.

This human reasoning process typically distinguishes a series of things we call the
material world and a thing we call society, then renders them comprehensible. This
mode of thinking, which emerged from a wide range of scientific and philosophical
Renaissance discourse, is based on the a priori assertion that humanity is separate from,
and directly opposed to, nature (Latour 1993). Within this assumption, very broadly,
three ways of theorising the subject-object relationship emerged: realism, idealism and

constructionism.



1.2.1 Subject, object and materiality

1.2.1.1 Philosophical realism, idealism and constructionism

The position of philosophical realism posits a single objective reality indisputably
existing ‘outside’ of us. Reality may be ‘distorted’ by the media that we use to

apprehend it but such media play no part in ‘constructing’ the world. In theory,

language could ultimately express an adequate understanding of both the external world

and also of society. This understanding could be neutral: it could actually reflect real
conditions, without transforming them. This is an image of language as being some kind

of mirror both of material and social reality (Russell 1995: 788).

The empirical sciences tend to operate from a position of philosophical realism, notably

attached to research programmes such as logical empiricism which theorises not about
what reality is, but rather how we should approach reality. All statements must be
- meaningful, where meaningful is defined as intersubjectively testable relative to
observable physical properties. Thus, statements of the mind, expressing internal
feelings, thoughts, insights, and motives are meaningless unless they manifest some
physical change or behaviour (ibid). If mind is to be given a meaningful place in the
universe of physical objects and processes, therefore, it is only according to its physical
properties and effects. The New Archaeology was famously attracted to logical
empiricism; Binford explicitly cited the arguments of Carl Hempel as “the most useful”

(1972, 18) in his research programme (see Gibbon 1989). It is important that, even 1n
the empirical sciences, there has been some disquiet about such propositions. Karl

Popper’s (1992 [1959]) project was an attempt at revolution in scientific discourse but
he was unable to resolve the problem of people’s perception of scientific truth as exact.
He contended that a search for conclusive verification is irrational, but that attempted
refutation is rational. Even within a framework of scientific realism the tenets of logical
empiricism become unworkable, as we never actually know a scientific statement to be
true, only for it to be false or, provisionally, not false. Popper’s idea of falsifiability

remains useful to those working in the social sciences for reasons that will be discussed

below (Section 1.2.1.1).

An understanding of the world as mediated through language is very different.
Saussurian linguistics set up a threefold division: the external world, the referent, the
thing out there which humanity attempts to understand; within humanity there is the

linguistic expression (the signifier); and, also within us, there are our understandings of

3



those expressions (the signified). In this model far from being a mirror of reality,

language actually structures reality (Culler 1985: 117).

Structuralism is a method of interpreting social phenomena in the context of a self-
contained system of basic elements whose significance lies solely in the
interrelationships among them. Initiated in the linguistics of Saussure, Lévi-Strauss
(1966) appropriated and applied the discourse to the study of myth to show that any
given story from the mythical cycle does not have meaning apart from the other stories
within the same cycle. Similarly, in terms of kinship relations, his conviction was that
individual human beings functioned solely as elements of the (often hidden) social
networks to which they belonged (Lévi-Strauss 1969a). The aim of structuralism then is

the uncovering of deep structures, unconscious motivations, and underlying causes,

which account for human action at a more basic and profound level than do individual

conscious decisions. Structuralism sees the child as receiving a cognitive system ready-

made from previous generations. This system is known in terms such as collective
representation, culture, cosmology or ideology (Bloch 1985, 21). The implication, 1n
effect, is that thought thinks itself through the subject. Such a position, in which ideas

have a life separate from subjects, is known as philosophical idealism.

Unlike anthropologists, psychologists see the subject as constructing little by little the
system s/he will use to know and operate in the world. Lévi-Strauss’ structuralism holds

that structures transform themselves through history, although it provides no real

capacity for understanding the articulation of such change. For Piaget this is inadequate:

a cultural structuralist theory of cognition must allow for the construction by the child
of the particular structures that the anthropologist ‘uncovered.” Cognition is subjected to
at least two extra-cultural factors: the physical structure of the environment and the
neurological process of structuring. This is not a passive process of simple absorption
but an active relation of construction. Exactly how this happens, and its relationship to

conceptual schema, is not generally agreed upon (Bloch 1985).

In terms of more general scientific research strategies, a similar argument has been used
in opposition to the realist position, outlined above. Thomas Kuhn (1970) posited that
science is a historically contingent practice constituted and mediated variably through
language. Kuhn’s worldview is perhaps best characterised as a constructionist position
in which language and other media are understood to play a major part in ‘the social
construction of reality.” Although the subject is understood to have a body with

objective existence (it has material substance), its relationship to its surroundings

4



including its body is mediated by ideas. Another way of putting this is that social
schemas are virtual whilst resources are actual. A well-known application of this idea is

Kar]l Marx’s historical dialectical materialism.

1.2.1.2 Marx on materiality

The writings of Karl Marx have been so useful to archaeologists because they explicitly
theorised the relationship between people and their material surroundings. Marx’s
(1971[1859]) famous ‘base/superstructure’ account of social and historical development
demonstrated that to understand a practice it must first be situated in its historical
moment of production and analysed in terms of the historical conditions that produced
it. Previous theorists had granted materiality and causal powers to culture while the
materiality of nature and of social relations was denied (Marx and Engels 1974[1845]).
With such a discursive division between manual and intellectual labour, ideas seemed to
have a history independent from the mode of production. Marx (1973[1857]) dissected

the self-evidence of binary oppositions, such as those between wage labour and capital,
revealing that these terms, rather than serving as “origins” of a scientific discussion of

political economy, were themselves historically constituted products.

“The conditions and presuppositions of the becoming, of the arising, of capital
presuppose precisely that it is not yet in being but merely in becoming; they
therefore disappear as real capital arises, capital which itself, on the basis of its

own reality, posits the conditions for its realisation. . . . These presuppositions,
which originally appeared as conditions of its becoming - and hence could not

spring from 1ts action as capital - now appear as results of its own realisation,
reality, as posited by it - not as conditions of its arising, but as results of its

presence” (Marx 1973[1857]: 459-60).

For Marx the recognition of the historical process defetishised ‘presence’ by making
explicit its ‘becoming’. He demonstrated that such oppositions were functions of a
historically specific process rather than a priori of the human condition, as
contemporary political economists believed. They were dialectical rather than static.
This has powerful consequences for the way in which social norms are conceived, as

explained in his formulation of value:

“Not an atom of matter enters into the objectivity of commodities as values; in this
it is the direct opposite of the coarsely sensuous objectivity of commodities as
physical objects . . . let us remember that commodities possess an objective

character as values only in so far as they are all expressions of an identical social

S



substance, human labour, that their objective character as values is therefore purely

social.” (Marx 1977[1867]: 138)

Value is a “social substance”; its objective reality can only be determined and measured

on a social scale. Since society is made up of individuals, the registration of this social

reality takes effect through the consciousness of individuals. Social relations can only
be real to the extent that the same 1deas take shape in the minds of all the participating
individuals. This does not mean that individual mental processes are the determinants of

social relations. The immediate determinants are social, but individual minds absorb and
reflect these social processes and enable the individuals to play the roles assigned to

them in economic life.

Thus Marx can say that value takes “a purely ideal or notional form” in the minds of
individuals. And of course, the recognition of value as social or “mental” does not in the
least detract from its objective existence. It is *“of the real world,” because, under certain
circumstances, it forms the social framework within which definite acts of production
and distribution are carried out. It is a mental, or logical, ‘fact’. From this stance, we can
define materiality as a metaphor for the realisation in various media of the potentialities

and pressures of institutional constraints, techniques, technologies, styles and materials.

1.2.1.3 Critique of constructionism in the human sciences

Marx’s ideas of dialectic, festishisation and ‘becoming’, take us a long way in making
explicit the intimate relationship between material experience and our understanding of
the world. However, Marx himself could also be accused of fetishism in his assumed

separation of nature and society, which pervades all cultural constructionist viewpoints.
One excellent illustration of this criticism comes from Judith Butler, who has elaborated
problems in this standpoint with respect to the status of ‘sex’ in discourse. Her critique

is complicated, but can be summarised thus:
1. The pre-linguistic position of a tabula rasa presupposes a category of “nature”;

2. Thus if ‘sex’ is considered as natural and thus ‘un-constructed’ it cannot be
accounted for and political contestation is confined to the level of gender (‘the

interpretation of the meaning of ‘sex’);

3. On the other hand, if ‘sex’ is the fictional premise of a pre-discursive ground

produced by the concept of gender, there are two further possibilities:

i. either it cannot explain how the bodily materiality of sex can be produced by

language/discourse;



it. or it anthropomorphizes “construction” into a nominative subject endowed

with the power of self-causation and causing everything else. (Butler 1993: 6)

What Butler has achieved here is similar to Marx’s defetishisation of capital. Simply

put, both anthropology and psychology, and even Marx can be criticised for effectively
marginalizing material conditions in favor of abstractions. What is missing from all
three is the ‘becoming’ of basic conceptual categories such as nature and culture,
despite their crucial relationship to the way practice transforms the material world.
What Butler does, as described in the next section, is to make the body the locus for the
realisation of all such concepts, through the performances in which it repeatedly

engages. This is important for archaeologists because a focus on the body takes us away
from metaphysical concepts such as ‘society’ and ‘culture’ to a discursive area where

we can more easily discuss the becoming of materiality.

1.2.2 Butler’s reformulation of constructionism

Crucial to Butler’s thesis is the idea that words are not purely descriptive. The
philosopher J. L. Austin introduced the term performative to describe an utterance (or

speech act), such as “I promise”, that is itself the performance of an act rather than a

description of an act (Flew 1979: 265). Marshall Sahlins demonstrated an

anthropological application for this idea in Islands of History.

“For generally in the social sciences we give priority to the institutional forms over

their associated practices, in this one direction only, the conduct of the parties
concerned following from an existing relationship. Friendship engenders material
aid: the relationship normally (as normatively) prescribes an appropriate mode of

interaction. Yet if friends make gifts, gifts make friends; or it may be, as Eskimo
say ‘gifts make slaves - as whips make dogs.’ The cultural form (or social
morphology) can be produced the other way round: the act creating an appropriate

relation, performatively, just as in certain famous speech acts: ‘I now pronounce

you man and wife.’” (Sahlins 1987: xi)

1.2.2.1 Performativity

Recent poststructuralist writers have extended the meaning of performative by using the
concept of performativity with respect to the power of any discourse to “produce the
phenomena that it also regulates and constrains” (Butler 1993: 2). Performativity is

neither free play nor theatrical self-presentation (1993: 95), and it is never reduced to

the meaning or outcome of a single performative act, or even a series of actions. It is
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always the reiterative and citational practice by which discourse produces the effects
that it names (1993: 2). The importance of the term lies in its recognition that it is the
constant ‘citation’, or repetition, of particular conventions that brings about, shapes and
maintains those norms. The speech is no longer a singular act given birth by an
originary subject who intends it, but arises out of a discursive matrix in a process of

reiteration, bounded by power constructs and Foucauldian regulatory ideals (1993: 22).
In other words, the materiality of people’s lives is bound up in repetition and reiteration,

which is informed by and reproduces historically specific habitual codes, a thought to

which I will return below.

Of course, language is not the only citational practice that that serves to maintain norms;

the body’s movement and practice in organised space is key in the ‘embodiment’ of

particular conventions, as Foucault (1979) demonstrated. These themes will be resumed
in Sections 1.3 and 1.4, but for now it is important to establish the body as the centre of

material experience and understanding by bringing Foucault’s work into the discussion.

1.2.2.2 Foucault on the body

For Foucault the body had a history. It was the site of power relations and as the object
of knowledge; the body could not be understood as a natural biological entity, but
instead is constituted in discourse. This is not to suggest discourse as somehow separate,
layered upon the surface of the pre-existing body, or that it is simply how society makes

sense of the biological reality of the body. Rather, for Foucault, discourse (e.g.

sexuality) is real and materiality (e.g. the sex of the body) is a product of that discourse.

“We must not place sex on the side of reality, and sexuality on that of confused
ideas and illusions; sexuality is a very real historical formation; it is what gave rise

to the notion of sex, as a speculative element necessary to its operation.” (Foucault

1981: 157)

Foucault demonstrated that what we imagine as the material underpinning of our entire
existence is the product of history. While aspects of physicality may be historically
constant, our knowledge of them is mediated by discourse. In fact, the ideas that make

up discourse are what is most real and most material to us.

1.2.2.3 Materialisation and citation

While nobody would deny that the body is concrete physical matter, the materiality of

the body is another issue. The materiality of the body determines how we are oriented
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toward the world, both in physical and psychological terms, and is contingent on race,
class, and gender. To be material means to materialise, where the principle of that
‘materialisation’ is precisely what matters about that body, its very intelligibility (Butler
1993: 32). Foucault identified these ideas at the base of western thought concerning
space, place, time being and matter. In Butler’s reformulation of constructionism, the
body can be neither purely material nor purely discursive (i.e. socially constructed). The
construction of the subject comes after and not prior to the materiality of the body
emerging through a temporal process of enactment; so, for example, sex is an ideal
construct, which is forcibly materialised through time (1993: xii1). Butler’s idea of

iterativity reinforces Foucault’s notion of a body constituted through discourse. She

describes the body:

“, .. not as site or surface, but as a process of materialization that stabilizes over

time to produce the effect of boundary, fixity, and surface we call matter. That
matter is always materialized has, I think, to be thought in relation to the

productive and, indeed, matenalizing effects of regulatory power in the

Foucauldian sense.” (Butler 1993: 9 original emphasis)

What matters 1s what is repeated, repeatable (even if differed) deferred in each

repetition which never quite aligns with the ones before/after it. So a particular

understanding of temporality is at work here, one that plays on difference and repetition.

1.2.2.4 Meaning and matter

The reason for my consideration of Butler’s work here is that any either/or separation
between material and discursive/constructive accounts of a matertal object and a
category can be questioned in this same way: “Can language simply refer to materiality,
or is language also the very condition under which materiality may be said to appear?”
(1993: 31). The social efficacy of the material world depends upon signification. Just as
Butler writes, “There is no reference to a pure body which is not at the same time a

further formation of that body” (1993: 8-9), materiality and thus resources are not

exterior to language even in their constitution:

1.2.3 Summary

Although Butler’s concept of performativity was developed with respect to the body, it
has wide application for technology and how people work together, a theme I will
develop in Chapter 3. She shows that it is precisely because conceptual schemas are

materialised, not just pinned on, that they are so powerful. The depth that one finds 1n
9



tradition is the result of past materiality, a forgotten history that has been naturalised.
The distinction between depth and power alerts us to the attributes of institutionality and
its decomposition, but it does not help us to explain them. The works of Foucault and
Butler demonstrate effectively how iterative, citational practices reproduce behaviour
bounded by regulatory 1deals. What is less clear is how practice changes over long

periods of time, but if the body is the site of historical power relationships, that will be
best examined through theories of practice that maintain people as the media of

historical conditions. It 1s to some of these theories that I now turn.

1.3 Agency, structure and tradition

Anthony Giddens’ theory of structuration (1979, 1981a, 1981b, 1984) and Pierre

Bourdieu’s theory of practice (1977, 1990) are congruous in some senses with the idea
of performativity. These scholars are part of a movement against structuralism that calls
for a more action-oriented approach to social analysis, centring on the creation of people
as subjects through the concept of agency. Agency 1s the means of knowledgeable
action, irreducible to the actions of the autonomous individual. Through agency,
subjectivities (expressed as the individual or the community) are realised in practice.
Both Bourdieu and Giddens emphasise a more comprehensive understanding of human
agency and of how the practices of agents either reproduce or change the social
structure. Both attempt to explain human action beyond previous rational actor theories.

Both redefine the relationship between structure and the practices of the social agent.
Most importantly for archaeology, both write of dynamic models of social analysis that

allow for social change, even if they do not deal with change as substantially as we

would like.

1.3.1 Redefining human action

1.3.1.1 Bourdieu on human action

Bourdieu acknowledges actions that many existing theories did not consider “logical
and rational,” and maintains that not all action is the result of calculated interests. He
sees rational actor theories as biased by the ‘objective’ perceptions of the social

scientist; specifically, that they only recognize actions perceived as being rational:

“The ‘rational actor’ theory, which seeks the ‘origin of acts, strictly or not, in an
‘intention’ of ‘consciousness’, is often associated with a narrow conception of the

‘rationality of practices, an economism which regards as rational, those practices
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that consciously oriented by the pursuit of maximum (economic) profit at

minimum (economic) cost’”. (1990: 50)

“, . . if one fails to recognize any form of action other than rational action or
mechanical reaction, it 1s impossible to understand the logic of all actions that are

reasonable without being the product of a reasoned design.” (1990: 50)

In other words, the logic of practice from the agent’s point of view is often quite
different from that of the logician (1990: 86). Social analysts can only understand the

internal logic of ritual performances, such as Kabyle marriage practices, by discovering

the circumstances and conditions that generate them (1990: 97). Bourdieu feels that
such an analysis would demonstrate that each practice is “...rarely entirely coherent or
entirely incoherent” (1990: 12), thereby implying the inadequacy of standard notions of

logic and rationality.

Bourdieu states that often “agents obey the impulses of feeling or the injunctions of
duty more than the calculations of interest” (1990: 160). His concept of habitus relates

to agent’s “impulses of feelings” and “duty.” He describes habitus as ‘a system of

dispositions’; an integral part of human action:

“The word disposition seems particularly suited to express what i1s covered by the

concept of habitus (a system of dispositions). It expresses first the result of an
organizing action, with a meaning close to that of words such as structure, it also
designates a way of being, a habitual state (especially of the body) and, In

particular a predisposition, tendency, propensity, or inclination” (1977: 214).

In other words, the use of the word ‘disposition’ allows the theorist to acknowledge the
variable malleability of structures. Bourdieu posits no direct causal link between habitus
and action, but implies that habitus influences our actions (“it also designates a way of
being”) and that our actions influence the production and reproduction of habitus (“the

result of an organising action”). Habitus seems to create a circular control on actors - it

directs (but does not dictate or determine) their actions towards its endless production

and reproduction.

1.3.1.2 Giddens on human action

Giddens, like Bourdieu, rejects prior assumptions that all actions are the result of an

actor’s conscious desires for maximisation:
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“Such intentionality is a routine feature of human conduct, and does not imply that

actors have definite goals consciously held in mind during the course of their
activities.” (1979: 57)

He redefines the relationship between intentionality and action in his concept of the

“reflexive monitoring of actions” (1981b: 35). He refers to the process through which
actors routinely monitor their actions between other actors and the outside world.
Within the course of this routine monitoring, intentionality is only one of many

components of social action and interaction.

Giddens acknowledges the complexity of agency, building upon prior models to include
the reality that that actors sometimes construct their actions unconsciously. Within his

stratification model of action, he distinguishes between the unconscious knowledge of

practical consciousness — tacit knowledge that actors cannot talk about — and the
conscious knowledge of discursive consciousness — knowledge that actors can talk

about (1979: 57). He adds that even when actors act intentionally, the consequences of

their actions are sometimes ‘‘unintended.”

The effects of routine action upon Giddens’ social actor are similar to those captured in
Bourdieu’s idea of habitus. According to Giddens, actors adhere to routine action
because of a desire for ‘ontological security.” This is not to say that their being 1is
necessarily an issue for them, rather that in any set of historical circumstances there are
ontological certainties and that “actors’ wants remain rooted in a basic security system,

largely unconscious and established in the first years of life.” (1979: 218)

Giddens, therefore, proposes that routine actions are relatively unmotivated. Routine

interactions reduce anxiety because actors find them unproblematic. They are so taken-

for-granted that actors often cannot explain why they do them.

The terms ‘intention’ and ‘purpose’ as such are rather misleading, or can easily
become so, since they imply that the flux of actors’ life-activity can be clearly
(dissected) into strings of intended outcomes . . . The purposive content of
everyday action consists in the continual monitoring by the actor of his [sic] own
activity . . . It is really more appropriate to speak of the rationalisation of action
against the background of the agent's reflexive monitoring of conduct....
‘Reasons’ may hence be defined as grounded principles of action, which agents

‘keep in touch with’ as a routine element of the reflexive monitoring of behaviour.

(Giddens 1976: 82- 84, original emphasis)
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Like Bourdieu, Giddens rejects the assumption that actors consciously construct all
actions and that actors are strictly motivated by desires for economic profit. Like
Bourdieu, Giddens identifies new boundaries that hold actors back from performing
certain anxiety-provoking actions. Because Giddens’ social actors desire security, they
frequently perform routine actions, and this continually reproduces a static form of

social life. Finally, both Bourdieu and Giddens emphasise that action must be situated

historically against “the demands of the outside world.” It is to their conceptualisation

of these demands that I now turn.

1.3.2 Redefining social structure

The relationship between social structure and agency is conceptualised quite differently
in the theories of practice and of structuration than it is in orthodox structuralism.

According to Giddens and Bourdieu structuralism overemphasises social structure and

ignores the actions of the individuals that live within the structure. Further, it abstracts

the element of time through its use of synchronic analysis, and therefore denies the
possibility of understanding change. Their alternatives allow room for the practices of
the social agent to interact with the social structure. They also stress the importance of
incorporating time into social analysis, which permits a dynamic, rather than a static

model of social analysis. Clearly this is a useful approach for a discipline, such as

archaeology, in which diachrony is a concern.

1.3.2.1 Bourdieu on social structure

For Bourdieu, society viewed as a coherent whole is a false representation. Practical
logic is seldom completely coherent. He rejects structuralism, and he instead proposes a
theory of practice that allows for societal contradictions by studying the interplay

between structure and practice (1990: 10). Prior theories:

“reduc(e] historical agents to the role of supports . . . of the structure and reduces
their actions to mere epiphenomenal manifestations of the structure’s own power to

develop itself and to determine and overdetermine other structures.” (1990: 41)

Bourdieu suggests that social scientists have reified or fetishised their abstract
constructions such as “‘culture’, ‘structures’, ‘social classes’ or ‘modes of production” -
as realities endowed with social efficacy” (1990: 37). He questions whether such
objective categories are even meaningful in a practical sense to the social actor. Social

scientists often use categories like kinship terms in a way that ignores the fact that the
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social agent actively uses and perpetuates or changes the relationships that comprise
them (1990:35). Bourdieu’s theory of practice, then, provides a new lens through which
we can view the dialectic between objective social structures and the subjective
practices of the social agent. So habitus might be seen as the theoretical apparatus
which controls this interplay between the social structure and agency. It can also direct

actors into repetitive and routine actions.

“The habitus, the durable installed generative principle of regulated

improvisations, produces practices which tend to reproduce . . . regularities . . .”

(1977:78)

So Bourdieu’s theory of practice rejects structuralist goals for finding the perfect

coherence of social life and the notion that the social structure constrains actions of

social agents. However habitus ultimately propels the social actor into actions that
ensure its reproduction, but 1s nevertheless a concept through which material action and

change may be grasped. Bourdieu’s approach 1s necessarily localised and non-totalising,
because it deals with the scale at which the everyday work of bodies operates. For this

reason it 1s useful to archaeologists whose material is generated on a similar scale.

1.3.2.2 Giddens on social structure

Giddens also argues that earlier models of social structure and action made a critical

mistake in constructing rigid oppositions between structure and the individual in which
actions were understood as determined by abstract, omnipotent structures to which
people had little or no access. These models were rooted in Marx’s spatial metaphor of
base and superstructure (Marx and Engels 1974 [1845]) but unlike Marx failed to
consider the becoming of social practices in time. It was in the context of a critique of
Marx’s historical materialism that Giddens described structural properties as ways of
thinking and operating that are extended in both space and time. The theoretical insight
that allowed Giddens to escape the dualist trap was the conception of the relationship of

the individual to structure as the “duality of structure” (1979, 1-95, 1984, 1-41):

“. . . the structural properties of social systems are both the medium and the

outcome of the practices that constitute those systems.” (1979: 69)

Giddens’ concept of structuration advocates a reflexive relationship between structure

and agency. On the one hand, structure, according to Giddens (e.g., 1979: 64), exists

outside “time and space” as memory traces or “absent differences” that therefore cannot

be studied empirically or as a construct of the academic (as can the material traces of
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meaningful action). At the same time, rather than existing outside of the ongoing
process of everyday life, structure is constantly recreated by action as what Giddens
calls the “structural properties” of social practices. Structures are latent for the actors
involved, but can be hypothesised by an observer. In his definition of structuration

Giddens describes the relationship between social structure and agent as “mutual
dependence.” This important phrase designates Giddens’ break from the structuralist
idea of structure harnessing the social actor. Social structure is now “both enabling and
constraining” (1979: 69), which allows the social agent some freedom of action outside
the rigour of the social structure. What a community does and how it appears is
established by regular patterns of interlocked behaviours, typically without the

participants’ awareness that the organisational rules and resources are the conditions

which allow them to successfully participate in interaction.

Giddens also attempts to free the social agent ‘cognitively’ from the constraints of

social structure 1n his theory of structuration. Giddens’ social agent 1s knowledgeable:

“. .. every social actor knows a great deal about the conditions of reproduction of

the society of which he or she is a member.” (1979: 5)

This does not mean that actors are always able to articulate their knowledge as

exemplified by the concept of practical consciousness, or are necessarily aware of the
unintended and far-reaching consequences that their actions and interactions may have
beyond their immediate setting. The outcomes and consequences of people’s social

interactions, both intended and unintended, “become stretched across wide spans of

time and space” (Giddens 1984, xxii). Giddens, nonetheless, rejects paradigms that

depict social actors as “cultural dopes” who blindly carry out their part in reproduction

of social life (1979: 71).

In the theory of structuration, social life is taken to consist in regularised social
practices. Life 1s not experienced as structures, but as the durée of day to day existence
in the context of conventions ordered above all on the level of practical consciousness.
The continuity of daily life is not a directly motivated phenomenon but assured in the
routinisation of practices. In tribal and class-divided societies routinisation of daily life
1s governed above all by tradition. Unlike earlier theorists, whose notion of structure
was based on a spatial metaphor and did not adequately recognise the existence of social
practices in time, Giddens describes structural properties as ways of thinking and
operating that are extended in both space and time. Where structure had been a static

architecture of power above or outside human activity, structural properties function
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like structures at any given moment, but they only exist in the real time of social activity
and have to be constantly maintained by the actions and memory of social agents. They

are both the medium and the outcome of ongoing social activity. This characterisation

of dialectical action leaves open the possibility for social change.

1.3.3 Actors and social change

Although Giddens expressly attempts to explain social change, Bourdieu does not
address social change as one of his primary concerns and only discusses it directly in a
few paragraphs. Many social scientists have used practice theory and structuration

theory to conceptualize social change, because each breaks away from static
structuralist models of analysis. Both give the social actor freedom to act outside of the

restrictions of previous models of action, allowing for a dialectic between the social
structure and the practices of social agents. However, it can be argued that both actually
resist soctal change because of their emphasis on the repetitive nature of social life.

Giddens notes that both he and Bourdieu depict social life as “inherently recursive”

(1979: 217);

“, .. objective structures are themselves the product of historical practices whose
productive principle is itself the product of the structures which 1t consequently

tends to reproduce.” (Bourdieu 1977:83)

For Giddens, Bourdieu’s notion of habitus is an essential part of social reproduction
defined as, “habits which are shared by a group or community of actors” (Giddens

1979:217). But under what circumstances can these habits break in order to allow for

social change?

1.3.3.1 Bourdieu on social change

Bourdieu’s treatment of the relationship between habitus and social change remains
underdeveloped. In the few pages that mention change, habitus appears to be more

prone to reproduction than to the production of new social forms.

“. .. habitus tends to protect itself from crises and critical challenges by providing
itself with a milieu to which it is as pre-adapted as possible, that is, a relatively
constant universe of situations tending to reinforce its dispositions by offering the

market most favorable to its products.” (1990: 61)

“. . . habitus tends to ensure its own constancy and its defence against change

through the selection it makes within new information by rejecting information
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capable of calling into questions its accumulated information, if exposed to it

accidentally or by force, and especially by avoiding exposure to such tnformation.”

(1990: 60-1)

Bourdieu omits any real explanation of how change occurs. He mentions that habitus

may be exposed to new information “accidentally or by force” but he neglects to expand
his analysis of how these forces of change can, in fact, affect habitus. Not that his
theory is entirely static: he does stress the element of time in his analysis of social

action. His short-term concept of time, however, partially explains why his treatment of

social change 1s so deficient.

Bourdieu’s use of Kabyle gift giving exemplifies his notion of time as being comprised
of short-term actions between actors. By analysing time delays between reciprocal gift-

giving practices one can learn a great deal about interpersonal strategies and power
relations among social actors. Long delays between gift returns can empower the
position of the individual that is obligated to give a return gift. Bourdieu explains that
this is because the person who is waiting for the gift is unsure of the future intentions of
the gift giver (1990: 106). He finds this analysis far more illuminating than prior

investigations, which ignore inconsistencies, such as time delays or failures to

reciprocate, within cycles of reciprocal gift giving.

Bourdieu’s emphasis on short-term practices makes it difficult to determine their long-
term effect. Specifically, Bourdieu fails to present examples of how the accumulation of

short-term practices over a long period of time can result in social change. Thus, his

analysis noticeably lacks the temporal flexibility and duration of Braudel’s (1980)
concept of history as the longue durée; it sits on just one level. It appears that these
short-term practices are only part of the reproduction process of the system as directed
by the forces of habitus. When Bourdieu briefly discusses that changes in practices can
occur, he still stresses that they are resisted by what he calls “circular control.” By
“circular control” he refers to the process by which “. . . each member helps to impose
on all the others, . . . the same constraint that they impose on him” (1990: 110). He

suggests in the quote below that such breaks in the system are unlikely:

“The idea of breaking this kind of circular control, which could only be cast off by

a collective raising of consciousness and a collective contract, is excluded by the

very logic of the unanimity of effect .. .” (1990:110-111)

If changes should occur in religious practices for example, Bourdieu explains that they
usually happen suddenly because circular control loses it power as soon as people
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realise that they can break old practices (1990: 111). It is unclear exactly what
circumstances create these sudden changes because Bourdieu does not give the reader a
history of Kabyle society in which such breaks (presumably) occurred over time. His
short-term concept of time and action only leaves room for sudden breaks in the status
quo of which he fails to present ethnographic examples. The repetitive nature of short-
term events 1s over-emphasised and he under-represents how these events cause changes

over long periods of time.

1.3.3.2 Giddens on social change

Giddens’s sense of time and history is substantially longer than that of Bourdieu’s, in
fact he argues against a synchronic social analysis and proposes a long-term analysis of

social development in which change is the norm, stability the construct.

“The sedimentation of institutional forms in long-term processes of social
development is an inescapable feature of all types of society, however rapid the
changes they may undergo. Only by grasping this conceptually, rather than
repudiating 1t, can we in fact approach the study of change at all.” (1979: 7)

Giddens presents several examples of how change can only be understood by looking at
long-term historical processes. According to the “leapfrog” notion of change, *. . . the

‘advanced’ 1n one set of circumstances may inhibit further change at a later date...”

(1979: 229). Giddens uses the early industrial development of Britain to support his

argument. Britain later fell behind, economically, nations that industrialised later and
were able to adapt more readily to the demands of a modern market (1979:220). Its

current economic situation is therefore only better comprehended through its long-term

economic development.

He also discusses how social change can occur in traditional societies (societies that are
held tightly within the grips of tradition) and modern societies. Giddens suggests that
change can occur In traditional societies in two major ways: the first is incremental
change. This he defines as “change that occurs as an unintended outcome of social
reproduction itself...” such as changes in language, and the second is the result of
external forces, which can act to produce de-routinisation (1979: 220). Giddens defines
de-routinisation as “any influence that acts to counter the grip of the taken-for-granted
character of day-to-day interaction” (ibid). This analysis implies that change occurs as a

result of accidental “unintended” outcomes, or by a break in the process of routine

action. Unfortunately, Giddens only theorises about these proposed forces of change,
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neglecting to present examples of how these accidents and breaks in routine action

actually occur.

In short, Giddens convincingly conveys the importance of studying social development
over long time spans yet his emphasis on the repetitive nature of social life overshadows

his attempts at a dynamic model of social analysis. Giddens proposes several forces that

may cause change. However, he fails to present examples of how change actually

occurs. Thus our understanding of social change remains vague and incomplete.

Part of the problem with conceptualising change is that the reproduction of structures
takes place over time. Time 1s a “virtual dimension” which can be hypothesised

analytically, but only observed by means of three-dimensional (geometrical)
representations. The fourth dimension allows us to bring together what has been remote.

Representations are conceptualised, using geometrical metaphors, as either
instantiations or trajectories. Instantiations explain the complexity in the aggregate at a
certain moment, while trajectories use the time axis for structuring the narrative. As
Giddens (1984) argued, one of the dimensions is bracketed in either case: it is a ‘blind
spot’ in theoretical appreciation. One needs to select one background or another to
stabilise a perspective. The assumption of a duality of structure provides a methodology
for relating institutional analysis and the analysis of strategic conduct: the one narrative
can be used as a context for informing the other (Giddens 1976). The two narratives,
however, remain juxtaposed by “bracketing” the one perspective when focusing on the
other (Giddens 1984). This model was intended to offer a specific solution to the gap

between action theory and institutional analysis in American sociology (Giddens 1981a:

167).

1.3.4 Summary: agency, materiality and ‘everyday life’

Like Butler, Bourdieu and Giddens emphasise the importance of reiterative everyday
activities, and taken-for-granted practices in reproducing not just society but societal
norms. Again, it is because these schema (Giddens’ structures; Bourdieu's habitus) are
materialised that they are powerful. The depth of schema is the result of past materiality,
a forgotten history that has been naturalised. Materiality is the way of producing
meaning; meaning is the way of producing materiality. Materiality and meaning are not
exterior to each other, as the conceptual divide between social and cultural systems,
between resource and structure, and perhaps the term “embedded” all imply. For

Giddens, the predictability of social life. ..
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“, .. is a skilled accomplishment of lay-actors, not a phenomenon governed by
mechanical forces. The predictable character of the social world is ‘made to
happen’ as a condition and result of the knowledgeable application of rules and

resources by actors in the constitution of interaction . . . The relations between

practical consciousness and the structural properties of social systems are founded
above all in the routinisation of day-to-day life. It is essential not to confuse the

massive importance which the routine has in the reproduction of social life with

blind habit on the one hand or with ingrained normative commitment on the other .
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