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“For the layman and scientist alike | would like to say | feel very strongly that we must
recognize and understand the cultural process. We don’t need more missiles and H-
bombs nearly so much as we need more specific knowledge of ourselves as partici-

pants in culture.”

Edward T. Hall 1959: 215
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Preface

This book was originally written as a Master’s thesis resulting from an academic pro-
gramme in archaeology at the Faculty of Archaeology, Leiden University. Before the
final publication of the thesis text some minor revisions regarding content and linguis-
tics were carried out. During the writing process it soon became clear that through
the focus of this study it could contribute to ongoing debates in archaeological theory.
Some people strongly advised against getting involved with archaeological theory,
often stressing the obvious pitfalls, highlighting the risk of getting detached from what
practical archaeology is all about. Taking this advice to heart, it is still theory which is
the primary topic of this book. However, care is taken to make a solid connection to es-
sential characteristics of archaeological datasets. At the same time it was insurmount-
able that this study would not keep within archaeological discourse alone.

Since | have a lifelong fascination with big philosophical questions it is hardly sur-
prising my research would fumble with the foundations of the discipline. Invested with
the relative freedom of a young scientist, | allowed myself the audacity to get involved
with significant aspects of various disciplines in the social sciences. The most important
contribution was made by social geographical theory. Geography and archaeology
were befriended for a significant period in their disciplinary formations, but chose
diverting paths along the way. As demonstrated in this research, this proves to be
a most unfortunate event. Approaching archaeological problems from a perspective
derived from social sciences opened up opportunities for reasoning from a dissentient
point of departure unrestricted by typical practice respected in current archaeological
discourse. Therefore the ideas contained in this book are born from logical reasoning
rather than concrete knowledge. That is also why its main arguments are based on
closely-reasoned theories instead of empirical evidence. This type of approach asks
for the reader to adopt a stance that diverts from usual discourse. My conviction that
there is not one way to soundly conduct science is derived from my personal relativ-
ist and individualist worldview, much of which is explained in the Introduction to
the book. Shedding the constraints of testing hypotheses, this study is the result of a
search into what plausible academic solutions can be offered to certain inadequacies
| noted in prevalent discourse. Rather than working from a comparative angle, this
study follows a curiosity about the interpretive value of social scientific theory in its
own right. In such effort theory may become both constitutive as well as a heuristic
device. Next to the presented theory the interdisciplinary angle of the current book
may still renew mutual disciplinary interests, which gives a sound basis for disciplinary
advances in various directions.

Despite its firm basis in disciplinary and paradigmatic debates, the specific spatial

interest of the research is no coincidence either. From my first introduction to field
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archaeology onwards | developed a strong interest in the spatial aspect of datasets.
Maps, site lay-out and dispersion patterns all appealed to me. As | became acquainted
with geophysical prospection and aerial archaeology during my first field seasons, |
was immediately drawn to it. Perhaps, in the beginning it was a masculine affection
caused by prospection’s technological marvels rather than professionalism. Neverthe-
less, the great potential the future holds for these techniques, being a powerful source
of information joined with the advantage of being non-invasive, could not escape my
attention. Prospection produces increasingly detailed and good quality data of the
spatial features of material remains. Space, however, is not merely a material feature.
Its principal position in the archaeological discipline is particularly made explicit by the
culture-specific interests | cherish.

The original incentive to start my studies in archaeology was a strong affection for
the history of Mesoamerican cultures. My BA research treats the case of the Postclassic
K’iche’ Maya city of Q'umarkaaj in Guatemala, focusing on the utilitarian relationship
between archaeology and (ethno)archaeology. The attention given to the relation be-
tween site lay-out and social organisation in Q'umarkaaj triggered my interest in par-
ticular. It demonstrates the distinct influence of urbanism and architecture as products
of historical social processes. However, it also made me wonder about the rash use of
terms like culture and society, especially considering the way they have determined the
history of archaeology and still influence the subdivision of the archaeological world.
The borders within Mesoamerica drawn on most maps, may seem to be clear-cut, yet
they are far from uncontested. Hence, | was attracted to focus on the eastern border
of the Maya culture area and beyond. The eastern Maya periphery and Intermediate/
Chibchan/Circum-Caribbean area are poorly researched. Therefore they would make
a great place to start to redefine the designation of cultural or societal labels from a
truly social scientific point of departure. The application of such labels to spatial entities
interferes with our understanding of regions and boundaries. Despite their differences
the various research themes contained in these personal interests turn out to have
more in common than expected.

Eventually it was decided that a culture-specific angle was too extensive to ad-
equately address at this stage. Since the primary contribution of the thesis is theoreti-
cal, a secondary case study probably would not have been beneficial. Because of this
decision the explicitly general and overtly theoretical nature is preserved, which now
makes the research in this book widely applicable. | encourage the reader to use its

ideas independent from the discipline it originated from.

Benjamin N. Vis
Leiden, October 2009
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Introduction

Biographic-calls

Objective science does not exist. | realised this early on in my studies at Leiden Univer-
sity. Though many scholars will share this insight, few have used it as a constructive
power in their academic practice. If objective science does not exist, consequentially
it becomes essential not only to be aware of your own subjectivity, but make others
aware of that subjectivity too. For both, neutrality will be abrogated as a frame of ref-
erence. One’s personal subjective background, against which research is conducted,
eventually affects the ways its outcomes are comprehended. This thesis is witness to
the fact that science can explicitly concur with personal development. It contains sev-
eral concise reproductions of potent theoretical assertions proposed by others. These
represent a selective body of literature that variably appeals to my personal worldview,
and thus acts as a theoretical mediator for basing arguments. Closing in the combina-
tion of themes presented in this work are the instantaneous result of the disciplinary
interests | pursued over the past few years. My worldview, subscribed epistemological
notions, and personal history largely comprise my subjectivity. They are often quite
directly responsible for the questions that generated this research. In order to better
appreciate its theoretically argumented disputations, in addition to my conviction that
science is not objective, | feel obliged to introduce this study slightly autobiographi-
cally.

Through accumulative interests in the past cultures of Native America, archaeo-
logical prospection techniques and theories of social archaeology, this thesis originally
meant to set out focusing on the latter, whilst starting with the first. Slowly, however,
cultural particularism disappeared into the background as | came to realise that the
contribution | could make concentrated around theory, due to practical and intel-
lectual reasons. Nevertheless, these three main ponderings eventually prompted the
research objectives. These quickly came to concentrate around issues with the con-
tinually intertwined themes of time, space and sociality. The main problem focuses
on the seemingly inferential inability to regard human space as socially meaningful
without referring to stylistic fineries. It appeared problematic to me that archaeology
starts with presumably objective measurable information on spatial data, in order to
interpret the social. Therefore the first aim would be to find a theorisation explicat-
ing the way space becomes materialised by sociality. Associated questions regard the
static character ascribed to space and place, following the lack of temporality in spa-
tial analysis. Yet meaningful and variable concepts of time should connect inferential
perspectives. Archaeology, both as a material and social science, apparently does not
use its strength to explain socio-spatial phenomena by offering a time-space specific
developmental view. (Throughout this study, time-space is used adjectivally to express

that that notion pertains to time and space simultaneously, instead of ‘interval’ as its
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meaning in physics.) At the interface of space and society, temporal solutions need to
be explored.

At the start there was my fascination with the south-eastern Maya neighbours in
the small of Central America, which grew as | co-organised the European Maya Con-
ference held in Leiden in 2005 and conducted the research for my Bachelor’s degree.
This part of the world in archaeology is alternately known as the Intermediate area (es-
pecially Willey 1971), the Isthmo-Colombian area with the inclusion of northern South
America (Fonseca and Cooke 1993), the Circum-Carribean area excluding the Pacific
Coast (John Hoopes; personal communication) or Chibchan Area (Constenla Umafa
1991, John Hoopes personal communication). The problem with its designation lies in
the culture history approaches generally used towards the definition of culture areas.
As the area is usually considered terra incognita, and the issue is nourished by the very
limited understanding of its commonalities in virtually all fields of research. Besides
the determinations of major culture areas bordering Central American cultures, like
Maya or Moche, were often made in the same reductionist ways. The linguistically and
anthropologically defined Lenca culture located in Honduras and El Salvador in par-
ticular caught my interest. Scholars assume the Lenca had the strongest ties with the
monumentality of its Mesoamerican neighbours of all surrounding groups, providing
portals and pathways for contact and trade with societies residing in the south. Subse-
quently, Wyllis Andrews’ (1976) excavations of Quelepa, presumably the largest urban
settlement outside of the Mesoamerican area, and the existence of substantial mounds
in northern Nicaragua (Jorge Zambrana personal communication), broadened my ho-
rizons to the possibility of applying constantly improving prospection techniques in
the area. Initially these methods could be used for detecting and mapping architectur-
ally constructed sites from air and outer space, verifying and expanding the currently
poor archives of archaeological sightings. Afterwards, more detailed techniques, such
as LiDAR and geophysics, could be employed to produce spatial datasets. These rival
the accuracy of excavation maps whilst operating on extensive scales. Most impor-
tantly, it could change the general tendency of archaeological research on space in the
Americas that focused almost exclusively on datasets of elite architecture, obstructing
a grasp of the full complexity of any indigenous society. The commonality between
these two interests is found in their spatiality, though operating on different levels of
detail. The primary source of information produced by prospection techniques is of
a spatial nature, and so a theme started to develop. Despite my eagerness to get my
hands dirty, even plans limited to the site of Quelepa proved perhaps overambitious
for this thesis. In further exploring the Lenca culture | came across Andrea Gerstle’s
(1988) PhD-research on Copan. Gerstle’s focus on the characterisation of its built en-
vironment to ascribe compounds to certain socio-cultural groups foreign to the Maya

administration (Gerstle 1988) opened my eyes to the possibility of combining my
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three main interests from a theoretical angle.

This led to a rather sudden interest in theoretical advancements made in social
geography. After all, this discipline explicitly featured all things spatial, informed by
social theories. This consolidated especially when geography was tipped-off again as
a promising source of inspiration in meetings with Rosemary Joyce and John Bintliff.
Despite Gerstle’s (1988) interesting line of reasoning she eventually based almost all
social ascriptions on the basis of ceramic typologies. Similarly, her view of architectural
traits at Copan was rather static also. Instead of using social theories to study spatial
patterning, archaeology appeared to have its mind set on statistical pattern analysis,
leaving social inference mostly to specific stylistic traits. Societies are thus reduced to
mathematical formulas and hierarchical classifications.

This feels as if the socio-cultural interests of archaeology are mainly limited to the
most voluntary, arbitrary and changeable stylistic aspects of material remains. In addi-
tion to the inductive and reductionist tradition of designating culture areas, restricting
interpretive research by not taking into account the past societies inhabiting them,
there appears to be no solid ground for a social theoretical vantage point. Despite
repetitive postprocessual attempts to explore other approaches to social, cultural and
perceptive inquiries with various contextualisations allowing for individualism, archae-
ology seems inadequately equipped to address big questions on the fundamental as-
pects of developing societies. Archaeology makes little use of its disciplinary abilities.
The most important contribution to such grand themes was the postprocessualist en-
dowment of discourse with everyday life.

Since archaeology’s material records are basically comprised of usually measurable
spatial and temporal properties (although it is recognised that all human production to
various extents is a social affair), | think it will be helpful to attempt to formulate a truly
social theory informing and perhaps changing its persisting current empiricist meth-
odologies. This should avoid the obvious pitfalls marked by postpressualism. Change,
as the most meaningful component of continuity, needs to be made intelligible. The
most readily available way to do this would be to focus on performed processes, i.e.
social processes. Development and process are also part and parcel of evolutionary
approaches. The increased interest in biology, lateral to the approaches resulting from
interpretive postprocessualism, thrives for obvious reasons in (fields of prehistoric) ar-
chaeology. However, Darwinian models of evolution often prove inadequate for the
explanation of the variability in social expressions as well. Evolutionary thought stood
at the cradle of the archaeological discipline, but early social adaptations have led
to prejudicial political practices and consequentially fell from grace in archaeology,
although their generalities still pervade archaeological discourse. The study of proc-
ess was, of course, one of the main interests of processual practices following the

New Archaeology movement of the 1970s. Reacting against previous traditions and
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inspired by the natural sciences, at the time it was not realised that their practice let
earlier reductionist and classificatory methods prevail. Next to the use of biology, now
archaeological research focusing on process is rather scattered and narrowly defined.

If a return to social processes is desired, | must take care not to be mistakenly cat-
egorised as a newborn processualist. Therefore, when applicable, | choose to use the
word processive rather than processual here. Some initial investigations of theoretical
literature on the humanisation of space brought me to anthropological interests in
proxemics and associated embodied space. There, certain social geographical theories
were mentioned. Upon reading, | strongly felt that such theories do not only incorpo-
rate everyday life, they put individuals to operate social processes in order to address
cultural and historical questions on the regions and geographies these individuals both
produced and inhabited. Moreover, | believe the way individuals are treated, takes in
the full complexity of the processes that generate and meaningfully inform spatial da-
tasets. Such datasets will be much like the ones we are able to produce in archaeology,
especially taking into account the progressing opportunities offered by prospectional
techniques. Rather than starting from reductionist classifications or hierarchies, ge-
ography appears to concentrate on the fundamental dealings of humans with space.
What archaeology uncovers, are the results of its materialised transformation. So my
mind was set on trying to establish the potential of such social geographical theories
to inform our spatial records, and interpretively enable and reinstate the central big
issue of developing societies. Archaeology should become better prepared to make

assertions on socio-spatial identities.

Content-wise

The well informed reader will probably know that the disciplines of archaeology and
geography have had a lot in common in the past. In fact, it is remarkable how simi-
lar the development of geography and archaeology was up to the present. After the
emergence of postprocessualism primarily some phenomenological geography was
imported. In the USA this occurred often through anthropology, where the meaning
of place became a main concern. Specifically in England the New Cultural Geography
of Dennis Cosgrove e.a. also was occasionally adopted, informing the concept of place
in archaeology. Less specified, it could be suggested that archaeology almost lost sight
of geography in favour of more particularist approaches.

Before exploring the possible potential of other perspectives developed by geog-
raphy, the difference that grew between the disciplines needs to be understood. In
spite of their comparable histories, geography never structurally noticed archaeology.
Yet, more importantly, the question of why archaeology came to be selective in its

interest towards its significant other arises. In the second chapter of this thesis, a short
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historical overview is given, where the advancement of human geography (of which
social geography is a part) is discussed and joined with archaeology at the moment
the major movements of New Geography and New Archaeology respectively claimed
their voice. In contrast, the advancement of archaeology as a discipline in the light
of social evolution and culture history is then elaborated upon separately. Both dis-
ciplinary lines are followed until the theoretical point on which the disciplines clearly
diverge. In this way, it will be demonstrated why archaeology’s inferential deficiency
could potentially be complemented by an adaptation of the theoretical choice made
by human geography.

The disciplinary developments in chapter two contextualise the fundamental theo-
retical reasoning previously presented in chapter one. Departing from the position of
archaeology, none of the theoretical objectives and questions are well informed with-
out the distinct building blocks resulting from archaeology’s interest in the develop-
ment of societies. The building blocks consist of specific notions resulting from specific,
yet various disciplinary ideas formed about the general themes of time, human action
and human space. The represented interests have an interdisciplinary character, thus
the chapter embeds the fundamental notions epistemologically. As such, there is no
escaping certain philosophical foundations that are briefly touched upon at times.
The order the general themes are discussed in functions accumulatively, leading to
connect the theory directly to the material world. The interconnected notions in the
themes comprise them as three axes along which societies develop. Being inherent to
developing societies, they lay the basis for the complex theories that follow, whilst co-
hering the material counterpart through which archaeological empirical analysis may
operate. The intelligibility of these notions does not only serve archaeology. Due to the
broad appeal of such terms, | hold no pretentious illusions about this study. Given the
limited space available, severe selections had to be made as to which notions are most
essentially contributing to the line of argument for the theory to be built.

Time has been coarsely divided into absolute time, social time and subjective time,
composing theoretically capable temporalities. Included is a very compact discussion of
important theories informing the intrinsic temporal character of archaeology, amongst
which the Annales School of historiography and the making of subjective time through
phenomenology are most significant for interpretive purposes. Subsequently, human
action is placed against a background of humanist thinking, before closing in on four
prominent thinkers on human action: sociologist Max Weber, economist Ludwig von
Mises and social philosophers Alfred Schiitz, and Michel de Certeau. Their ideas have
been highly influential for the emergence of following action theories, which are con-
tained in geographical theory later on. Furthermore, they are historically tied together,
since von Mises was a fierce criticaster of Weber. In turn, Schiitz was an apprentice of

von Mises. Michel de Certeau’s contributions are slightly more recent, yet connected
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to phenomenological notions as in the work of Schiitz. Then the facilitating compo-
nent of the performance of action, human space, is initially explored through exis-
tentialism and embodiment. This is complemented by more specified human spatial
expressions. First the essential notion of territoriality in proxemics of anthropologist
Edward Hall is discussed, then the meaning of and treatment of the built environment
by architect and archaeologist Amos Rapoport, followed by the very sophisticated
computerised methods of space syntax, analysing potentialities for the use of space in
the complicated built environments of cities. Space syntax as a set of analytical tools
was proposed by architectural morphologist Bill Hillier and colleagues in the 1970s,
but is still progressively growing more refined. Especially the uni-directionality of infer-
ential arguments concerned with spatial datasets demonstrated in the section of hu-
man space is insatisfactory as an accumulative result of the building blocks in the axes.
This provides a principal reason for addressing the development of human society in
archaeology from a social perspective instead of material. In effect, this would mean an
inversion of analytical theory. Therefore, this last section is provided with more com-
mentary then the others, as it is from here that the adaptation of the following social
geographical theories is launched. This empirical archaeological turn is better appreci-
ated with the disciplinary appropriations of chapter two.

The notions that file past in chapter one are selected because of their relatively pure
theoretical stances, some of which have acquired iconic qualities for certain types of
discourse in various disciplines. An extreme example of this is the almost annoyingly
consistent construction of (economic) society by Ludwig von Mises. At the same time,
such perspectives logically hold greater value for building theories because of their
uncorrupted nature. Alternatively, as is the case for the approaches to the built and
urban environment, approaches have been selected because they particularly serve
archaeological methods. Preference is given to perhaps less strictly related ideas, rather
than symbiotic adaptations which often corrupt notions, because they construct the
following arguments on a more fundamental level instead of particular details. There-
fore, the ideas presented in chapter one theoretically contextualise chapter two, while
the paradigmatic chapter two disciplinarily contextualises chapter one. As a whole, it
serves as a large introductory treatise, representing the background used and elabo-
rated upon in the consecutive chapters containing more specific directions followed
by others and myself. Moreover, this extended context emphasises the issues for which
potential solutions are developed.

The rest of the thesis is divided into three chapters: bridging, building and opera-
tionalising theoretical necessities following from the presented issues. Chapter three
introduces the geographical theory developed by Allan Pred in the 1980s. His work
acts as a bridge between the epistemology of the first two chapters and the geographi-

cal immediacy of the next. Since he was specifically influenced by the Annales School,



Introduction

time-geography and structuration theory, the symbiosis represented by his work offers
a perfect base. Pred made this thought applicable as concrete microgeographies of
everyday life, especially significant in the ways change is enabled by social processes in
history. The general scope of his theoretical contributions readily indicates the oppor-
tunity it provides for studying the big issue of developing societies. As a geographer,
space was inextricably connected to social organisation in his research. Nevertheless,
it was the concept of place that had his undivided attention in this potent early work,
in which some phenomenological ideas are evidently present too. Pred saw processes
as processes of becoming, and in his theory he placed them within a historical flow of
time and operating in the natural environment. So he combined time, human action
and space in a manner that appears closely related to what could be archaeologically
adapted. This chapter critically appropriates the current potential of this approach.

Of course there are recent additions to such theory also. In the light of their po-
tential for archaeological research objectives, two directions will be shortly discussed
in chapter four, represented by Benno Werlen and Adreas Koch respectively. In their
ability to assess scalar differences in detail, they fill in the blanks left by Pred’s general-
ity. Their successive importance is characterised by the equivalence of time and space,
which is also an intrinsic part of Pred’s theory. Whereas Werlen works on the scale of
regionalisation and borders, Koch works at a scale that is easily translated into micro
scale built environments. It counts for both that through a focus on generative proc-
esses, these concepts lose their static nature. Quickly passing over performance, re-
gions and network theories, conceptualisation grows increasingly complex here. One
of the side effects, as might be suspected, is the distance they create to archaeological
empiricism again. These recent developments in geography and the divergence they
could cause once more, give a more concrete form to the issues we are confronted
with when attempting to continue such theoretical considerations into the scope of
archaeological methodologies. Although their idealised theories seemingly distance
themselves from actual situations, on the other hand, they force a focus on features of
meaningful potential that are also present in archaeological datasets. The inferential
opportunities such datasets comprised of idealised features offer consequentially needs
to be conceptualised. Both an integrating adaptation of the presented theories for ar-
chaeological purposes and this conceptualisation are part of chapter five. Themes like
place, region, culture area, borders and social evolution are thusly revitalised through
theorisation.

Given the coarse nature of archaeological data, a fairly high level of detail is needed
to comprehend the meaning bearing social processes producing the data. This im-
plies a dataset that reflects most activities and societal relations produced by sociality,
preferably within a holistic kind of selection. Hence an argument will be made for us-

ing data from urban environments embodying the most complete degree of physical
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consolidation and mediation expressed in a built environment. The main concern of
such a dataset is its ability to address inferential problems by employing archaeologi-
cal methodologies to increase insight in the underlying social processes. Through the
aforementioned geographical theories, certain aspects of the spatial record will be
suggested as being specifically informative on interactional processes. Here it will be
asserted there are specific localities where significant social positions are negotiated.
These localities are invested with elevated social meaning by this systemic negotiation,
both producing the built environment and being mediated by it. The cues that fol-
low from such theoretical considerations will be of a more fundamental nature than
the stylistic traits which have overshadowed most culturally particular studies so far.
Recognising spatial signatures on the basis of theoretically selected cues should lead to
an appropriation of the socio-spatial identity of places based on a practice of socially
positioning spatialities as interspatial relations grew over time.

Dealing with datasets of the built environment and past cities comes with some
proper problems and is currently dominated by generally accepted assumptions di-
chotomising inference. Michael Smith (2007) excellently indexed most of these in his
comparative article on early cities. The most obvious problem is the flawed datasets
acquired by archaeology. Due to the degenerative condition of material remains, de-
tails are lost over time and previous developmental stages are superimposed or demol-
ished. Also, datasets are restricted by sheer scale, rendering archaeology inevitably se-
lective. There are simply practical and financial inhibitions to covering sites extensively
or completely, despite the efforts that have been made. Moreover sites should not be
analysed as isolated cases, which questions the very geometrical definition of a site.
These practical problems cannot be overcome.

Secondly, the theoretical implications will cast doubt on some general dichotomies.
Smith (2007) most notably signals the false dichotomy of planned and unplanned cit-
ies (or planned and organic growth), ignoring the rejection of cross-cultural compari-
sons for interpretive purposes. In addition, | will challenge the traditional dichotomy of
continuity and change, especially the conceptualisation of change as events or short-
lived revolutions. Here specifically the proposals of Michel de Certeau (1988) offer a
persuasive perspective, allowing for a reappropriation of change. As will be shown, the
continual dialectic processes of structuration actually intrinsically incorporate both the
long and short term. The concept of stratigraphy may help to detect structural chang-
es consolidated in the built environment. Connected to this is the dichotomy between
micro and macro scales, which will be theoretically captured in the same process for
both time and space. Questioning these dichotomies leads to a less isolated dealing
with inquiries on sociality in time and space on the basis of archaeological data. Also,
it should put archaeological inference in a socio-cultural position to enlighten knowl-

edge of the past, which helps a better appreciation of our own current position in such
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way that this insight can be used for future endeavours in our dealings with space.
Nevertheless, this study does not promise any certainties, well-defined methodolo-
gies or clear-cut answers. Along the various themes addressed, it hopes to raise an in-
terest for alternate lines of reasoning and establish the potential of social geographical
theories and stimulate the use of technological data acquisition. As a whole it might
better be taken as an incentive, setting the agenda, rather than an answer to hopes

and prayers.

Subjectivist Objectification

As might have become clear in the above, | envision archaeology as a discipline with
a strong and meaningful relation to the present and future, contributing significant
knowledge on societal problems we are both currently confronting and are yet to be
faced with. The traditional attitude towards archaeology as primarily looking at the
past by working from empiricism, because of our inevitable ties to material remains,
should better be left behind. Despite its inability to offer definite solutions or complete,
fully-fledged methodologies, this study attempts to explicitly take into account our
material condition upon which empirical inquiries are based. In order to facilitate a
more direct comprehension of the assertions made in my writing towards archaeology,
I should discuss the subjectivism derived from my personal views that permeates this
epistemology and theory. Therefore | end this introduction by mentioning some of the
prominent perspectives undoubtedly seeping from my worldview into this research.
During his lifetime, philosopher and founder of phenomenology, Edmund Hus-
serl already remarked that contrary to practice then, the inner world of human be-
ing should not be studied with the same methods used by the researchers of nature
(the outer world) (Cloke e.a. 1991). On the basis that we are human beings studying
our own species, | concur with that. The greater distance that exists between human
beings studying other species allows us to accept the role of observer. As illustrated
by anthropology, initially this role of observing and describing was common practice
in research on other cultures. Eventually some anthropologists decided to submerge
themselves in another culture in order to better understand its traditions and beliefs.
Phenomenology, however, shows us the unique position of each human being inhibit-
ing an exact and true understanding of others’ thoughts. Still, because of the recipro-
cal cognitive process of interpreting others by means of ourselves, the relationship
between human beings is different from our relationship to other species. To me, this
is the ground for the conduct of social science, which may strongly differ in conduct
from natural science. Yet it remains dependent on it for the definition of our species.
Embedded in this assertion lies a very individualistic image of human being. The

physical and phenomenological uniqueness of being human, permits in my view the

1
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existence of having original thoughts. The uniqueness of the cognitive process of per-
ception, and the actions that may follow from that, account for continual change by
the hands of man. Original thought, for me, is clearly illustrated in the process of learn-
ing. Learning consists of roughly two parts: memorising and understanding. Memory
is flawed and phenomenologically proper. It directs the perception and eventually con-
ception of phenomena in each mind in similar ways, but in reproduction it therefore
contains individually unique views. Understanding is the cognition of a process previ-
ously held in the mind of another. Still this is unique, since it is filtered by individual
experience. True understanding of another’s reasoning means reproducing an original
thought in reference to one’s self. Moreover, human beings have continuous disposal
of free will, envisioning a result and a free choice to act according to their ordinal ex-
pectations of its consequences. This free will is only constrained by material, biological
and physiological reflexes and impossibilities, although acquiring (technological) abili-
ties will increase the amount of possibilities. This perspective essentially puts human
beings as free agents in the world, capable of self-determination and understanding
the natural and social world self-referentially.

Furthermore, epistemologically | am moderately relativistic. That indicates that
| generally accept all others’ logic. Nevertheless, that does not mean all individual
worldviews are of definite value to academic advancement. In this | have been in-
spired by Hillary Putnam’s epistemology, which entails that any argument can be true
when consistently applied within a specific conceptual framework (Putnam 1981).
This notion has been interchangeably termed pragmatic realism, internal realism and
conceptual relativism. Basically, such epistemology allows for subjective science, as
mentioned before, only if the researcher stays loyal to his theoretical framework and
this is communicated. This too was suggested by Putnam before (idem). Addition-
ally, it immediately permits the lateral existence of plural scientific truths. For me, this
means that conducting research from a socio-cultural perspective does not cause the
rejection of natural scientific approaches. They can exist side by side, both producing
their own truths. Moreover, the knowledge they produce should be seen as comple-
mentary. Inhibitions contained in natural scientific insights will sharpen the focus on
understanding socio-cultural variations. The long term debate on the uniqueness of
homo sapiens sapiens as a species separated from animals is irrelevant to me (cf. Corbey
2005) and therefore not a part of this thesis or the definition of the built environment
(cf. Ingold 2000). Human beings are a product of biological evolution and understand-
ing of it steadily increases. Thus, essentially all things human are a product of biology,
including the socio-cultural. However, the development of the socio-cultural does not
necessarily follow the rules of biology and may interfere (fenotypically) in the evolu-
tionary process. In short, | argue that it is in the relational difference in our academic

position to our species that an alternative analytical (or social) method is justified. This
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attitude to social and biological approaches | tend to call pragmatic naturalism.

On the basis of all this, it is hardly surprising that | chose to take a point of departure
for archaeology defying its materially bound condition. This aprioristic social theoreti-
cal approach (cf. von Mises 1998, Werlen 2005) will be experienced as troublesome
for many archaeologists, especially as | have chosen not to exclude explicit material
cases to illustrate my assertions. Comparable to the way Max Weber’s classificatory
theory ought to be used and how Allan Pred argues for the value of his notions, this
theory building will prove to be of mainly inferentially informative use rather than of-
fering direct answers to specific questions. Moreover, the theory requires specific types
of data and forces data acquisition accordingly. Altogether this indicates that present-
ing particular examples here will cause misunderstandings instead of clarifying theo-
retical potentials. Fortunately, in geographical literature Benno Werlen in his work on
everyday regionalisations has argued for a similar point of departure for the spatially
bound geographical discipline. “[My perspective] exists in contrast to all approaches
that begin with regions, borders, spatial patterns and other spatial phenomena and
work toward an analysis of social structures, rather than the other way around.” (Wer-
len 2005: 47) This, in a nutshell, is the kind of background against which this research
should be read.

13
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Axes of Developing Societies

Epistemology

Big themes are nothing to be scared of. They are a challenge that any academic disci-
pline should be happy to accept, despite its implication of big questions followed by
big issues. The main interpretive issue in archaeology is the question how human so-
cieties developed. Unfortunately, the prejudicial results of early ponderings about this
particular big issue, especially those originating from evolutionary infusions, have led
to various degrees of rejection in the development of the archaeological discipline, as
is briefly demonstrated in chapter two. This has obstructed opportunities for more nu-
anced adaptations of evolutionary thought, specifically those fit for addressing social
processes that produce society.

Social inquiries are usually treated in narrowly defined and restricted fields of re-
search, rendering knowledge asunder. Moreover, archaeological discourse, due to its
materially bound character, tends to work from material objects rather than social
arguments informing analysis. The study of society in itself is a complex composite of
knowledgeable elements. Adding to that the requirement of a physical counterpart to
enable the empirical research methods employed by archaeology, even more elements
need to be considered, distributing the big issue over many topics. Since all these
elements have been made part and parcel of several disciplinary interests, knowledge
about them is even further dispersed, complicating the acquisition of an overview of
theoretical notions separately developed in those disciplines. Archaeology will oscillate
through all parts of this study, while philosophy, sociology, history, anthropology and
geography occupy their respective places. The challenge of being able to address and
position such a theme is not only down to archaeology, but needs an epistemological
bringing-together explored in this first chapter.

Here | will initially explore interdisciplinary thought on developing societies along
three main constitutive axes conceptualised as fundamental components playing im-
portant roles in the composite of society. In doing so, it first establishes knowledge of
the most essential ideas, rather than adaptive complementarily inclined discourses,
comprising the societal theme in archaeology. These axes are represented by time, hu-
man action and human space. This chapter will be far from exhaustive on the plethora
of disciplinary notions relating to the axes that have been formulated over time. In-
stead it chooses to examine several notions associated with certain prominent schol-
ars. To some extent these illustrate my personal point of departure, which embeds the
more particular theories that will be discussed later, and make explicit the connections
that tie the three axes together. As will be demonstrated social and subjective time are
a constitutive background to the action theories of Max Weber, Ludwig von Mises, and
Alfred Schiitz, which in turn imply a human environment conceptualised as physical

space by embodiment and the built environment. Taking a slightly different angle,
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Michel de Certeau’s reappropriative action will shortly be discussed also.

The first chapter will easily converge with the second, offering a context of relevant
perspectives on a selection of sequential intervals of disciplinary history. These aca-
demic developments are silently present in the preceding discussion of the three con-
stitutive axes. The historical overview will focus on the disciplines of archaeology and
geography, exploring their former epistemological junctions and the present distancia-
tion. In most cases, the perspectives and notions discussed will have a philosophical
background generally referring to humanism, existentialism and phenomenology. This
historical overview will allow a better appreciation of the lateral positioning of compa-
rable notions in the axes of the societal composite. Also, it will now explicitly uncover
the reasons for the potential entailed in repeating the disciplinary junction once again,
further embedding the following chapters that lean heavily on the combined informa-
tive arguments of these two chapters.

Altogether this first part of the thesis will move back and forth in time in order to
reach the same theoretically suggestive destination at several occasions by following
the constitutive axes and disciplinary developments. In the mean time it informs both
the reasons for the presumed potential of the social geographical theories presented
in later chapters and shapes their contexts. The aim is not to write a compelling phi-
losophy or epistemology in its own right, but to provide the knowledge necessary to
comprehend the current situation obstructing adequate assessments of the big issue of
interpreting societal development in archaeology. Consequentially, this part introduces
the requirement of changing our theoretical angle to equip a fundamental treatise of
this big issue. For this, spatio-temporal data will prove to be the most readily available
source of information. The axes presented here will inform the reading of the social
geographical theories for future conduct, as well as make an attempt to overcome tra-
ditional pitfalls resulting from the social evolutionary and culture historical approaches

presented in chapter two and their still prevalent discursive echoes.

Axis of Time - Absolute Time

As the study of human development on the basis of material remains, the discipline of
archaeology exists by grace of the passage of time. Nevertheless, the discipline saw a
neglect of this fundamental condition in its discourse over the past decades, despite
the early overview on time in archaeology by Geoff Bailey (1987). An extensive follow-
up, edited by Tim Murray (1999), bundled a wide array of articles dealing with all
conceptions and empirical implications of time. Hereafter it was the compelling book
of Gavin Lucas (2005), The Archaeology of Time, that recently laid a definite foundation
for the recurrence of the topic. Some of his findings will concisely be reproduced

here.
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The traditional dealing of archaeology with time incorporates quite static terms,
most fundamentally captured in the concept of chronology. Chronology is divided in
two sets of concepts: firstly, absolute chronologies, and secondly, relative chronologies.
Absolute chronologies are clearly linked to the archaeological method of calendrical
dating, which allows our datasets to be precisely situated on a timescale. They provide
us with valuable information and measurable facts that can be reproduced at will.
Relative chronologies relate to the interdependence of selections of data, which,
through methods of classification, lead to periodisations and stratigraphies (Lucas
2005). “[Not] all archaeologists would necessarily agree with this categorisation [...],
in many ways, the distinction between absolute and relative time is mostly one of scale
and regularity. All chronologies are ultimately based on events that incorporate time
into their very structure.” (idem: 8) Note that these rather methodologically embedded
takes on time concentrate on positioning static categories detected in archaeological
data.

This character of time follows from the problem, also noted by Lucas, that time is
conceptualised as a uni-linear sequence. This affects archaeological interpretation. As
applied to typologies and stratification, the way time is dealt with also reflects on the
social and the spatial as a framework of inference. Despite its informative value, it is
actually a more abstract notion of time that is of interest here: time in a processive,
evolutionary or historical sense. In archaeological discourse it is the degenerative proc-
ess in the progression of passing time that leaves us with material remains, making ma-
terial remains temporal. Most importantly, however, passing time enables the analysis
of human development as a process, making the social temporal also.

With this notion (specifically in periodisation) time moves into a debate on evolu-
tion. Influenced by the teleological nature of biological advancement in the theory of
evolution, researchers like Lewis Henry Morgan in the 19th century and Vere Gordon
Childe in the 20th century expanded the so-called three age system, further elaborat-
ed by revolutional pivots. This resulted in a tradition of research called social or cultural
evolution, in which societies were seen as developing from barbarism and savagery
towards a civilisation or state. Implications of such approaches which will be discussed
in chapter two. As will also become apparent here, Foucault’s view on chronology
is actually quite insightful, despite maintaining an emphasis on periodisation: “Each
periodisation is the demarcation in history of a certain level of events, and conversely
each level of events demands its own specific periodisation, because according to the
choice of level different periodisations have marked out and, depending on the perio-
disation one adopts, different levels of events become accessible. This brings us to the
complex methodology of discontinuity.” (Foucault 1980: 67)

The discontinuity of Foucault cleverly includes and elaborates on what in social

evolution eventually was also recognised: the assumed uni-directional, teleological

19



20

Built Environments, Constructed Societies

development was not going at the same pace everywhere (Lucas 2005). This indicates
that time is not only absolute, it is also situational thus relative. In this sense it might
be better to speak of temporalities rather than time. “[Temporality] is not chronology
(as opposed to time), and it is not history (as opposed to chronology). [...] In the
mere succession of events there is no time, as nothing does. [...] Temporality entails
a perspective that contrasts radically with the one [...] that sets up history and
chronology in a relation of complementary opposition.” (Ingold 2000: 194) In order
to form temporalities, Ingold takes the complementary A and B-series of McTaggart.
The B-series entail actions or events seen as isolated succeeding happenings, frame by
frame. In the A-series “time is immanent in the passage of events [... encompassing]
a pattern of retentions [corrig.] from the past and the protentions for the future.
Thus from the A-series point of view, temporality and historicity are not opposed
but rather merge in the experience of those who, in the activities, carry forward the
process of social life.” (idem: 194) These activities taken together compose Ingold’s
taskscape, which bears temporality within. Temporalities thus allow for differing
rhythms, durations, etc. in activities according to the context and experience of time.
Alternatively, as Bourdieu has put it: “time derives its efficacy from the state of the
structure of relations within which it comes into play” (Bourdieu 1977: 7), though
he simultaneously believed in intelligible objective structures produced by history,
laying the foundation for structuralist relationships in time. A specific aspect of the
interpretive activities of archaeology should be concerned with the understanding of
various temporalities. In order to produce a clear perspective on temporalities, the

notion of social time emerges.

Axis of Time - Social Time

There are several scholars who have contributed considerably to the characterisation
of social types of time. Advanced thinkers like Norbert Elias (1997) and Tim Ingold
(1986) have proposed that the 20th century rejection of studying long term develop-
ments of social life by the deconstruction of evolutionary theories, is an impoverish-
ment of understanding human activity and confuses the oppositions of agency and
structure in temporal contexts (Dunning and Krieken 1997). Ingold introduced the
distinct temporality of social life and social evolution (Ingold 1986), which concisely
entails the contrast of the real time of social life and the abstract time associated with
social or cultural evolution. This differentiation tends to inform or reconstruct influen-
tial distinctions made in historiography.

Adverted by Henri Berr, Lucien Febvre, Marc Bloch and Fernand Braudel, the An-
nales School in history emerged in France. In his extensive article on Braudel, Hexter

already noted that “against considerable odds [a structure resulting from the mentality
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change (focusing on social and economic history) of historiography] has taken over
historical studies in France, at the same time winning for those studies worldwide ad-
miration.” (Hexter 1972: 483) This influence did not remain restricted to the historical
discipline, but was quite readily applied in many of the social sciences. Hexter’s own
criticism, leading to an alternative view, has never become as widely accepted.

The temporal concepts of historiography, most importantly propagated by
Braudel, have been concerned with a non-linear history and operated on distinguished
temporal scales. In contrast to anthropology and sociology, historiography has been
confronted with the need to understand the nature of social time (J. R. Hall 1980).
The Annales School is concerned with the relativity of multiple scales of objective
time. The Annales historians focused on processes that moved beyond individual’s
intentions and texts, a type of structuralism that coincides with the work of Emile
Durkheim (J. R. Hall 1980, Lucas 2005) and Bourdieu (1977). The work of Fernand
Braudel is essential for the focus on temporal scales. He proposed three temporal
scales: les temps courts or I'histoire événementielle, la moyenne durée or social history,
and la longue durée or an ecological or geographical history (J. R. Hall 1980, Santamaria
and Bailey 1984, Bintliff 1991b, Lucas 2005). Braudel does stress that these scales are
not to be taken separately. All scales interrelationally influence each other, and he
even holds that all scales have their own cycles and rhythms functioning within them.
However, eventually there is only one (objective) time of history that they all adhere
to (J. R. Hall 1980), which is similar to Bourdieu’s structure of objective history. Yet
Braudel was mostly interested in the longue durée, where he placed the processes
of geo-history and (changing) mentality: an underlying current by which, in a way,
everything is connected. Archaeology naturally found itself directly applied to this
long term history. Therefore, little attention has been given to the events of les temps
courts or the socio-economical and demographic processes of the conjunctures in la
moyenne durée. In archaeology, the Annales School also has received considerable
attention in various contexts, but most elaborately in the volume edited by John Bintliff
(1991a), The Annales School and Archaeology. This book places structural history in the
perspective of the archaeological paradigms of processualism and postprocessualism,
arguably making them complementary instead of opposing positions (Bintliff 1991b)
(see chapter two).

Despite the fact Braudel acknowledged his scales to be part of a whole, the
arbitrary division has proven to be quite useful for ordering analysis. For the greater
part, it has been used for applications in archaeological data in this fashion. This has
led to interpretations on different temporal levels. Firstly, recognising events that had
profound effects following from (short lived) traumas, that are also called contingent
catalysts. On the second level, analysing processes of cultural and economic change,

which is where social evolution could probably be placed. Finally, reaching the
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relationship between the environmental and people, which moves at the slowest rate (J.
R. Hall 1980, Bintliff 1991b, Lucas 2005) and appears most applicable to our discipline.
Interpretations following from this analysis reinstate Braudel’s arbitrary division rather
than reaching the point of integrating different temporal scales, a possibility that he
actually did enable.

The tendency of social sciences to look for structures and patterns in order to un-
derstand behaviour could be served by incorporating some other elements of Braudel’s
concepts. In the first place, he notes that all structures are defined by duration and
subsequently their effect on human behaviour. Secondly, his notion of simultaneity,
which indicates the combined presence of the past, present, and future (Santamaria
and Bailey 1984), is applicable to assertions and objects of study in many disciplines
like history, archaeology and anthropology. This implies there is only the present, with
retentions from the past and protentions for the future, an idea developed by phe-
nomenologist Edmund Husserl, but continued upon by Tim Ingold (2000) (see above).
As such, in the study of the past only present moments and direct inference of the past
exist. The phenomenological stance to time is thus essentially a-historical, because the
past and the future continuously fuse together in unique compositions in the present
(Kolen 2005). The implication of the search for structures is that researchers are not
only imprisoned by a notion of time as duration and measurement, but they are also
concerned with the history of sociologists that studies the constraints on the possibili-
ties of human action (Santamaria and Bailey 1984).

Here Santamaria and Bailey introduce us to an uneasy dichotomy in Braudel’s con-
cept of duration that juxtaposes formal (mathematical, exogenous, objective) time
that measures his tripartite division, and material (internal, subjective) time that re-
alises those in terms of geographical, social, and individual time. This contradiction
is based on the problem that the formal division of time envelops all scales by one
another, while the material times, derived from concepts of other disciplines, do not.
Braudel asserts that subjective variable concepts of time, revealing the relationship of
social action and the processes of history, detach themselves from objective time and
thus attempt to escape historical time. This has been opposed by phenomenology
which holds that irreversible objective time is undeniable, but actually synthesises the
multiplicity of subjective temporal experiences (J. R. Hall 1980). It is this understanding
that is of particular interest to this study, since the irreversible objective flow of time
(cf. Husserl’s temporal flux (Lucas 2005) in the section on Alfred Schiitz below) is just
the philosophical or academic vehicle situating temporalities in the larger framework
of continuous developments.

The assertions phenomenology reacted to deny the possibility of analysing con-
crete phenomena and the non-chronological meaningful character of actual social life.

This was exercised by the structuralist philosophy of Althusser and later Balibar, who
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inhibited reconciliation of their theory with the concrete by not incorporating subjec-
tive and intersubjective temporal concepts. Their investigation of social life required
that subjectivist concepts of time were transformed into the structuralist edifice (J. R.
Hall 1980). This can easily be projected back to the deficiency that the Annales School
has had defective attention for the theorising of the event as a present moment.

The event was seen as determined by the past and future, leaving inadequate space
for the contemporary, rather using the subjective interpretations of a period (San-
tamaria and Bailey 1984). The Annales School also lacked a theory of social change,
or the shift from one historical entity to another. The event cannot stand alone, but is
redirected to the moyenne durée for any understanding of it. It seems that this is the
consequence of the lack of inquiry into the effects of action on the creation of struc-
tures (idem). It is also comparable to Althusser’s notion that individuals are only those
who enact the determinate structure (J. R. Hall 1980). This is because the longue durée
as a structure is superimposed on the other temporal scales. In order for change to
happen an event should exceed the limits or obstacles defined by the structure of the
longue durée, thereby the issue of its creation is avoided (Santamaria and Bailey 1984).
This means that in order to reach an understanding of long term developments, we
need to move beyond structuralist objective time towards an understanding of indi-
vidual subjective time in an intersubjective temporal world. Socio-temporal meaning is
produced on occasions, as Hall argues: “Each social occasion has subjective temporal
locations keyed to the pasts and anticipated futures of the persons involved [...]; they
are enmeshed in non-sequential subjective contexts of meaning, which give an extra-
chronological character to unfolding social life.” (J. R. Hall 1980: 124-125)

Axis of Time - Subjective Time

This brings us back to the aforementioned distinction of the time of social life and
social evolution (Ingold 1986). The social life takes place in real time, while social
evolution, which is created through contingent social life, can be labelled as taking
place in an enlarged, abstract time. Also, compare these notions with Ingold’s take
on the A and B-series mentioned before, arriving at the temporality of taskscapes that
operate social life (Ingold 2000). Overall, Ingold ties different types and experiences
of time intricately together into a ‘continuous state’ of present. Strongly influenced
by phenomenologist experientialism, featuring the temporal occasions of individuals,
Ingold further elaborates on the concept of the present in his book The Perception of
the Environment. The present is the scale in which évenements take place. In doing so
he actually provides a plausible theses for what the utilisation of the Annales School
was missing. Following assertions made by phenomenologists like Merleau-Ponty and

Gell, he conceptualises the present as a unique moment that incorporates a vista of the
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past and the future that only is available for that specific moment and no other. Rather
than being delimited to the past or the present, it gathers the past and the future into
itself, enabling it to move (in time) without crossing temporal boundaries (idem). This
makes a good context for events to operate in and take on specific meanings accord-
ing to the subjectivities of time.

Subjectivist historians have ignored subjective time, while phenomenological
analysis of time has remained a-historical. To resolve this hiatus phenomenological
approaches must be applied to the empirical tasks of interpretative sociology and
historiography (J. R. Hall 1980). For investigations along these lines, Husserl’s phenom-
enological analysis of essential structures of time-consciousness can be used to derive
alternative concepts of time, using them to enrich sociological concepts and analyse
specific historical developments. This applied phenomenology recognises four ideal-
ised types of subjective temporal orientations, based on Husserl’s a priori possibilities of
time-consciousness: synchronic (referring to the intersubjective temporal orientations
the ‘now’ is the locus of individual and collective attention, fully consciously ‘lived
time’), diachronic (de-emphasises the ‘now’ in favour of reproduction of the past and
anticipation of the future), strategic (exclusive emphasis on the anticipation of the
future, goal directed, determining actions in the ‘now’ with the past only constrain-
ing possible actions), eternal (deriving meaning from a mythical past, preceding any
diachrony, attaining a character of timeless recreation) (idem). Especially this last tem-
poral orientation is also where one could locate certain cultural specific ideas on time.
Many cultural (mythical) concepts of time have been developed, varying from Lévi-
Strauss’ and Leach’s structuralist oppositions in temporal components (Lucas 2005) to
the more rich and complex concepts as primordial and circular time, elaborated upon
by Mircea Eliade (Eliade 1959). However culturally enticing, these ideas do not directly
contribute to the more fundamental character of time at stake here.

The application of phenomenology, actually a form of Schiitz’s constitutive phe-
nomenology (Cloke e.a. 1991), could establish Husserl’s life-world as the zone of so-
ciological analysis, and subjective time as the basis for meaning, social action, complex
fields of social action, and history. Hall remarks that many events happen in realms
of activity, which are not essentially tied to any location on the objective time scale,
while objective time in different ways remains more or less important. They have their
meaning in the content of social life (J. R. Hall 1980). This indicates that if the event,
despite having a duration in objective time, is not tied to specific locations in that
time, we have successfully replaced the need for chronology without losing touch
with objective time. The relations within subjective time are more meaningful than
substituting it with the consecutive nature of events in chronology. In such temporal
interconnectedness it suffices to say that the temporalities of processes are objectively

tied (rhythms and time-spans), yet their exact position in objective time in itself does
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not hold inferential value. Their operational force as a cog-wheel in the progression of
social life does. The scale of objective temporal change may transcend the individual’s
consciousness, but the phenomena themselves embody subjective temporality. “If we
are to avoid a kind of abstraction which obscures the nature of these phenomena, we
must insist that every concept of social time [...] be based in part on reference to tem-
poral subjective acts of consciousness.” (idem: 126) Due to social life being dependent
on events (or occasional opportunities for happenings), subsequently interconnected
with an abstracted timescale extended into social evolution, the long term concern
becomes separated from that objective framework as well. The subjective temporality
issue is now conceptualised as momentarily specific perception of the past and the
future (the present of events) in the context of social life. Both subjects and research-
ers adhere to that, so subjective time effectively becomes an all inclusive notion. If
temporalities are causative of the operation of social life, they must be inhabited by
human beings, leading to the awareness that human actions are events. It is against
this backdrop that the interpretive potential of temporalities in the study of developing

societies should be appreciated.

Axis of Human Action - Disciplined Humanism

Human action eventually depends on the ability of a human being to perform that ac-
tion. Since not only action, but physiologically speaking, also human beings are finite
(thus temporal), a conceptualisation of human beings necessarily takes into account
the given precondition of the flow of time and the existence of temporalities. There
have been many disciplines at various periods that developed their own manifold defi-
nitions of ‘man’, but it would serve no purpose to be exhaustive here. Most impor-
tant for this study are those views that, directly or indirectly influenced by humanist
thought, place human beings in the context of their actions. In addition, existentialist
philosophies have thoroughly situated human beings in their environment and sepa-
rately influenced many disciplinary approaches. Man is an acting being. Since both
man and his actions are temporal, man as a facilitator for action with physically pre-
conditioned abilities and potentially enabled by free will is most significant here.

In the first place, human beings have traditionally become the focus of anthropol-
ogy. The position of this discipline is special due to its twofold character, internally
uniting the natural scientific approach of physical anthropology with the social and
cultural characterisation of man and his environment. This twofold character is sec-
onded by archaeology which has been heavily influenced by anthropological thought,
in the United States in particular. Before converging the physical human being with its
social counterpart in specific details, going back to the cradle of positioning human

being centrefold to academic analysis will be most informative for the understanding
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of both past and present theories of human action. Many of these have been signifi-
cantly influenced by the history of humanist thought.

In the volatile trends of human thought in history, humanism has had formative
voices in classical Greek philosophy, the medieval Islamic world and subsequently in
the Renaissance. This era effectively established the human individual as something
indispensible to human thought and action, able to attain knowledge of external and
internal worlds. Galileo proposed the mobilisation of the human senses in a suppos-
edly objective and empirical method for his scientific humanism, in which the cosmos
consists of an order of laws. He used human rationality to understand the natural
world. René Descartes then introduced Cartesian rationalism (je pense, donc je suis),
which inverted this argument by casting doubt on existence through an existential
doubt about being. Hence science became the tool for knowing the world. Both the
ideas of Galileo and Descartes have been criticised for dehumanising science, opposing
Renaissance humanism to academic humanism which takes humanity as the measure
for academic inquiry (Cloke e.a. 1991).

A humanism paradigm was subdued till the 19th century, when the term human-
ism was reintroduced, principally in the United States. While humanism now usually
entails an opposition of arts and sciences, noting significant deficiencies in traditional
science, in the Renaissance it incorporated all sciences and arts. Since the 19th cen-
tury many different branches can be discerned, most notably secular and religious
directions of humanism. From the early 20th century onwards humanist thought re-
gained interest in academic discourse. Philosopher F. C. S. Schiller (member of the
German idealist tradition, with the likes of Hegel and Kant) has had a large influence
in the re-establishment of academic humanism. His definition of humanism is effort-
lessly grasped: “Humanism is really in itself the simplest of philosophic view points: it
is merely the perception that the philosophic problem concerns human beings striv-
ing to comprehend a world of human experience by the resource of human minds.
[Furthermore he insists on] leaving in the whole luxuriance of individual minds.” (as
quoted in: Cloke e.a. 1991: 59) Humanism yielded the preoccupation with the fact
that reality can only be understood through the human mind, rather than studying
human beings (humanity) in particular worldly circumstances. It nourishes intellectual
activity on the ‘realities’ of life, coupled with the reciprocal goal of improving such

realities.
Axis of Human Action - Max Weber
One of the most prominent thinkers who has put human action, and thus a theory

of action, to the fore, is Max Weber (1864-1920). His theses have been extensively

discussed by Campbell (1981). A selective summary of which forms the following brief
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treatise that introduces and contextualises the purposeful notions for the axis of hu-
man action in Weber’s work.

Weber’s version of human action entails both emotion and values, as well as ra-
tional calculation and includes value-free social science. This coincides with his personal
duality, as he both admired the achievements of modern society, while appreciating
different cultures as a sociologist. In his view, sociology attempts the interpretive un-
derstanding of social action in order to explain its cause and effects. Value-free signifies
that a scientist detaches himself from personal values, since these cannot be deduced
from empirically observable facts. However, the scientific approach should neither be
a compromise of theories when interpreting or explaining social phenomena. Such
value compromise is not made, he holds, when choosing phenomena to study. This is
done before scientific investigation itself, as long as one shows that these choices have
been made. Furthermore he held that in order to understand and explain behaviour,
one must enter the mind and mood of social actors. Put differently, this would be
like the empathy employed by anthropologists like Boas, Durkheim, Lévi-Strauss and
Geertz. However, Weber says it is not necessary to endorse actor’s thoughts and feel-
ings, but one should be restricted to demonstrate their means (Campbell 1981).

For Weber, social action is not the same as behaviour. For example, movement is
only action when it involves meaning for the actor. This requires awareness (analysed
in terms of the experience of intentions), motives and feelings, detached from move-
ment without intentional reference. Action is social insofar as the meaning attached
takes into account the behaviour of others. He excludes actions against things, unless
they have significance for the actions of others (e.g. arts and crafts production). It
does not require mutual awareness, but at least one individual giving meaning to the
action in terms of subjective experience. Understanding social action (intellectually,
empathetically and assumptive) requires evidence of the social meaning given to it by
actors, requiring a total understanding of the complex of meaning the actor uses to
explain his reasons. Therefore knowing the symbols (usually language) is necessary.
There is a difference between understanding and explaining action in causal terms.
Sociological understanding of action is based on standard meanings of typical social
actions that can be expressed in common symbols. Therefore, understanding an ac-
tion is recognising it as a type of activity characteristic to that society. The actor has to
recognise it as fitting a type. The researcher needs to hypothesise a type of conduct
common to individuals in such situations (idem).

In this almost causal generalisation Weber’s most important concept already
appears: the ideal type. Ideal types adhere to the split of understanding an objective
causal explanation. They are meaningful simplified models of social activities used in
the interpretation of human behaviour. Ideal pertains to having value free ideas of

action, extrapolations of selected aspects of action that form an intelligible complex
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in which we can understand actual behaviour. Weber suggests ideal types are not
causal generalisations in themselves, but can be utilised to empirically classify and
to draw connections between social phenomena. Also, they provide explanations of
empirical correlations to see meaningful connections between values and observable
sociological facts. Such ideal types are not complete representations, but selective
oversimplifications to promote understanding of the nature of social phenomena
(idem).

Weber’s theory of man is comprised of four ideal types of human action. 1) Rational
conduct: the most effective means to achieve an end in particular circumstances and
side-effects of these means to his other purposes. 2) Value-rational conduct: uncondi-
tional value of the activity and the means to achieve the valued objectives. 3) Affective
or emotional action: dominated by feeling, thus irrational. 4) Traditionalist, habitual
conduct: established practices and respecting existing authority, which are only par-
tially conscious and rational. These ideal types act as ways to give meaning to action.
Together they compose a picture of any individual according to their behaviour and
values. People vary according to this composite and the values they choose. However,
people are free to choose their values, which will influence their actions not adhering
to a universal set of values. In his notions on universalism, Weber was clearly influenced
by Nietzsche's existentialism. People are influenced in their choices by their social re-
lationships and prone to follow authoritative structures. As such, the theory of man is
entangled with the theory of society. The composite pictures of individuals based on
the ideal types of action are the building blocks of society captured within ideal types
of social interaction. He developed ideal types of such phenomena in order to contrast
traditional and rational (often contemporary) types of society, reducible to meaningful
patterns of interaction e.g. social relationships (idem).

What we may take from Weber's theory is primarily his focus on action and the
significance of action in the context of constituting society. Discursively, his notion of
the ideal type is also of interest. It allows aprioristic definition without necessitating ex-
istence of its representations in reality. Aprioristic reasoning is also the basis for Ludwig

von Mises’ idealist theory of society.

Axis of Human Action - Ludwig von Mises

In the light of human action and Weber’s ideas, it is a logical continuation to take into
account the work of economist Ludwig von Mises (1881-1973). Although his entire
theory of human action and society had the aim of providing a thorough theory for
economy, his very pure notion of human action is not only very comprehensible, but
also theoretically persuasive for later specifications in social theory. In his insightful

and provocative book Human Action (originally published in 1949), he gives a very
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clear definition: “Human action is purposeful behavior.” (von Mises 1998: 11) As he
eloquently argues, this definition should not need further explanation, but could be
elaborated with many clarifying assertions, which may prevent misinterpretation. As
purposeful behaviour, human action stands in sharp contrast to unconscious behav-
iour, i.e. mainly reflexive physiological actions. For von Mises praxeology, the general
theory of human action, is the basis. Praxeology is not concerned with how actions
cognitively came about, which is in the realm of psychology, but truly focuses on
the actions themselves. Actions as purposeful behaviour have a teleological character.
They are aimed to an end and have a (rational) meaning for the actor performing the
action. Action is not just giving preference. This is also done in unavoidable situations
or belief. “He who only wishes and hopes does not interfere actively with the course of
events and with the shaping of his own destiny. But acting man chooses, determines,
and tries to reach an end. Of two things both of which he cannot have together he
selects one and gives up the other. Action therefore always involves both taking and
renunciation.” (idem: 12) If thoughts are expressed referring to actions (annunciation,
recommendation, rejection), this should not be confused with action. Action is real,
not the things not realised. However, that is not to say that action is not extended into
the world of speech, as action can entail choosing to talk or not to talk, or consump-
tion and enjoyment as well as abstaining from them. There is no distinction to be
made between an active or passive mentality, for the choice not to act is also action as
it may affect the course of events. “Wherever the conditions for human interference
are present, man acts no matter whether he interferes or refrains from interfering. [...]
Action is not only doing but no less omitting to do what possibly could be done.”
(idem: 13) Slightly tautologically, one could say that action is the manifestation or
product of man’s will or choice. Action and its meaning depend on the freedom of
choice. Put into a social setting, man is not empathetic, but understands another by
means of himself. The same ordinal decision process takes place in actions bearing
social consequences as those performed entirely for the benefit of oneself (idem).
Von Mises is said to be one of Weber's severest critics and follows his theory through
in a pristine way, as opposed to what could be said of Weber. The difference is that
von Mises was not concerned with the inference of actual situations, but rather was
building an idealised world that functions in a completely logical way. Therefore there
was no need to take into account deviations that might occur in the application of his
ideas, as the preconditions would not be met in actual situations. He works in a truly
aprioristic way. In spite of being detached from actuality, his pure theoretical notions
can be informative in the same way Weber’s ideal types can be. Actual situations may
be contrasted against his assertions and ways of (economic) improvement may be
set out upon the insight that is produced. Note, however, that von Mises’ purposeful

rationality is not an ideal type in the sense of Weber, since the way to act would not
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be universal. Despite this difference, von Mises recognises in his praxeology that at an
abstract level there are underlying rules to action that are universal. There are com-
monalities in action that through research can be found as valid for all people of all
eras, races and social classes (idem). This partially universalistic tendency of von Mises
can be compared to Hodder’s use of Wobst’s models of cross-cultural generalisation in
stylistic traits as messages coupled to the size of social units or the visibility of artefacts.
Hodder intended to stress cultural differences on the basis of these generalisations,
providing opportunities for comparison (Hodder 1986). The universalism of social
processes here, however, should not so much lead to discerning cultural differences,
but rather afford cultural changes.

Von Mises’ work provides us with one of the most compelling, uncorrupted defi-
nitions of human action and this is what we should keep in mind, though further
developed reasoning on the basis of human action might elaborate or change its na-
ture. Also, von Mises’ individualistic and self-referential view of social man is a strong,
yet concise vantage point for continued explorations into societies. Although many
sociologists, philosophers and anthropologists would argue against it, | am convinced
by the existence of free will and the freedom of choice. Conformist actions are still a
choice and express that the consequence of resistance or abstinence will have been
envisioned as less favourable. Michel de Certeau examines such notions in some detail,
but extends his research into cognition and the invisible behind it. A self-referential un-
derstanding of the world is part of phenomenological views on perception, man and
his environment. Still the idealistic theory of von Mises rests unaffected in all its purity,

positioning action centrefold in developing society.

Axis of Human Action - Alfred Schiitz

In sociological advancement of social theorising, one of von Mises students has be-
come most influential: Alfred Schiitz (1899-1959). He was not concerned with econo-
my but sociology, and found himself strongly inspired by the phenomenological ideas
of Edmund Husserl. His ideas came to be known for introducing phenomenology to
sociological thought. He set the first step in seeking to clarify Weber’s sociology in
terms of Husserl’s phenomenological philosophy. This phenomenological sociology
exposed otherwise obscure philosophical ideas, and in doing so supported under-
standing of what he called the social world. Founding phenomenology, Husserl had
conceptualised the ‘stream of internal time-consciousness’ as the source of meaning,
thereby giving a profound critique of Weber's subjectively meaningful action (J. R. Hall
1980). This primordial, pre-reflexive idea of time is derived from an idea of the hetero-
geneous continuum of time defying a definition in lived experience. This he expressed

as the temporal flux (Lucas 2005).
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Such concept of time demonstrates that Husserl’s phenomenology is a metaphysi-
cal one, influenced by Cartesian rationalism. This idealist rationalism entails the exist-
ence of the truth of the world or objects, before science or human subjectivity could
mingle with it. In his pre-reflexive or pre-scientific (i.e. before conceptualisation takes
place) time, there is a slight positivist tendency concurring with his metaphysics. Nev-
ertheless, it came as an opposing reaction to positivistic researchers ignoring their
own involvement. Husserl was not an adversary of the prevalent naturalist attitude of
science. Actually he stressed that humanist thinkers needed to develop a philosophy
that entailed distinctive methodologies to be able to understand the inner humanity.
Therefore he found that, as was the practice at the time, the inner world of human
being should not be studied with the same methods used by the researchers of nature
(the outer world). Positivistic science fails in dealing with the disposition and behaviour
of ‘things’ because of an a priori conceptualisation of essences that are viewed simul-
taneously as explanations. A philosopher should penetrate into the essences of things
to explain the way things act. For Husserl these essences of things will be the truth
of knowledge about them. The essences of science do not reside in the object under
study nor the human researchers, but in the relationship between these objects and
subjects (Cloke e.a. 1991, Eberle 1984). This foundation indicates that in archaeology
phenomenology was wrongfully adapted as a vehicle for producing personal and idi-
osyncratic perspectives of the world. This is illustrated by the great impact Tilley’s A
Phenomenology of the Landscape (1994) and Shanks’ Experiencing the Past (1992) have
had in archaeological discourse, whose earlier papers also demonstrated a lack in the
conceptualisation of time.

Husserl’s followers, including Schiitz and Merleau-Ponty, proposed alternatives in
existential and constitutive phenomenologies that do not attempt to transcend the
everyday, but study the everyday meanings particular to peoples, societies or cultures.
Still others turned back to a type of psychology deprived of Husserl’s transcendentalism
(Cloke e.a. 1991). Schiitz took an examination of the temporal character of meaning-
ful action as his starting point. With this he also provided a descriptive phenomenology
of the temporal structures of the life-world, a(n) (individual) world of paramount reality.
The life-world is what humans act in or upon, by means of our animate organisms. He
only described the a priori temporal structures of the life-world, which are invariant
and essential, and never used them for historiographic purposes of describing empiri-
cal variants of these temporal structures (J. R. Hall 1980). This lies very close to the way
Braudel’s tripartite division of time should be used in academic analyses.

As a progressive alternative to Weber’s subjective individuals and inspired by von
Mises, Schiitz's phenomenology returns to the social actor. His theory of society is
based on the analysis of the individual’s social experience, in which social life is an in-

ternal reality constituted by the subjective experiences of actors. This resulted directly

31



32

Built Environments, Constructed Societies

from Husserl’s examination of the inner life, the stream of consciousness comprised
of experiences of phenomena. Schiitz avoids ontological inquiries into ‘reality’, as op-
posed to Husserl’s Cartesian conduct. He assumes that experience is not a given, but
intentional in that the actor directs attention towards objects that are perceived ac-
cording to past experiences and acquired knowledge, which compose his experience.
This process he calls apperception: the spontaneous attribution of meaning to what is
perceived. All consciousness is consciousness of objects, thus constructs made by the
individual directing attention to objects in his consciousness (Campbell 1981). Note
that here Schiitz gets involved with cognitive processes that were not part of von
Mises” human action, whilst maintaining that the directing of attention is intentional
(purposeful). This means that attributing meaning through experience is at least par-
tially a process of free choice in the ability to direct one’s attention, despite the actual
attribution of meaning being spontaneous. Experience (the subjective life-world) is
comprised of various elements that can be removed by reflecting on experience. One
does not really see something specific, but refers to things as specific sets of objects
in one’s experience. Where Husserl hoped to arrive at the basic elements and underly-
ing structure (the essence) of our experience, Schiitz focuses on the process of phe-
nomenological reduction. In so doing, he attempts to reach a point where, derived
from theoretical preconceptions, the meaning of phenomena can be analysed as ex-
perienced. He prefers not to filter out all empirical elements, including those directed
by the individual consciousness, as Husserl’s search for essence demands (Campbell
1981, Eberle 1984). This reduction places Schiitz in a position between Weber and von
Mises, since it lets phenomenology arrive at levels of abstraction within ideal types.
These should not be seen as rules, but rather commonly present contingencies. At this
level there is a need for empirical analysis of reason, sense and motives (Eberle 1984).
With this he pushes interest beyond the objectives contained in the notions of both
Weber and von Mises.

Schiitz’s concern lies at the topic of social experience and discovering the elements
of social life. He reflects on social experience as interacting individuals or as the inten-
tion of social life. Again this inhibits the presuppositions about the reality of the world,
c.g. the reality of social life outside our experience (Campbell 1981). Weber’s theory
of society places individual action at the centre of argument. Social interactions are
meaningful for the participants. One can understand the complex of social relations
making up a society by understanding the subjective aspects of interpersonal activities
of members of that society. Similarly, von Mises lets action be meaningful in the eye of
the beholder, placing individual subjectivism as an inherent part of human reason. For
von Mises individual subjectivism entails that actions depend on the ordinal value of
the consequence that follows the action. In social interaction this means that empathy

does not exist as a motivator for action (von Mises 1998). This strength is continued by
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Schitz in that he avoids speculative empathy in the explanation of how we understand
the lives of others, but focuses on our own experiences of ourselves to understand oth-
ers (Campbell 1981). Both the ideas of von Mises and Schiitz in this way insist that one
understands another by referring to his identification of himself. In social interaction
there is an inter-subjective mutual understanding, which incorporates a sense of be-
longing. The inter-subjectiveness of mutual understanding as a part of individual sub-
jectivism makes societies intelligible by the analysis of various types of human action.

Schiitz asserts that individual subjectivism is not possible in real time (present), but
only for past events that can be analysed in terms of the referential objects by which
we can make sense of the world. Understanding action and interpreting it is only pos-
sible in reflecting on our past behaviour, because it necessitates the division of action
into discrete acts with distinguishable objectives. This observed learning process of
grasping the meaning of our actions cannot take place while we are engaged in that
behaviour. Vivid experience is flawed by memory. In some reflexive cases the individual
is active, but intentional experience involves spontaneous activity. “Everyday life is [...]
a pragmatic orientation to the future.” (Campbell 1981: 202) The activity of human
beings is therefore a unity, which becomes separated through reflection in memory.
Yet because it belongs to one person, it remains a unity that is inseparable from the
experience of activity itself (Campbell 1981).

This results in tracing back the problems of social sciences to the fundamental facts
of conscious life. Although this seems an idealist individualistic method of explaining
social life through the lived experiences of the individual, social experience is actually
anchored in the community. Human consciousness presupposes the reality of other
people and its experiences are mediated through past social relationships (idem). Here
Schitz deepens the interest of von Mises to understand the tendency for social rela-
tions in human action. Schiitz’s theory of human being is mainly restricted to “the
essence of the human condition in the subjective experience of acting and adopting
attitudes towards the everyday ‘life-world’. For Schiitz this is a world of practical activ-
ity.” (idem: 200) One can discern human capacities analysing the elements of practical
consciousness. The continuous action performed to achieve a goal enables us to see
life in terms of the projects pursued. As his tutor already asserted: all action is meaning-
ful, because it is always consciously directed towards an end, which the actor imagined
in his mind, a purpose (von Mises 1998). In this process the individual must identify his
situation by contrasting it to a common stock of knowledge that he developed through
his own experiences and social inheritance. The situation that sets the possibilities for
purposeful action thus becomes determined through biography, the personal history
of experiences, within the context of his society. The goals themselves are also depend-
ent on identifying the situation the actor is in and therefore affected by his biography
(Campbell 1981, Eberle 1984).
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The stock of knowledge, utilised to define situations, presupposes the ability to
think in abstract classificatory terms. It entails connected classifications that enable the
recognition of situations as a type, thus setting the possibilities for action by permit-
ting a view of the world as meaningful configurations (Campbell 1981). Somehow
the inherited part of the stock of knowledge seems to adopt the character of Weber’s
ideal types and the typifications of those who followed, but Schiitz’s stock of knowl-
edge is more complex. The individual distinguishes his everyday world in domains of
relevance, the primary of which pertains to all things he can immediately perceive,
requiring detailed knowledge. Depending on his interests and desires, domains of
relevance are distinguished according to classifications, also permitting him to change
his situation by action. He imagines potential projects and by taking the situation
into account, defines the actions able to fulfil that purpose. This is rational activity,
the motivated lived experience at the centre of subjective awareness. Actors explain
themselves according to their projects, rational activities and their biographies. It is in
this composed ‘in order to’ motivation for action (including inheritance and biogra-
phy, i.e. determination and spontaneity, envisioning a goal, comprising various types
of relevance) that strictly discerns Schiitz from his predecessors. The actor always acts
freely, oriented towards the future (cf. von Mises). Only in retrospect does action ap-
pear determined. Man is social, as is his everyday consciousness (idem).

To this point the phenomenological sociology of Schiitz has introduced some of
the most apt building blocks for a social theoretical take on the processes of develop-
ment and meaning in societies. His work moves on to specify social relationships in
society and goes further than what is captured in the concise space dedicated to it
here. Notions like the stock of knowledge, rational activity, biography, and a socially
bound inheritance will become increasingly important in the arguments to follow. In
his work, just as for most phenomenologists (most notably Merleau-Ponty), he empha-
sises the relationship between man and his environment. This relationship has been
named the bi-implication of human being, a mutually influencing relationship of man
and world, which replaced the preceding unidirectional causal analysis of this relation.
This aspect of phenomenology will be significant for the following, but also has had
great influence on the work of the aforementioned Tim Ingold and other researchers
(cf. Ingold 2000, Kolen 2005).

As a note of critique, | think the notion of inheritance within the common stock
of knowledge needs to be carefully addressed. The common stock of knowledge can
never be an exact transference of experience held within a community or society.
Firstly, no single participant of society holds an exact ‘copy’ of the common stock of
knowledge, due to the affective condition of his own biography. Furthermore, any
new member learning the common stock of knowledge will do so in an individually

subjective way. This makes and influences selections of it, because the common stock
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of knowledge will only become part of the participant’s biography. Through choices,
selections and the direction of attention, following their own line of logic, all individu-
als hold a personalised version of the common stock of knowledge. Only in long term
continuous participation in societal activity will more commonalities be invested in the
individual. Vice versa, increasingly more influence of the individual biography will find
its way into the common stock of knowledge. This may imply that its conceptualisa-
tion is redirected to a level of academic constructs or analytical idealist formalisation.
The researcher or observer is the one who abstracts these aspects of common experi-
ence, much like Weber’s ideal types.

In general Schitz’s theory is potent, since it leaves open possibilities for long term
developments and rapid changes by informing the fundamentals of human action.
In this, the phenomenological nature of his theory includes the individual life-world,
stressing the bi-implication of man and world. Man is directly spatial and temporal. By
the vehicle of his body actions are interactions. He carries his personal biography indi-
vidualising his meaningful activities and perception of the world. He influences his own
learning process, creating his own stock of knowledge. This means one should adopt
a critical stance towards the so-called common stock of knowledge, which is better
utilised as an ideal type for academia. We could learn from the steps Schiitz takes to
include parts of the cognitive process in perception and decision making. This may en-
rich our concepts of action and interaction, whilst the uncorrupted performed human
action of von Mises can be maintained. Acting man remains a free agent, although it
would be better to use the term subject from here on. The strong individualist sub-
jectivity of phenomenology panders to radical relativism (i.e. exclusively personalised
perceptions of the world) in scientific discourse. Although | tend to philosophically ad-
here to this, as said in the introduction, one should better be and make others aware of

one’s subjectivity in order to enable a means of informative translation of one’s work.

Axis of Human Action - Michel de Certeau

Mentioning Michel de Certeau (1925-1986) amongst these action theorists, is mainly
caused by the intrinsic value he ascribes to human action in his most influential book,
The Practice of Everyday Life in 1984. De Certeau was a philosopher and social scholar
exploring ethnology and history. This currently leads to the application of his ideas in
disciplines as economy, sociology and anthropology.

The practices of everyday life are simply ways of operation, distinct because of their
repetitive and partially unconscious nature. De Certeau introduces the examination of
the practices of everyday life specifically not as an implied return to individuality, the
individual as an axiom in social atomism. A (social) relation determines its terms, not

the reverse. The individual is only a locus in which a plurality of such relational deter-
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minations interact. Therefore his study concerns schemata of action and not directly
the subject itself. His aim is to show the systems of operational combinations which
also compose a culture and the models of action that users adhere to, whilst being
dominated in society concealed as consumers. “Everyday life invents itself by poaching
in countless ways on the property of others.” (de Certeau 1988: xii)

His ideas are influenced by the manifestations of modern society and mass produc-
tion, perhaps making many archaeologists reluctant to its use in the often non-mod-
ern, non-capitalist cases of the past they are confronted with. De Certeau explored
the everyday activities of productive and consumptive society. Yet he was also very
receptive to the idea of colonisation as imposing entire prefabricated sets of products
to new consumers. This is a scenario that many archaeologist face, especially those
concerned with the New World. It is necessary to determine the use of representations
of a society and its modes of behaviour by groups or individuals. What does a subject
do with a representational product during the time it takes to consume it? What does
the cultural consumer make of it (in terms of production or creation)? Systems of
production define the areas consumers use, so they can no longer indicate what they
made of the system’s products as the system leaves no place for that. Consumption is
an elusive kind of production, manifested through its ways of using products imposed
by an economic order (idem).

The colonisation of the New World leads de Certeau to say that colonisation
imposes a system of representations and laws that indigenous people use without
major alterations. They do not reject them, yet use them with completely other ideas
than those internal to the imposed system they had no choice but to accept. In their
procedures of consumption of the system they diminish the dominant power, which
they could not challenge. In this way they still escaped (idem). This argument on
colonisation can also be extended to migrant populations. In archaeology, much
thought has been given to this, especially in the paradigm of New Archaeology,
focusing on cultural dispersion and invasion. Burmeister (2000) has proposed to look
at the differences between the internal and external domains, i.e. the private and the
public actions spheres of migrant populations. He reasoned that people now living in
a different environment or culture would still act in ways that are common practice in
the culture they originate from, increasingly so in the private sphere. Only rarely will an
artefact category of their original culture find its way into the new cultural environment.
Many of their subconscious actions will be carried out using the products of the new
culture, making them archaeologically unrecognisable in the process. Burmeister
suggests that in order to find migrant populations, we should start looking at the
way objects are used (Burmeister 2000). In other words, the differentiating actions of
individuals and groups producing the everyday practices varying in the private and

public domains, which also includes the subconscious use of objects in ways deviating
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from the system producing them.

In modern society, migrant populations and the results of colonisation are more
commonplace, perhaps changing the proportions of meaning between the producing
and consuming cultural systems. De Certeau stretches this difference to the ordinary
everyday practices in societies, making them ambiguous by distinguishing common
consumers (users) of a culture (objects) from the ‘elites’ producing and imposing the
culture. “The presence and circulation of a representation [...] tells us nothing about
what it is for its users. We must first analyse its manipulation by users who are not its
makers.” (de Certeau 1988: xiii) Hence, the process of using is a secondary produc-
tion. Just as in language the utterance (performance) of a sentence constructed by a
subject is not reducible to the knowledge (competence) of the language. Speaking is
a reappropriation of the language, “establishing a present relative to a time and place
and it posits a contract with the other (the interlocutor) in a network of places and
relations.” (de Certeau 1988: xiii) This reappropriation de Certeau recognises in all
everyday consumptive actions. From this follows that he opposes the privilege given to
power and discipline as exercised by Foucault (e.g. Foucault 1982). Foucault’s micro-
physics of power concentrates on the production of discipline. Since discipline is con-
tinuously growing more distinct, it becomes important to see “how an entire society
resists being reduced to it, what popular procedures [...] manipulate the mechanisms
of discipline and conform to them only in order to evade them, and finally, what ‘ways
of operating’ form the counterpart, on the consumer’s [...] side, of the mute proc-
esses that organize the establishment of socioeconomic order. These ‘ways of operat-
ing’ constitute the innumerable practices by means of which users reappropriate the
space organised by techniques of sociocultural production.” (de Certeau 1988: xiv)
De Certeau acknowledges that this is analogous with Foucault in that it also studies
the miniscule operations within structures and deflecting their functioning through
tactics performed in the details of everyday life. On the contrary, it opposes Foucault in
that it does not show how the violence of order becomes a discipline, but emphasises
the submerged tactical creativity of groups or individuals that are already caught in
discipline. These activities of consumers compose the network of an antidiscipline or
resistance (idem).

Use and consumption of society, culture, or goods as a reappropriation that is
seemingly conformist, yet silently resisting the producing order, is a potent approach
to action related to social organisation and societal change. In regard to change, it
enables a creative potential in the by discipline apparently subdued subjects. Although
this concept diverges from the uncorrupted human action of von Mises in includ-
ing subconscious practices as well, consuming commonalities becomes empowered,
which again elaborates the freedom of choice. It is necessary to differentiate both

the action that the system of products effects within the consumer, and the room
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left by the system to manoeuvre by the situations in which consumers exercise their
‘art’. “Culture articulates conflicts and alternately legitimizes, displaces, or controls the
superior force. [...]JThe tactical consumption [...] in which the weak make use of the
strong.” (de Certeau 1988: xvii)

Due to the partial subconscious nature of everyday human consumptive action,
they follow wandering paths obeying their own logic, called trajectories by de Cer-
teau. Although composed and subordinated by opportunities or syntax, these trace
out things that are not determined by the systems in which they develop. Statistics
remains ignorant of trajectories, because it only grasps the material of these practices,
not their form. Statistics determines the elements used, not the phrasing produced
by creativity and the combining of elements. It uses self-defined units and reorganises
these according to its own codes, therefore it only finds the homogenous. Its power
lies in the ability to divide, but this fragmentation obscures what it claims to represent
(idem). I am happy to stretch these arguments over the imposition of classificatory and
taxonomical inferential research methods. Trajectory suggests a movement and is also
a tracing for acts, but should not be reduced to this. Therefore, one must recognise the
difference between strategies and tactics (idem).

Strategy is defined as a force-relationship, enabled when a subject of power can be
isolated from an environment. It has a proper place from which it generates relations
with a distinct exterior. Tactic is defined as having no proper localisation, nor border
that distinguishes the other. The place of tactics belongs to the other (cf. Bourdieu'’s
(1977) habitus). It poaches on the other place fragmentarily, without affecting its en-
tirety and without the ability to keep distance. The proper is a victory of space over
time, on the contrary tactics have no place and thus depend on time. “It must con-
stantly manipulate events in order to turn them into ‘opportunities’.” (de Certeau
1988: xix) This is achieved in moments where users are able to combine heterogene-
ous elements synthesised, not as a discourse, but as the way an opportunity is seized.
Many everyday practices and ways of operating are tactical, arriving at the aforemen-
tioned use of the strong by the weak (idem).

Despite de Certeau’s work being situated in and applied to modern societies of
mass production, systems of production (either societal or material) and consumption
or use were just as much operational in any era. Social and material production started
well within ancient prehistory. Although its significance increases with the rise of ad-
ministrative, centralised or formalised traditions of production, de Certeau’s theory of
action as resistance may offer socially founded directions of analysis for archaeological
remains. It can shed light on otherwise ‘statistical outliers’, as well as making strong
arguments for periodic and paradigmatic shifts. | subscribe to his potent arguments
on the ignorance of statistics as an explanatory tool. In de Certeau’s fashion, changes

become simultaneously tied to systems of order and the freedom of individuals, whilst
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put into a relative temporal perspective. The differences in the time-space charac-
teristics of strategy and tactics are also potent notions for the way change occurs
geographically, a link which will explicitly be repeated in chapter four. In this way, the
constitution of societies and radical changes are both part of everyday practices, rather

than situated in the realm of isolated extraordinary revolting moments.

Axis of Human Space - Existentialism and Embodiment

The axis of human space so far has only been implicitly present. Quite simply due to
the fact that man exists in his body, there is an intrinsic spatial component to human
being. Most significantly, existentialist philosophy and anthropological embodiment
conceptualised this spatial component of being. As noted before, the physical or bio-
logical condition of human being causes him to be temporal. Here the emphasis will
be on how this condition makes human being and human action spatial. The spatial
component is of paramount importance to archaeological discourse, because it is the
property that makes actions explicitly material. Human temporality and action, with-
out the physicality of the body mediating opportunities of material interaction with
the world, do not readily have a physical counterpart in themselves. That is not to
say that time has no physical implications both in processes in the past and the pres-
ence of the past in the present. For its effect on material remains and deposits, one
should only read the compelling book by Michael Schiffer on the formation processes
(cultural and natural) in archaeological records (Schiffer 1987). The relevance of time
and action here is bound to the physical domain by the human body, which basically
boils down to various notions of space. Space generates archaeological data in many
ways, producing clear-cut facts by their very existence. Moreover, physical space is
measurable. Nevertheless, one requires a connection to meaning attributing processes
shaping such spaces for interpretation.

Man as a physical being exists within space by means of his body. This body not
only conditions how human beings are within space, it also conditions all (inter)actions
within space. The physical condition of the body makes that we have a specific delimited
locality within our surrounding physical environment. All human actions are initiated
within and performed by the body. However, actions are performed in, or in relation
to and mediated by the physicality of the environment. Through modes of perception,
as in the phenomenological theories above, the body, its environment, and its position
in the environment are conceptualised through experiences, often generated by the
actions chosen to perform. As in Schiitz’s phenomenology, the situation as understood
through the stock of knowledge and the memory of one’s biography, the perception of
the environment affects the choice and execution of actions within that environment.

“External physical action always involves confrontation with specific environmental

39



40

Built Environments, Constructed Societies

elements, personal contacts, influences, or information in general, as well as emotion
and feelings that otherwise would not have been experienced [and] requires internal
mental activity.” (Pred 1984: 286) Over time, practices of performed action will
construct the direct surroundings of the body according to the degree of satisfaction
with the way past actions turned out in regard to the material and social environment.
The way the material condition and the proximity to the body are experienced
individually results in an individual sense of territoriality, which is continually shaped
by the actions performed in the environment. The perception of the environment
through actions becomes a part of one’s identity (cf. Ingold 2000). Social and material
forms of interaction are a continuous renegotiation of space which, through physical
transformations, dynamically constructs surrounding territories within a community or
society, making constructed spaces arguably social expressions of identity.

This assertion has been elaborately explored in anthropology, through discourses
concerned with embodied space: the location where human experience and conscious-
ness take on a material and spatial form, the construction of localities. It exists, related
and lateral to phenomenological perspectives, spatial orientation and linguistic dimen-
sions (Low and Lawrence-Zuiiga 2006). In the sense of existential philosophy, embod-
ied space coincides in virtually all aspects with the notion of ‘being-in-the-world’ that
has been pursued following Heidegger’s (1972) philosophy. Existentialism resulted
from the philosophical assumption that man is what he makes of himself, and especial-
ly Sartre’s assertion that essence follows existence. Hence there were questions formu-
lated that specified the relationship between humans and non-human things, which
culminated in Heidegger’s being-in-the-world. This incorporated structures founded
in the primordial temporal and spatial relationships between human beings and non-
human things in the world, as well as their intrinsic condition of mortality (Heidegger
1972, Cloke e.a. 1991). ‘To be’ (Dasein), through its structural linkages, refers to being
in the world. We need a world to be in, otherwise we cannot exist (Heidegger 1972).
The world, on the other hand, does not stand apart from us and our actions, but de-
pends on our being in. Through our actions we create the world in which we are, we
create to be in our creations (Richardson 2006).

Archaeological adaptations of existentialism have been given body by the signifi-
cant contributions to landscape archaeology made by Julian Thomas (1996, 2001),
integrating the temporal also. In geography, phenomenological existentialism was
specifically introduced by Yi-Fu Tuan. He asserted that the essential meaning of world
is man, and therefore to know the world is to know oneself (cf. the bi-implication of
phenomenology). He did not search for order, but for meaning in space. There are
several essential ways in which people inscribe and derive meaning from space. The
meaning he attached to the organisation of space was often connected to psychologi-

cal experience, feelings and the human body (Tuan 1977, Cloke e.a. 1991). Tuan's
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theory also finds its way into archaeological discourse on certain occasions.

The human body is at the basis of all existentialist approaches, as it takes into
account that humans have and are bodies at the same time. The body exists both
biologically and individually, and can best be conceived as a multiplicity of social and
physical aspects or derivations from that. Starting with the body itself, the experience
of the body results in body space, which has been characterised in many different ways.
Body space has been assessed in psycho-analytical manners, stressing the internal psy-
chology of each human being, in metaphorical and symbolical manners emphasising
its relation in myths or as an anthropomorphic form in cultural life, or as locations in
a social web, a site of action and agency (Low and Lawrence-Zufiga 2006). Primarily
both the cultural and social aspects are stressed in anthropological discourse. More
holistic approaches refer to philosophy, or can be found in the work of Pierre Bourdieu
(1977). His concept of habitus, which locates the means for structuration, incorporates
embodied experience with a social counterpart. “An individual’s habitus is structured
by the social rules and institutions in which they exist and interact with others in
their social environment. Thus social engagement at the level of the individual is an
embodied experience dialectically inextricable from society writ large.” (Wynne-Jones
and Kohring 2007: 7) It is not hard to imagine how this also can be made applicable
to the material domain in space. In archaeology, Bourdieu’s ideas are still of consider-
able importance, especially when approaches within the agency and structure debate
are concerned (Last 1998, Dobres and Robb 2000b, Ingold 2000, Barrett 2001, Bintliff
2006).

Axis of Human Space - Territoriality and Proxemics

The most apparent element of social space is interpersonal distance as an extension
to the way human beings organise space. Irving Hallowell’s work introduces, as the
organisation of space is intrinsically human, culture can be found in spatial orien-
tation. A worldview which supersedes personal experience. He regarded distance in
technical terms, especially how it was measured in different cultures (Hallowel 1955).
Zoologist Heini Hediger was the first to describe personal and social distances in op-
erational terms, developing proxemics in animal behaviour, typifying various situational
distances. In demonstrating that th