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CURREXT TRENDS IN METH(D AND THECRY OF EFHNOARCHAEOLOGICAL
RESEARCE IN AFRICA

EMMANUEL KOFI AGORSAH

"We are now seeking to interpret the archaeological living
sites in terms of the products of ratural phenormena ané the huran
activities that can be seen tsking place teday., To someone whe is
not a prehistoriar it may seen surpriming that it should be necescary
to stress this, Geologists have used the present to interpret the
past ever since the days of Sir Charles Lyell, But in the early
years of the century the naive and indiscriminate use made by
archaeologists of ethnographic analogy provoked such intense reaction
that it is only rescently that prehistorians have more generally
agein turned to using the evidence from eth.ncgraphy”— this time
systematically and with much more rewarding results Desmond Clark
(1981) made this statement in his lecture which wes the seventeenth
in the Raymond Dart Lecture series instituted and organised by the
Institute for the Study of ran in Africa, Witwatersrend Universitye.
Although this statement presents a summarized picture of the
situation I fird it too consoling. It gives the impression that
all is well with the current practice of ethnoarchaeclogy in Africa.
The statement will also encoursge the increase in the rate at which
"guack" ethnoarchaeclogists are enterirg the fielde There is no doubt
that beyond the few good examples cited by Clark in his address one
can hardly find any more than just & hardful etknoarchaeclogical
studies worthy of the namne in terms ¢f methodology and theoretical
frameworks, The stage is not strictly systemctical" as it is made
to aprear to be, because there is a growing risuse of the availatle
ethnographic data for purvoses that deny their marimum utility to
archaeology. In the Sccial Sciences there is the need to imitiate
approaches that are based on properly organised theoretital and
methodological frameworks. This also applies to ethnoarchaeologye.

It is fror this perspective that this paper views current trends in the
ethroarchaeological enterprise 28 one that needs to be reviewed in
order to give it a scientific touch that will carry it beyond tke
boundaries of mere accumulation of ethnographic data or the making

of half-baked generalisations.. Beyond such boundaries and with emphasis
on explanation rather than description, the ethncarchaeological
enterprise can be considered "Systematic".
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Desmona Clark was not just calling attention to the need f?r B
ethrearaiieclosiend aperoach that weould have features on the systematic
use of analogy but was initiating a methodological discussion that
would involve the identification of a body of empdrical phenomenak

that alensly involve interpretive end theoretical inferences beyond
data. :

oarchaeplozical Mlaboratery™s

Perhaps, with the exception of the study of the origins of
ran, ethnoarchaeclogy more than any other branch of archaeolegical
science, cortinues to attract a larzge following‘and although many
schelars in its practice attempt not to face the challenges of the
comrlacent §trategy of evading crucial netkodological issues;a suwfey
of the literature indicates a long history and development of a bedy
of methodolozical speculations and theorising about it, (Kluckhohn 1939,
Clare 1953, Ascher 1971, Sinford 1368, Freeman 1968, Rappaport 1968,
Turnbull 1962, Orme 1973, Domnan and Clewlow 1974, Schiffer 1978,
Kramer 1979, Oswalt 1974, Stanislawski 1974, Gould 1990, Lee 1980,
Lee & De Vore 1976, Yellen 1977). In sub-Saharan Africa, considered
a major "lsboratory" or testing grourd for etrnoarchzeology the
popularity is even gre:xter at least in the area of cata collection
{Thomas 1959, Lee & De Vore 1976, van der Yerwe & Scully 1971, )
Yellen 1976/ Ingersol, Yellen & Macdonald 1977, Gifford 1977, David 1971,
Clark & Kurashina 1981, Schmidt & Avery 1979, igorsah 1983, McIntosh

-1974, 1977, David 1971, inquandah 1985, Sarevkaja 1964, Scherer 1978).

Sthnoarchaeclogy in Sut-Baharan Africa has its roots in
ettrographic research and "anzlogy". By the exrly seveniies several
studies kiod showr 2n awareness of the importance of t he interface
of etrnographic data witk archaeclogy. At the Dallas Conference
of Africanist arcl.eologists in Ameriea in 1973, Desmond Jlark
presented a model corcerning plant focis in mehistory drawing con-
parison from "present day vettern and differences observed (Clark
1973); James Gallagher discuassed tte ethnographic uses of Stone tools
in south-central Ztriopia stating that "the pattern of the manufacture
and use of these impl@ments were ~early identical in all the twelve
11ag visited which included villages etlnographizally classifiedec..e
1972)- David Lubell anl achillaey Jautler -wing ra3its ol
) t malysis togetzer witk ethrographic datad wnced a
Su-cestion concerning the subsistence base of the prenisteric cultural
ecolosy of a Capsian tradition in the Tebessa and Culcd D ellal regiqns
of algeria (LubellnGautler 1973); Shiner (1973) reported on replicative
=x neriments on harvesting blades to show that harvesting different
gréiﬂs produced different wear patterns on Stone tools; Yellen reported
on hid:clmisie study of the Kung Bushman settlement patterns.
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Wilsen (1974) alsc researched among the Kung Bushmen with
the sole uim of obtaining detailed accowmnt of their procurement

strategies., Ultimately WilSen hoped to complement his study with
archaeological survey of the area to determine their spatial behaviour
now and befores In 1978 Grazham Connah reporting his ethnographic
research on Borno; clearly stated that "This work has reinforced my
conviction that at the moment the mwost urgent research in West

African archaeology is ethnographié not archaeologicals" {onnah(1978)
Conrah's study aimed at investigating settlements situvated in
different ecological regions im order to achieve a better mderstanding
of the traditinanl adaptations to the environments. Later (Connak
1985) he reiterates this conviction. Scully's Phalaborwa Iron Age
study (Seully 1978) as well as Schmidt's study of the Buhaya

(Schmidts 1983) are also examples that indicate the ethnographic
research Tever that h2ad crfesed graduslly inio Archheological research
in Africa.

In Ghana the West African Trade Projedt (Posnandcr 197%)
records well Wnown research ventar=z Y o o 2 tiattaken by
fcIntosh (1974) and Fletcher (1978) and by oters under the ¥est African
Trade Project {Posnansky 1973, 1976) which indicate definite awareness
of the significance of ethnographic data for explaining archaeclogical
phenomenga. In a2 fashion similar to that of Peter Schmidt's study of
the process of iron smelting in Tanzania, Leonard le (1975;1982)}1;13
also placed on record 2 mcs®t detailed study of iron smelting procass
among a Chanaian Society., Lee and De Vore (1976), Turnbull (1962),
Thomas 1959, Hic David 1976) Van der Merwe, are namcc that have been
quite popular with references to ethnographic research in Sub-Saharan
Africas There are several ethnographéc studies most of them ratker
obscure and hidden in traveller's accounts and colonial reports, that
cannot be listed here. In fact when Thurstzn Shaw recdonstracted the
burial chamber of the site of Igbo Richard in his famous Igbo kwu
discoveries,. he was performing an act that was ely ethnecarchasclogical
although it has never been called by that name (Shaw 1970) and when
Glynn Isaac (1978) compared "men and apes™ in his discussion of "food
sharing behaviowr of mwoto huwman hominids" he was wunderteking an ethno~
archaaological enterprise.

Beviewing the Rthnoarchaeological enterprises

Although the tendency towards the use of ethnographic data as an
additional aid for archaeclogical interpretation had a long history
in ifrica it was not until the lute seventies and early eighties that
clear-cut pronouncements began to appear on methods and theories regarding
the ethnoarchaeolegical enterprise zstiles 1977, Clark¥ 1979, Schmidt
1983, Atherton 1983, Agorsah 1983).
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Like etlnoarchaeclogy in the New world discussions have centred on the
definition and scope of ethnoarchaeology, the use of analogy, the .

study of processes, cultural or other, human behaviour and adaptation
(especiaily cocological ), and finally the resesrch process that embraces
all these. Then Desmond Slark made the renark tha‘l:, Ethnographic research
was beconing more "Systematic™ he was in fact hintmg that 'bh?re vas

the need for well defired theoretical and methodological applications

of ethnographic to archaeological data that would make interpretations

or generalisations more meaningfule How far have we travelled from there?

Although the term ”Ethnoarchaeolo‘gy” was not in ga}er‘?l use m
Africa before the seventien wor: in many of the areas associated with
tre term has a considerzbly longer historye. Because ethnoarchaeology's
historic rcots in Africa are diverse (Schmidt 1983, Atherton 1983) and
located in such research areas as ethnography, linguistics, .oral )
tredition, stone age archaeology, traditional religions medlca?l be?f:.efs
and practices which had been gathered by cultural anthropolgglsts in
ealier years, its cuwrrent orientation and interests are var:{.ec.l.
NVevertheless, one can identify a limited number of commonalities az.‘omd
which the sub-discipline has developed. The first common feature is )
+rat the subject of ethnoarchaeclogy has been considered to be societies
that are "strange" to Western researchers. Such groups have often been
referred to as "primitive"™ a term that, fortunately, the better A
informed scholars do their best tc avoid today in ethnoarchaeclogical
cortexts. The definition of the s ubjects of ethnaarchaeology on such
terms aprlies to its practice generally and is not limited to &frica
and is one of the areas that recent work has attempted to redefine
(2ould 1980, Gould & Watson 1982, Agorsah 1983) and should comstitute
a Miving archaeology™ the subject of which is human soczieties
t+poditional or other. That ethnoarchaeology is 2 study of huntergatherers
(Peterson 1971) is row a phencmena that its practitioners have over the
years abandoned for good. The view proposed in this paver is that
‘ethnoarchaeology should be a means of explaining nor-observable ‘
behaviour of past societies on the basis of observed behavioural or
cultural phenorena of living soci eties-traditional or other. )

The important thing is an orientation towards explicitly well defined
snterface between models drawn from redern traditionzl behaviour and
~rctseclosy. The redefinition of the subject of ethnoarchaeology thus
cortitutes one of the major areas that is an asset to its practice in
Afriez. Because anthropologists have typically done fieldwerk among .
puonle whose cultural traditions are quite different from Western societies
to wrick they mostly belonged they have often been considered as -culture

brckers™s

BEthnoarchaeology is nearly a limitless sub-discipline with wings
which spread over anything that is "strange" about any society teo any
scholar., Owing to this wide coverage many scholars, in choosing to do
ethnoarchaeclogy do not realise that they Bre setting off on a voyage
across waters that are often rough and, in some areas, pocrly charted.
There is often a failure to distinguish between descriptive studies
which tell you ¥What is or bappened, and explanatory studies which tell
why and how. This problem constitutes another feature common to
etimoarchaeclogical research in Africa where the practice of
Archaeoclogical ethnography has numerous excellent studies of processes
of construction and manufacture {(Friede and Steel 1977, 1980, Schmidt
and Avery 1979, Pole 1975, Van der Herwe 1971, McIntesh 1974, Yellen
1973, Agorsah 1985, Clark and Kurachina 1981, Gallagher 1973,1977,
Lubell and Gautier 1973, Shiner 1973), of settlement patterns.
(Hoader 1977, Les 1980, Yellen 1976, David 1971, Wilmsen 1974, Connah
1978, Agorsah 1983, Magss 1976, Atherton 1972, 1979, Posnansky and
de Barros 1980, Clark and Kurashina 1951), Such studies indicate tke
wide range of subjects that ethnoarchaealogy has covered in Afrieca.

In fzet most scholars who do sore kind of ethnographic resezrch and are
able to make the slightest link with archaeclogiczl material have
enjoyed the liberty of claiming that they are doing ethnoarchaoclosye.

It is in this connection that one sess problems with the definitior end
scope of ethnoarchaeology, We still therefore seem mmclear about

what is ethnoarchaeolo gy, :

Theoretical orientations in African etknoarchaeology:

Seferal attempts have been made to define the subject and its
scope {Ascher 1961, Binford 1968, Donnan and Clewlow 1974, Stanislawski
1974, Oswalt 1974, Stiles 1977, Vramer 1979, Orme 1973, 1974, 1981,
Gould 1980, Atherton 1983). $hese definitions in some .cases explicitly
state the aims of the sub~discipline or clearly indicate its coverage.
However, they still need to be extended to explain certain theoretical
and methodological principles that differentiate, for example,
etinoarchaeology from ethnography or ethnology because some scholars
profess ethnoarchaclogy while in reality they are practising something
else., Or is it be assuwred that any archaeologist doing ethnography or
etimology is by virtue of being an archaeclogist doing ethnoarchaeclopy
in 4Africa emiwcswwhenscee. Dut because it is difficult to
incorporate wmderlying theoretical and methodological principles in the
definitions the research designs should be the areas where their
igentification should be soughkt rather than the mere presectation of
data, In’recent review of ethnoarchemlogy in Africa there iz the .
emphasis on a kind of research design that are" explicitly scientif’t
{Stiles 1977, Atherton 1983, Schmidt 1983). .




Atherton (1983) for example has called for a systems approach in
ettnoarchaeclogy. Stiles has proposed a scheme of the stages that
etlmoarchasological fieldwork should take. But it seems that is the
only distance we have cowsred after Desmond Clark!'s call noted above.

Research design and datacollection are mutual dictstors, The
research desisn chesen will dictate what data to be collected.
Similarly, advanced knowledge of the type and amount of data that can
be ecollected will partially dictate the research design to be used.
Research design and data collection are in harness together, and the
pulling that each doss to the other depends on the indivi&ual‘s‘tu.dy
or the orientation of the research., Although ethnoarchaeologists
working in Africa are aware of this there still are a large nunbexr
who either do not make any design at all or who design their research
in an~h a way that it must be complementary to the data col]e{:ticn.
Others preach the neod to, and the importance of research design bu‘tf
never really practice ite The result is the proliferation of desc?zp-
tive miterial in the literature on ethnoarchasclogical research. ©
Joze allow research design selected for statisticnl attributes, to
pull them around In the field attempting to colleet nearly
impossible{nd sometizes betaviourally impossible =nd meaningless)
data,

Recent litarmture indiczates that there is a growing
digatisfaction with the inereasing arowmnt cf narratives ani descrirtive
hzeological latz, (Fodder 1965, Atherton 1983, Agorsah 1985).
ina becunsz of the prejudice that, until recently, plagued tke
4 s pagt (Ki-Zerto 1981) the charge is even more gravious.

In many cases one could hardly distinguish between ethnoarchaeological
research data and a coloniul traveller's accougt of the life and
eultural traditicns of African societiess

The problem of the misuse of an~logy {particularly etnosraphic
aralogy) in archasclogy has been extenmsively discussed in the
archaeclogical literature (4scher 1061, Binford 1968, Hodder 1985,
Ztherton 1983, Wylie 1982, 1585, Smith 1955, Sollas 1924, Thompson
1956, Sould 1985, Gould & Watscn 1982, eka 1369, Shaw 1983,

n & Tlewlow 1974) Here again, like the protlems related to the
smphasis of narrative and discriptive material, the gituation
Africa is mo~s 1larring. The reascn may te mainly because of
tre ready availability of materi-l on the so-called "primitive
tpaditiors®, The search for comsistency, along with the continuing
availability of new empirical data has lsd to revisions which are
also clearly demorstrated by recent literatthve.

These revisions are gontinually bringing up questions and seeking
answers to them, .

One way of sedcing answers is the scientific method at the heart
of which in ethnoarchaeology,is observation of modern human behaviour.
Ag incidental observation motivates the scientict to ask questions
about a phenomenon, he must also meke furthrer observations to find
answers, The ethnoarchaeologist should werk like any other scientist,
He gathers facts sbout human behavicur, verifies his data and subjects
the implications to rigorous tests, That is,re is to predict and
explain human behaviour. This further implies that he does not
only make obdervations but he alse nuakes statsments about the
behaviour and rslated cwltural naterial il pat-erms he ohszrves.

The Research Srocesst

When in 1983 I proposed & research procedure for etrnozrchaeology
the main aim was to provide a methodologicel framework that weould not
only direct a smooth flow of resesarch, but also 2 srocedure trut would
contain within itself a self correcting research elemest, This is
because at each point in the research process set out below it is
ijmperative to answer questions of relavance of the search,. CFi'g- 1)

Travelling through the abeve rezearch proz-s iz a9t a
straightforvard affair and can sometimes be very windingz hecause
research problems vary znd require different emchosis at different
specific steges in tke process. However, the stzres oulined above
provide a gensralised picture that can be applied to the etiroarchaec-
logical enterprise. The flow dizgram of scientific etinoarchaclogical
inguiry {Tig. 2} definas ha 3%azes in more practical terms.

The process of initial perception of the question or problem
te be consijered in ethnoarchaeslogy is net iifTarsnt Trow thut of
other aspects cof archzolozy. Par otnpoarchaological stulies have
seriously considered tkis aspect (David 1971, Atherton 1983) of the
study. Many others dodge this because of the theoretical razificstions
requireds But theory at the initial stage is importart because it
directs one to the right questions to ask and metteas to uze to
acyuire data, which will more effectively answer the questions, The
ettmoarchaeologist canrct observe the entire world to be observed
but intelligent selection of phenomenae lies in theorye It is the
quality of theory or conceuvtualisation that givesour ethnoarclizeolegical

" reszarch and of murse other similar ones, directionanl Tocuse



Tre important relationship belween thecry and data colledtion has
been clearly expressel by Vou Bertalanfy (1952), and clearly
iltustrates the important 1ink between percestion of resezrch
quzstion anl the hypothesis formaulation that follows ite.

inothar churasheristie and function of sciemtific theory is
that it establishes certain expectations that the theory's set of
aszuzptions directs one to perfom particular acts and.to be ready to
observe particulu~ sonssquences of those actss The ipatory
function of theory is often lsbelled prediction. Predictions can be
made cnly in tems of given relationships and ocmcurgnces of specified
events, Therefore, thusory specifies the cosditions :r:der which the
prediction be hypothesized. When these predicted consequences do
not ocecur one may douht the thecry or wonder whether he has
adsquately applied the theory's specifications to the data being
examined. If he has not, he must then revise the theory,

Although ethnoarchaeclogists in Africa are aware of the
research process outlined above and indicate that there are important
implications in how it affects generalisations, most of the literature
reporting on ethnoarchaeclzyy shsws an alariing adsence of practieal
attention to this consideration,

This approach has been tried {Agorsah 1983, Schmidt & Avery
1975) and has yieidei ussful res:lts that should efcourage other
ethnoarchaclogists in the real sense of the word to be a little bit
more explicit, HoWwever, one is aware of the problems that the
ethnoarchaclogical aterprise in Africa faces, the main one being
the selection of wnits and sources of data. There are problens
related to geographical restrictiors to data, methodological
restrictions,sanple restrictions, as well as thasatic restrictions,
Most of these problems have been discussed by Atherton (1983) and
Sctmidt 1983) and need no repetition.

It is clear in the discussion of this paper that the
importance of 2 theorztical and methodolsgical orisntation in the
etonoarchaeological entorprise in Afrieca cannot be over emphasised.
In the light of the dis@ussion and the examples cited the paper may
be Jlassocinted fron the mantality that confuses scientific 211y based
knowleaze uith visdoms Wisdom involves scund ethical direction,
the exercise of good taste and distinguishing the worthwhile from

e not-so-wortnviiles

The scientific method on the other hand does not %ell us how
to use empirically verified knowledge oither then to further the
ends of science. It is the ¥iew of this paper that etknoarchaclogists
should conceive of their enterprise as a wnity of science in terms
of common mebhods or procedures. This belief in the wity of
science, however, should be derived from assir.ptiong. +he. discussion of whick &
beyond the scope of this paper, The change I -our approach is
necessary pérethnoarchaology if we want to obtain "much more
revarding results" to vwhich .. Desmond Clark refers in the statement
that opens the discussion of this paper.



Agorsah B. K.

Agorsah E, K.

Anquandah, J.

Ascher, Re.

Atherton, Je

Atherton, Je

Binford, L.R.

Brain, C.X.

Clark J.D.

1983

1983

1985

1961

1879

1968

1981

1973

10 -

REFEFENCES

in ethnoarchaological study of settle-
ment and behaviour patterns of a West

African traditional society:the Nchumuru
of Ghana, Ph,D dissertation Thiversity
of California, Los Angeles,

Archaeological implications of traditional
house construction among the Nchumuru

of Northern CGhana. (Current anthropology
Vol, 26, (1) 103 = 115

Ethnoarchaeological clues to Ghana'ls
great past and a greater future,

A public lecture delivered, Thiv. of
Ghana Legon. Jan, 24, 198

4dnalogy in archaeological interpretation,

In Journal of Southwestern Anthropology
17 : 317 - 325,

Barly economics of Sierra Leone and
Liberia: archaeological and historical
reflection, In BEssays on the Economic
thropology of Liberis Zeds. V.R.
Dorjan & B.L. Isaac) 27-43, Institute
for Libverian studies, Philadelphias

Rthnozrchaeology in Africa, In The African
Arcraeological Review Vol 1:75-104

Methodlologicsl corsidarations of the
s.rchaeologi:al ‘mes of sihmegraphie
data, In Man thg hunter (®.) R.B. Les
&I. Devore: 268 - 73, Chicage.

The hunters or the hunted? An introduction
1o African cave taphonomy, Chicago
Plant foods in prehistory: possibdle

basis for model building In Nyame Lkcuma,
No. 3:14

Clark JJDb. 1988

@lark, J.De "Kurashina,H 1981

Clarke J.GDe. 1353

Connah, G. 1978

David, N. 1971

211 -

Toolg and gurselvess An African Tegacy,
17th Raymond Dart Lecture, Delivered
July 4 1979 Institute for the study of

Man in Africa, Johannesburge

X study of modermn tanner in Bthiopia
and its relevance for archaclogical
interpretation in Modern Material Cultu¥e:

the arghacolozy of UgS. Bde Ro Gould &
M,B, Schiffer: 303 - 321 )

Archaeological theories and interpretation:
01d World, In Inthropolozy Today Ed.
4.1, Krocher: 343 -85

Recent ethnographic and archaological
fieldwork in Borno, In Nyame kuma, No.
13:14-21 .

The Fulani compound and the Archaeologst,
In World Archasology 3:111 - 131

Donnan, C,B. & Clewlow C.W. Eds. 1974

Freeman, L.G. Jr. 1968

%hnoarchaeolog;zf Monograph IV, Institute
o chaeclogy, riversity of California,
Los ingeles.

& theoretical framework for interpreting

archaeological materials, In Man the
Hunter Bd. Lee R.B, & De Vore, I Chicago.

Priede, H.Me & Steel R.H. 1977

An experimental study of iron mmelting
technique www in S.African Iron Age

in Journal of Suth ican Institute
of Mining nd Metallur Jane 1977:

233 - 242.

Prieds, H.M, & Stesl R.H, 1980

Experimental burning and traditional
Nguwni huts, African Studies, 39:175-81



- 12 -

Gall 3P, 1973 The erthmographic use of stone tools , oo o
s #r South-Central Bhiopia, in Hyme _ ) : 13

Euwa, Fo. 3318 . , : '
Kranmer, C. 1979 {m.) Bthmoarchacology: Implication of

Gallagher, J.P., 1979 Bthmoarchaeclogical and prehistoric
investigation in the Bthiopian central sthnoszaphy for Archaeolozy, F.T.
rift valley, PiD dissertation, South S
Fethodist Thiversity. Lee, R.B. 1980 The Fung San, Cambridge
gifford, D.P. 1977 Bthroarchaeology in Africa; develoment Lee R.B. & De Vore I (Bis.) 1968
and methodological problems, paper ¥an the Aunter, Chicago
presented af the 42nd Amnual meeting of :
tte society for Merican Archaeclogy, Lee, R.B. & De Vore, I. 1976
Nex Orleans. Ealahard Hunter-fatherers 4 Study of the
Eupg San and thelr peighbours,
Gould, R. 1980 Living archaeclozyv, Cambridge, €UP Cambridge.

Gould, R. 1985 The empiricist strikes back: reply to Iubell, B. & Gautier i, 1973
Binford, in American Antigquity, The prehistoric Cultural ecology of
Capsisn Escergottieres: initial results,

_Vol. 50:633-44
' In Nyeme dcuma No. 3:27
Gould R. & Watson P.J, 1982

A dialogue on the meaning wmd use of Magzrs, T. 1976 Iron Ace patterns and Sotho Industry in
analogy in Shnoarchaeclogical ressaning, tke highland South Africa, In. World
Journal of snthropological Archaseclosy I, - : . Archaeclory, T:318-322.
355 - 381,
) ~ Meclntosh, R. 1974 -Archzeology and mud-wall decay in a
Hodder, I 1955 Post processual Archaeology, In Advances _ West African Village, In Morld Archaeology
: in Archaeological Method and Theory, _ 6:154 « 74 :
Bie HeB. Schiffer, Vol, 8:1-25 : . .
: ’ : . 1977 The ereavation of mud - structure: an

speriment feam Yeat Africa In Yorld

Ingersol D. Yellen, JoB. & Macdonald, W. 1977
Archaeoloa 9 : 181 =99

Experimental Archaeolozy NeYe

Isazs G, 1978 The foodsharing behaviour of protohuman Orme, B. 1973 Archaeology and etlnography, In The
honinids, ¥n Humters, Parmers & Civiliza~ ) lanation of Cultnre Chanze: Models
tions: 01d Worll Archzeology|Scientific ip_Frehistory E. Renfiew, C: 48t-4G2
American Collection) Bd. CeC. lambeorg - : - .
Yarlovaky: 22-36 Oswalt, W.H. 1974 Ethnoarchaeology, In Ethnoarchaeology

) Institute of irchaeology, Ghiversity of

Fludhelm, © 1733 The place of tusory in inthropological , Califomis Los ingeles Monograph IV, B,
studies Joumal of the Philosophy of Donnen C.B. & Clewlow, C.¥. : 3 - 11
xigmg H -

632854 Patrik, L.E. 1985 Is there an archaeclogital record?

Ki-Zerbo J. (21.) 1931 Zeceral fistory of Africs, (Metholology In gdvences in Archaeologicul Hethod and
Theory Bd. H.B. Schiffer, Vol. U;2i~62

ani Africm Prenistory) Vol. 1



Petersor, Neo 1971

Pole, L. 1975

Pole, L. 1982

Posnansky, M. 1973

i " 1 976

14 -

Open sites and the etlmographic approach
to the archaeology of hmter-gatherers,

In Aboriginal man and environment in
Australia ®d. Mulvaney, DesJe & Golson, Je

Iron working épparatus and technique in
Upper Region of Ghana, In West African

Journal of Archaeology, Vol, 5:11-39

Decline or Survival ? Iron production

in West Africa from the 17th to the 20th
centuties, In Jowrnal of African History
23:503-513

West African Trade Project Report Part I
(Begho Excavations) Thiversity of Chana
Legon. ’

West African Trade Project, Part III,
Thive. of Ghana, Legon.

Tosnansky, M. & de Barros, P. 1980

Rappaport, R.A. 1968

Sarevkaja, Be.I. 1964

Scherer, J.Ce 1978

Gchiffer, M.B. 1978

An archaeological reconnaissance of Togoe
August 1979 (Report prepared for National
Bducation and Scientific Research, Togo.

(1980) -

Pigs for the ancestors, New Havene

La methods de ltethnographie de Marcel
Griaule et les question de methodologie
dans 1'ethnographie francsise conteamporaine,
In Cahier It. Africain 16(4) 4:590-602

Fisherfolk of the desert: An et!mography
of the Tlmole of Fenya, Ph.D. dissertation
Tiversity of Virginia

Methodological issues in ethnoarchaeology,
In Exploration in Bthnoarchaeology

Edse Re Gould and M. Shiffer, Alburgueque,
Ne Mexicos

Schmidt, P. 1978

Schmidt, P. 1983

- 15 -

Historical Archaeology: a Structural
approach in an African culture ”Jestcott.

An alternative to a strictly materialist
perspective: A review of historical
archaeology, ethnoarchaeology and symbolic
approach in African archaeology,

In Aptiquity Vol. 48(1) : 62 - 79

Schmidt, P & Avery, D.H. 1979

Scull‘y, ET.X. 1978
Shaw, C.T. 1970
Shaw, M.4s 1983
Shiner, J.L. 1973
Shith, M.A.‘ 1955
Sollas, W.J, 1924

Stanislawski, M,B. 1974

Stiles D, .1977

Stiles D, 1979

Thomas, M. 1962

A metallurgical study of the iron:
bloomery as practised among the Buhaya,
In Jourmal of Metals 31:14-20

FPhalgborwa oral traditions In Nyame tkuma
Noe 133241 .
Igbo Tkwu: An accownt of archasological

discoveries in Rastemn Nigeria,Vdl.i& II

Bvanstone

Analogy and inference Dialogue 22:415-432.

Wear patterns on Stone Tools In Nyame Akuma:
Nog:32
The limitations of inference in archaeology

The Archaecological Newsletter 6:1-7

4ncient hunters and théir modern represen—
tationg y London.,

The relationship of ethnoarchaeology
traditional and systems archacology, In
hnoarchaeclogy monograph IV, Institute
of California Los ingeles 2d. Donnan C.3,
and. Clewlow C,W,. .

Bthnoarchaeology: A discussion of methods
and its applications In Man 12:87-105.

in ethnoarchaeological study of the Boni,
Eastern Kenya In Nyame ikuma no., 15:30:34

The Hammless people, N.Ye




Thompson R.H. 1956

Turnbull, C. 1962

Ucko, P.T. 1969

- 16 -

The subjective elanent in archaeologfeal
inference In South Westermn Jowrnal
of ipthropdlogy 12:327=-332.

The Forest people: A Study of th ies
of the Congo, N.Y.

Bthnography and ardehaeological interpre~ -
tation of funerary remains, In Horld *~

Ar#haeolozy 1 ¢ 262 - 280

Van der Merwe N,J., & Scully, R.T.X. 1971

Von Bertalanffy, L.

¥Watson, P.J., 1979

Wilmson, 1974

Wylie, M. A, 1982

1985

Yellen, J.B. 1973

Yellen, J.E. 1976

Yellen, J.B. 1977

The Phalaborws Story: Archaeological and
etimographic investigation of a South
African Iron e group, In World

Archaeolozy 3 + 178 = 196
Modern Theorites of development, N.Y.

The idea of ethnoarchaeology Notes &
comments: In Ethnoardhaeology Ed.

Ce Kramer, N.Y.

Field research among the Kung Buslmen,
In Nyame skuma No. 4 : 14
n

Analogy by the other name is just as
analogical: A commentary on Gould =
Watson dialogue Journal of Anthropological
Archaeology 1 s 382 - 401

Reaction against analogy, In Advances in
haeological method and Theory Ede
M.B. Schiffer, Tol. 8 : 63 - 108.

Kumng Bushmen setilement pattern, In
Nyawe fkuma, No. 3 ¢ 35.

Settlement patterns of the Kung: an
archaeological perspective, = In Kalshari
hunter—gatherer: studies of the Kung san

and their neighbours EBd, ReB. Lee & I.
De Vore: 47 - T2

Archaeological approaches to the present:
models for reconstructing the past, N.Y.

RESEARCH PROCESS

= STAGES
I
PROELEM FORMULATION

2

State and describe research
question.

Identify research orientation
and assumptions,

11

. BACKGROUND DATA
COLLECTION

2

3

Identify background inforsation
gbout data base and define
pre-existing conditions:

2. Natursl rescurces
b. Social resources
ce Other

Identify changes and new factors
that may have affected resources

Declare theory and method tb be
applied to research

&. Gemeral theory-method

II1

ETHNOGRAPHIC
OBSERVATION °

1.

2

b. Specific methods.

Collect data on behavior patterns
a. Subsistence

b. Construction

¢« Manufacturing

Bdentify regularities id patterns
with explanations

v

PREDICTIONS

Declars assunptiona and tdentify
basis ¢f predictions;provide for
each prediction .

8. arguments of relevance
b. test implicstions

v

" ¥EST OF PREDICTIONS

1.

2.
3

Test of predictions by resort
to empirical data: archeological
historical etc,

Analysis of evidence
Validation of predictions

discuse and explain with
rcference to 1y

GENERALISATION

—
-

2
3

be

Discuss result of test in the
light of research question

Re-state question

‘Discuss relationship of

research in the light of general
archeological knowledge

Take a look into ths future
prospects of your ressarch

resuli and later work.
“Pig. 1




	Current Trends in Method and Theory of Ethnoarchaeological Research in Africa
	Let us know how access to this document benefits you.
	Citation Details

	tmp.1567720788.pdf.KCsHr

