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ABSTRACT

Very often Paleolithic manufacts and tools are found in cave deposits, especially in Europe. The related scientific fields are comparatively recent as they are little more than a century old. Thus the terminology associated with this research is not yet fully established and/or standardized and such an effort still requires further studies. In this paper some terms of primordial importance are discussed. For example, the word “culture” is defined as the sum of the bio-social adaptations to the environment. The need of defining different, contemporaneous or not, distant or mixed cultures and their limits is presented, as well as the meaning of the word “tool”. Also discussed is the use of other problematic terms such as: industry, retouch, by-product, sub-product, edge, ridge, flat, linear, bulb, natural flake, simple detached flake, premeditated and/or Levalloisian flake, degree of curvature, chopper, hachoir, bladelet etc.
*******

The development of the Paleolithic scientific discipline is comparatively recent. Ancient philosophers (p. ex. Anaximandros, 610-550) first tried to give an explanation of human origins, expressing the opinion that they might be common along with fishes and other animals. Lucrecius (97-55) supposed that teeth, nails and hands were initially used as tools, while subsequent implements were made of wood, stones and bones. It is only after almost 2,000 years when similar questions appeared on the scientific horizon. Thus, a significant step was made during 19th century by an amateur named Jacques Boucher de Perthes (1788-1868), who unearthed the Achelean Palaeolithic culture in France. Since then however the most important discoveries, offering a possibility of modern interpretations of Palaeolithic period, concern last few decades.

Due to its “young age” Palaeolithic terminology is not yet satisfactorily determined and the present paper is dedicated to promoting a further investigation. First, a commonly accepted definition of culture is needed, which is perhaps best expressed as a sum of bio-social adaptations to the environment. Therefore each culture reflects such adaptations, although the criteria of passing from one culture to another and/or their stages, periods, phases etc, are not yet established in an absolute (i.e. objective) manner. For example: Did North American Indians participate to a single culture, stage etc or to many? At the present time, a mathematical model is almost impossible to provide. Questions abound: What criteria should be used to distinguish one culture from another? Is it for instance satisfactory to set a sum of 10% of changes concerning technological, productive means and spiritual (linguistic, religious etc) factors, as the absolute standard to the passage from one cultural stage to another? Theoretical multidisciplinary analysis accompanied by examination of data even beyond the available bibliographical elements should lead to the answers. 

Industry (e.g. the way of transforming row material), culture, civilization (cf. above), tradition (e.g. continuity and evolution of cultural elements), cultural stage, phase etc (e.g. social and technological level of a culture), cultural complex (e.g. combination of traditions and cultural stages within a limited geographical area and time span) are also terms often used arbitrary and a more precise distinction among them is required.

Similar uncertainties are connected to the meaning of the word tool. Many animal classes, as well as humans (contemporary or previous evolutionary stages) use implements without any material preparation and/or flaking. Practically they cannot be distinguished and for this reason the term “handy tool” or “pre-tool” is proposed. Concerning the distinction between human manufacts and tools, not all specialists agree for their terminological use. The word tool usually means an object of the environment that is deliberately detached and shaped for the elaboration of other objects (of living origin or not), known or unknown way of use (i.e. hunting included). Furthermore, such an elaborated object is retouched and must be met in a repeating way and not as an isolated sample in prehistoric sites. Beyond these criteria the words implements or manufacts are used (within which all tools are included). However confusion still remains concerning some tool types, as for example the unretouched choppers and many blades, suggesting that a reconsideration of relative definitions currently used appears necessary. 

The same uncertainty is observed for terms such as chips, by-products (e.g. tools produced by chance, not deliberately), debris, etc, to which the term “sub-product” (e.g. a rejuvenation core flake, Kernscheibe) must be probably added. A clarification among natural, simply fabricated, premeditated (note: prepared is a problematic, often misleading term) and/or Levalloisian flakes (perhaps “pholidota” or “folidota”, single “pholidoto”) is also necessary, since the latter may be due to more or less sophisticated technologies, but not always clearly to which one. Furthermore tool types and technologies appear inconvenient to be based on geographical names. Besides the aforementioned choppers, hachoirs and bladelets need to be defined more precisely. Bladelets that are less than 10 mm wide and less than 40 mm long are proposed to be called “mini-blades” or “nano-blades”. 
There are nonetheless describing terms of tool parts, which according to the author’s opinion, should be rearranged in more details. The word bulb must be abandoned because it is confusing and should be replaced by the word conchoid (since this tool part may even be flat, however never presenting the form of a bulb). Also border retouch must be distinguished from the face retouch of a tool.

The words border, arise, ridge, lip and edge may be used in a synonymous way. However, for practical reasons it is more suitable to use them exclusively in specific cases, i.e. without overlapping terminologically. Thus the following proposals are made: a) “border” to indicate only the implements’ margins, b) “arise” to indicate only the ridges (i.e. in between channels) of cores, c) “ridge” to indicate only the flakes’ and blades’ dorsal edges due to arises, not to retouch, d) “lip” to indicate only the tool’s scars borders, and e) “edges” to indicate only working ones. 

Many times the words flat and linear are erroneously used, since such features are very rare indeed. It is therefore more appropriate to replace them in most of the cases by terms such as “flattish” and “strait-tending”.

Finally, the curvature degree portrayed by the scars of a tool (i.e. fulfill by lines, designing) is proposed according to Figure 1.       
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	Figure 1. The curvature degree of a tool’s scars portrayed from 0 to 5+, which correspond to scars’ indexes from 1 to 40+ (length x width x depth of scar x 100 divided by tool’s volume). These indexes practically show the volume percentage that scars occupy on a manufact. Obviously it is possible to use the intermediate curvature degrees arbitrarily, without any further absolute definition. 




Reference: Poulianos A. Nickos (2005) - Introduction to Palaeolithic technology and typology (in Greek). Ed. Kardamitsa. Athens.
_1145591230.psd

