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QFe] mmaA 2ehg :eba(Grahame Clark)E “#AE 2937 98 Fdeom &

L AAA ez T8t FE”(The systematic study of Antiquities as a means of
reconstructing the past)V o2 A ;&8 IAEFe B9 (reconstruction)o] F A& F-o
Aen 9e% ¢ 4 s

AT A (Kathleen M. Kenyon)o] & “2m e 7 487 T4 (2)e] oz w7
FAAQ FEE ofvl. A gl WAR FERA Qs el FAAL WAL Fo}
Wi #A49 452 gl 93lE 2" (....Archaeology is not an end in itself, not just an
abstract study. It is the method of finding out about the past of the human race in its
material aspects, and the study of the product of this past)®e]=}s 2}gl v}

wela] maEe FEE 53 #A <lzke] whEelW gk Hdel# w3 4 gl

Bold AAAQl folul 2 stwl 2o} Hbg AwFe] KLale] Fuvk gz b
e AL Yuieted? e 2l Fatol 8 gH e 240 v 12 A A A & (economic

1) Grahame Clark, Archaeoclogy and Society, Barns and Nobles. New York 1965 p. 17.

2) Kathleen M. Kenyon, Beginning in Archaeology. Prager Pb. N.Y. Washington 1970 (5th
printing) p. 9 = o] 7| o} #ele] &pUNHEEY W o] UvI(TEEE  RME W BEEoEA ¥
wE, 1977 pp. 7-19).

3) Webster 3rd International Dictionary.
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life) « jit@r « S0 « EETAYQl A B (social, intellectual and spiritual life)ol 2} & 4= 914 o
ol % & o AEstd AALLolA AdA &4 - AAAA FASL 5 2T
oA v, A8l - AA - FAAL QB A AFAE - Ao« A A - FE - FHAT

=
3 $23 . Fm A4 P 29 - 230 Lubdst A5 s 5oz Ul F e
o) th,

% 319 =(Gordon Childe)o] 93wl o]#)3l “mzdtd Az <lzke Pz 8 A

sl 2AA ) ol Watolv] Fr Aas] el o192 H4 3= A} (The fossilized
result of human behavior)s ¢l 2 o]},

3435k Q7a) 99 AgE ¥ze(Lewis R. Binford)e] ojapul s&Adl Fule W
3} Technomic 4%, A}3)Aql 48 (Socio-technic) &z whA o] FAA - (1deo-
technia)¢] 4l &2 qr&= o}, © 349 Technomice Az #el Aolw, ApalAe ZA-&
ot AEg s, FAA AL AR A4 dvlske Aot EFRE AL o7
gte},

i

TAIES #itel o el A “9n 4 - 50 22 AR 484 gtk d
S58B4 Fealz Bdslel nk Ao Basd. g ATHolHL FHe W

e oulz AFerR 2

F vk e ) $eloe s B A

w249 $A4 A Fadn g
KIWTE, Aol A

o A4 i shed 9 #

o) 29 F& AA9 §F $& AFs AR HFoE

. wshe A %TJ‘_E.\,] 7F

Az, mustel BAezA ke B, A ATFAS) H0° aen F3l
74 oF(The study of cultural process)’ o] #7144 & & 4 g}.”
7)ol o] % w] el TWAEC KIS a5Eel Hitd Mg A HF

4) Graham Clark, Ibid pp. 219-249.

6) V. Gordon Childe, A Short Introduction to Archaeology. Coller books (AS 240v) 1962 p. 9.

6) Lewis R. Binford, “Archaeology as Anthropolpgy”, An Archaelogical Perspective, Seminar
Press New York and London 1972, pp. 20-32.

7) KEE—  DRATHE, [BIAEH RS, AR 1959, pp. 851-2.

8) HEREHBELCE), TIRE, 1979, p. 956.

9) Briam M. Fagan, In the Beginning: An Introduction to Archaeology, Little Brown Co. 1978
(3rd ed) p. 15.
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Grob ehe FEY WEe EiE £349 A5 et Eeha fociztm B¢
£ #AFY dAev, of focie HzAES F A’ (group of component)olw] = 1E 3}
Q7 o]epsl et “F-3hak FE 534 (Assemblage of artefacts)”!® o} Hzbo- ojul & 7t
2oglth 5 wlFelal FakA el A (traits) 24 15 Z ol .

g A B FEL oW alFe] ojuae] gglEstE BE ALR oE A9 H
] (regional chronology)-¢- AA3tez4 7sshe, =
arslel 79 (area) 0 2 A FFAA oo gty AuAd ¢AE wEoEA sed A
o).

ARAE Gl o) JEL A Aol 94»511 ZrE wFe) Fog NEA e

A, ol AAAR e AFAdelskn Bl & WF, FFE A4 FA AF] wEeld

10) Frank Hole and Robert F. Heizer, Prehistoric Archaeology: A Brief Introduction, Holt,
Reinhalt and Winston, 1977, p. 8l.

11) Irving Rouse, “People in Prehistory”, Introductory Readings in Archaeology ed. by Briam
M. Fagan. Little, Brown and Co. Boston. 1970, pp. 278-297.

12) V. Gordon Childe, op. cit. p. 15.
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2ol & Goc (FELFAE Fohd oA A5,

S A G O B A, ok £59 A4 BT FFed PR
HAE ARt Aoz g o] ERAA wah sl uE Eagas FFRer
A s,

o 7loll &= F31e) A g} (diffusion), EAA el WA, wbv (invention) ) = 3} (evolution) 52
steto] F 2.5,

olspgo] mnIAALE 7)) 2 Bhel %é} e UARAE Adsz, 2 s
A YNE Baa) 9 Aol

PP IR EEE T ‘%4401] ol AEAE ARA - FRA A%
AT om BEHER e - A E S B ’*33.‘5‘}04 e £le) HEgAzm, o
e v%Y nudAdd nE - 499 ARzel g3 AL g F AL AEA
T 844 componentE ule}o g Fo] r}&-¢ phase D‘r?ﬂ 5 AA o]ZAo] 1 (tradition)
2z (horizon) fyql A& Edste] o] Fol7l 9 saldA S oueiil, olel 7
25k 15»"; Av 59 mzehs ‘Lithic® ‘Archaic’ ‘Formative’ ‘Classic” ‘Postclassic’2]
B Fabd 9 S Agsg

% g4 EaAdAE A0 Lol Qo] Aol AR FHFmaae] T4

;
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AdAel senatAel o
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~~~~~~~~ Horizon

(g ael A58

Component, Phase, Tradition, Horizon8] 4 & ¥ A3k it
(Gordon Willey and Philip Philips Ihid. p. 41)

13) Gordon VWilley and Philip Phillips, Method and Theory in American Archaeology, The Univ.
of Chicago Press 1958(7th) pp. 72-78.
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7] (Paleolithic) « % 4] 7] (Mesolithic) + 214 7] (Neolithic) « 3 %] (Bronze) + & 7] (Iron age) 4|
A AT e & g |
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HiEo] 9ol HUEAL Ammie weeld wrAZ wde 3 £ At F
behavioral archaeology (47 B3 & E8), ethnoarchacology (B & EESEEM #HE) =2

i technological experiment(3ffiyel FEY) Eo] A o]}

] Al52528) (New archaeolgy r=i= processual archaeology)e] i258t# A5 E 71X

Aol o] Folzl oelsbA Fe] W E Hhsterl o] W 42E nddbed TA
e P EEEL TSP °-—1a1£ B 5 g el A3 44 - A9
49 Eug Meeln oislol vehE e moahd BAE BE Fede] A4 Q%
8ot EAF5E Abole] gle} A Zvic’l D}-‘s’
ol AL Ak el ek A T W ¢ b, AFAGE HA
QAFE A9 448 WAL Q7 Aal WA TR et duAd e 2T
d vrbe Aes orlede &¢ APz . P FamF (action archaeology) - BIFH
2 g &4 83 (living archaeology) 5 vho¥dl &ol7 &=z Yo

2% SA dud BiF e BREREERN B8RS 2oy vehte 589 a4
o] BiEikEgmel FHEBURe] A HyE, AT zadAd fEe WEAGHA A
o] Agste] AAA oz FHseEd FHE F2 90
£ A unee S.A, AvkZ (Semenov)o] /M o] FolAz i, ol A7 AbE
FAA FA AFANE 5& gole A NEA A ARG dvlA Fol F
=77 A
W& W o] £ zhel], Ej&E (ethnology)o] vt BMkzEER (ethnography) ]t o] &o 4
3k EHEBUL B0l mame] gleo] vl Fad AAR FA%L dEE E 5 Sk

o] AL “mmsto] Wl FHo] A3 P F wlFH ol L& AR nndE A 9
Al o] A 2-(direct historical approach, o}7]o] = wlol, o] 7k % o} gl s} ¢l vl gt &-317) )
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14) Mlchael B. Schiffer, Behavmral Archaeology, Academic Press. New York. 1976, p. 2.

15) op. cit. p. 4.

16) Christoper B. Donan and C. William Clewlow ed., Ethnoarchaeology, Monograph . Insti-
tute of Archaeology. Univ. of California Los Angeles 1974, pp. 3-11 ¥ @, #idid &
¥, SRR 1977, p. 55.

17) S.A. Semenov, Prehistoric Technology. Translated, and with a Preface by M.W. Thompson.
Barnes & Nobles, INC. 1973. p. 2.

18) K.C. Chang, “Major Aspect of the Interrelationship of Archaeology and I‘thnology Current
Anthropology Vol. 8, No. 3 1967 p. 233.
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Feleh) el vt W& f5 (ethnological analogy) Wil §¢& o] & oz =S HA
7 2.

Wi (analogy) = Fa| Aol o AlA £2(specific historical analogy &-& ethnographic
analogy) 9} ¥ A<l u]m-§3= (general comparative analogy) 2 % § Q&4 FA9 4
§- A7k Esbd A Slol et vl o w2 wwad #akd dvbgS wE glolol ok e
S olF FAAY Aol nngAel Ame] SukE s A HAE divsked 283 A
e 5% Br) FAPon Aal Aschers) T E 4 QAT
a2E RnFAEL] AY9E AR el © Al T8k A8, @ Az # A
g, @ A8 A @ FFez 2yt 2306 A4
sojok v o7& FAALE O JAH7E, @ AL Aotds %J‘ih © mlE—¥-3}
o AZCTAF), @ AR A4 =GN My .
M FL AAE AeAe A b dde B9 Ad, F ]EL Eigrkel FAE =
Jx ot o g dE Aolgly AR dolAe dHe Agrt aFddy et gl

AEHQ F3HAHA (culture history)el 4Agelwl wE 7H4E WHAS Fshes Axnd

1.

5
(New ==+ processual =& systemic archaeology) o] & 7lol], ml&a2g] $-F8 40 AF
7}%

Aol g HAA)E 2ade Bilol glo] W ¥

el 2] (Walter Tylor) o] Al2¢ mmehdel &) del "AFAA 4 & 7154
A" (contextual-functional approach) thA] whsle] Fw8F “Ag=lel A" (conjunctive
approach)o] &k 17} 19480l Dol A 3 gk

gL Folo] slem muddel WWeFe ATuae Adgeln E47 33 A
of held EATE AsdAel AL AW BANE ARA ARE B FH)
2ohm w EiAd 97l gol FAKen Fushatue AL, ok
o madtele] glo] AZE FEE AAA " Aol
olelgk Btal® o Alxrt sl 79 nxAl e 2A FAA AR w4 deld F

19) (FF 13) p. 227-243. <7l A& 272G @A EZ Gordon Willey and Jeremy Sabloffe] A
History of American Archacology (W.H. Freeman and Co. San Francisco. 1974. pp. 206-8)
of A% gl '

20) Robert Ascher, “Analogy in Archaeology”, Introductory Readings in Archaeology ed. by
Brian M. Fagan. Little Brown and Co. 1970, pp. 347-356.

21) Walter Tylor W., A Study of Archacology. Arcturus Books No. 69, Southorn Illinois Univ,
Press 1968 (2nd printing) p. 5,




T3232.% (old archaeology)sl] A7 38 (new archaeology)?®,

A 32329} (processual archaeology),

(explanatory period)2? 2] 5 #r{k58 (culture history)w] 3437 (culture process)?®
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Ag Fonm s A2d Aotk ofrlol i AA o] & (system theory) . Z 3 3
Qe AEE ol 259 uF nnEdTY FHE o7 g Aok
T A% GEA AT - 54¢ B2 Anehd oo 2o
H &+ # 3 s B} Al 2 3 &
L o284 98| dAe @ 558 FokrA Ao | Aoz, €9 4E% . AFL A
ARE AuAoz oW F A A% | Hot - AR 2& A HGE oo x
3 AszA AR, g o
maaAe QFE oA Fela | Aol Aol gol EelAe §Yol
Qe AQEL ol e AAe A F2E 2od, ABE AL §
Aol Avizd AW L HQakE Aol | AA7E BHE PR oAA .
o},
A4 AR Qe Feld Y
Azl S g8l o) FolAeh
2. uhAR | EmAE @ Ade] gt @ fAe | @A A9 At EA Ho)
A QA4 $9¢ EFE GhE 239 | 2UD 2L 22T 5 Ye QA
FEE ). 42¢ +dsted F49¢ £
Al A Ade 22 ASH
@& A4e NA$ A3 celudg E
ol glel WAL HEE delE HA&
£,
3 Esbel Ad| EEE 53, AAd S48 Bel of | et el A3d - Qg @A)
FolA Aew et dg fAAe A Age ofulg). o
T A%4 A0 A4 - A9 4
AwzAg oe g e,

22) Paul S. Martin, “The Revolution in Archaeology”, Contemporary Archaeology: A Guide to
Theory and Contribution ed. by Mark P. Leone 1972, pp. 5-13.
23) Gordon Willey 'and Jeremy Sabloff, op. cit. (GE 19) chapter 5 and 6.
24) Frank Hole and Robert Heizer. op. cit (Ft 10) p. 246.
©95) Kent V. Flannery, “Culture History vs. Cultural Process; A Debate in American Archaeology”.
Scientific American Vo0l.217 No. 2 1967, pp. 119-122,
26) Paul S, Martin, op. cit. (&f 22) pp. 11-12.
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o) el Eel4sh o] Fxito
Wb e gael WEel} Sasael Aolsh 98 Woluk
FHle] 2ol & AAsEm, Fnido] s, At
Zb2 9l Hdol] oA Al EQalE Ao g, /\1151."‘}‘% z449] ’E}S&i&ﬁ] A bt

ket H4e FTevsbe 2l 55 & 4 gk

»i.%oﬂé O FAe g A7t @ = ofga] of=rt 2l Adel WAlstz ek
o] el tﬂ Adaldels 4 B (culture) 2] 9]

th, 38 B8 I AAA 5L e AA 9 #3533k (behavioral levels and pattemmg)
J;LG] 3L 9l #
7 4 + B o= s 549 w33 A 959 9 0
(individual) (attribute) (artefacts) o gt
A %+ f ¥ o= mEwEeE 59 fFdse A P45 Hg
(group) (artefacts) (subassemblage) o},
T ¥ A 4+ THHEDHEEHE = FES A Co L EEES) fYde FEAY 99
(communities) (sub-assemblage) (assemblage) #3 & kol g,
Ak g 4+ FEEFA = mzdA g 8 Eae fE e Adgse &
(societies) (assemblage) (archacological culture) 3 & uled.
ol A Hel HA « F& - o FERTA - FEETA L 2ol whE Al - At FEHA
919 AT B4 23l AFAL oW el R Ao AEAET w2
z

t

0
o rE
>

T AYEY] ‘FEELA "G SolBr) dF Uil Adg BoE)

5 mmdel BaE A% HERRAGY AFend oFelAA BE ¢ 4 g
ol#] g} A& Gordon Willeys} Phillipse] “f--4 (site)—/ gk (locality) — i (region) —
I (area) &) Zefflityel T4} “HalA HAo| vt FEEFAE UF ¥ ‘phase’s] sl

27) James Decl7 Invitation to Archaeology, American Museum Science Book B, 16 1967, pp.

106-7.
28) Gordon Willey and Philip Phillips, op. cit, (G 13) p.25.
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Ao AZA T4 QR 2D v & odl, 2o FEL RoE o] B
ggel AA A ST TIAAL] SulE AL st Y F

olgA Edd ¥ dE £ AL 22 o] B W 2 &
Ekicy .

axdte] o] & 782 (evotutionism)—4 92 (diffusionism) -4 A 52 (modified diffu-

sionism)—4) &} ¥} (ecology) 3} A1 238} (explanation)—3] A| o] & (systems theory) 9] <oz

Bl el s QlEEl® LY o] A FL A e Almnd - Aol B A Fafl v

v dEe a2t g

Lol #AAR AFGEEAN O 2z A& (archaeological data) @ FUAHAAHA
(uniformitarianism) @ nl& x| ¥4 -85 (ethnographic analogy) @ E3}A] A (culture system)
® rdg £ & dA%w

22 AREZE 24d #AHE £4, L2 8§ THHAd WY, %‘6]4 A%
3 For o5 AAE o] Fo] vrted =iE T, &

A fred e = A2 dehfled AR ol FL
2% FAed maRAAEE AFEE o] &4 ‘“’”‘]«] g2 & Wevied  A3a Al
= WY AnagAgsd 28 AR & 5 Al

2% Al do] & (James Deetz) & A4 tfhize}(South Dakata)s w2z A o] 2+
2 QR okelteh(Arikara)Fo) A8 2A9) WAHE BFD £ Gy B sz
ol dleh. F EJY A AL ARl m 25 JTo| AL BERH (matrilocal
residence) Y] #59) BAE0] BadFe] Qrad 445 A5 E3b 0 w
dol Qo] FRAALR BefalA Hel o2 Wt F—ﬁ]ﬂ]%—‘li s BE79 &4
S el WAE P NGed, ool @ AAL 299 AL 2E A} BAAZ
o] 4] -¥l -rﬂﬂ“rg}v‘ﬂ e3e Aslzgog ub dleke Zolvh & kA 5l 4] o] of7]
g wpolgto]l 4o} 489 FHHE Aol gl f9L HAdRIE Aol W
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r}E
=
ro
W,
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29) Op. cit. pp. 21-22.

30) o3 AxEAE Ayl MacKern, W.C.oll {53 0] o} Zon], el 28 44]& component
-faci+phase-aspect-pattern-base® w}A 9 baser} %-F3% 4 & 3 F9 T%'El‘?l Aolvk. (“The
Midwestern Taxonomic Method as an aid to Archaeologlcal Culture Study”, American Anti-
quity 4, 1939, pp. 301-313.

31) Brian M. Fagan, People of the Earth: An Introduction to World Prehistory (2nd ed.) Little,
Brown Co. 1977, pp. 17-22. '

32) Frank Hole and Robert Heizer op. cit. (&t 10) chapter 4.

33) James Deetz, The Dynamics of Styhstzc Change in Arikara Ceramic, Ilinois Studies in
Anthropology\No 4, 1965, i
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= Q] g} Foj o)A (William Longacre) 8] ofel 2y} Faatny f49d e 7HEAA
(Carter Ranch)®] f-4 &A% % Z QAT o AL A7 1050~1200d Atole]  EA 3
i Pueblo [ sum' $3HE fH oA, 2E o Fol4 3949 W FAES TG~
ql kivag zAl3te] 17579 EF24F Fopl ol & Fd) H&Ho] & FHeo] HHI W
3 dFo] QE FHol &Y FHEH dAR D g Qe TS $FY L4F
EFeE Qe ABo] L A AASY FHor W= kW

® e AbzE 29 §388 ¥4 ol W) % R A 2 (James Hill) £)
ATE E F dth

2.5 Hay Hollowel] 9= 47| 1150~1280we] %3}+ Broken K. Pueblo §4& =4}
el 2% 46719 Wb 16719 EA P A factor analysis’E B uEdm o] & Ed R
A7A 7159 B F AL A« o449 whal Jup(kivar Gubd 08 Fo B E9] A
suboz JAES] FYe el d Py, olFeld FaA el P )R el
A& ol gl

Al A A AF delrbok HEAL type(W) 3} W& (social organization)
st9] @A ql¥l, Albert Spaulding®] ojofr]d) 2 “GA& £49 dgd BFAE nelFE
52 Agolr orle] AL AAE FAYE FF L 2R syl

Z g Aolet £AEL] Agfolv] ojzfgt YA F] FY& ol Fd Al A3 Y&
uhedshAl Ha w Al 2A L 2o FAd He Aojth oe g BAL FA 5 A o] ok
3} James Deetz®] Hoj4] B vl 7, '

= i FAEE AdFY st AR A Aldl, o] & i
HE A 45T AdeR, AANHE FAR Qo ARF 949 AsA Fge] A
W) 5 s glvl o)l gl Aol HAAH HAAe 8 ATFrE FAHEHAGE Aol
A7t AL w o]w Abgho]l ofwl Aue] AL Aoz FA% GES Hods

gelA Q9 Aol

OPﬂ
2
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o

o] James Hutton<]

&
2,

ApAe] ISA A {5 kAl 3404 of ofr] &t whe} o] mwhd i-‘ﬂf)ﬂ el
W Fad Adeld, AA oAd §35 FH o4 W FAel dol AQA AF
A, AL AA, AAAA, T AT, Aol fA4), nEAd R 5 w2y

sel ok & Aol .
ohg vl A e T8 Al (culture system) & A B-9] AA o] glol A9} o] AT} &3
_34) William -Eongacre, Archaeology as Anthropology. University of Arizona Press: Tucson 1970.
35) James N. Hill, Broken K. Pueblo: Prehistoric Social Organization in the American Southwest.
University of Arizona Anthropological Papers No. 18, 1970.
36) Albert, C. Spauding, “Statistical Techniques for .the Study of Artefact Types American
Antiquity 18:4, 1953 pp. 305-313.
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o] AA & o] FelZlv /

Fata AA A oA AFAE g Faet 2e A2 AFE Fa@Ad] e
o} 7413 o] §o] A}, o] 4 & (biota)7] & el #-7 (physical emvironment)®} w}at7}#]
2wt Achdk Qe A (ecosystem)-& G A 8bA 5=, .01{— B AA ) Bkl A ¥
HAANE B Agsty w AEAAG BAL Bol vheh AR w3 9] Wl Fo|

w3k AQgse] AE zge el ofelg A

He & 5 Cecosystem)

/

ZRU - 497 (biota) AL Ceulture) ¥z (system)

. N
ical environment) v

(phys

_ T, y-al, f-:-‘u. W gubsystem (FEBEFR)

James Deetzo] Setql $abe @ %49 Zolo @ ¢ 17007l fda Aol @ 83
5 @ F39) MAARA AE A AT R A obA AFE ddstgd el ool A%
29 AANES A Aol AL ARE AYL St B FE 4 A

o AEAL FEASAA A ekel alzto] AQARAT AEA A gshel el
Ha oz Ao A Age A £85F fA @A A G vl

wlA et 2E o Ade AAAAE oldl skl gl Ee AeR TAFY A - F
A7« AA 7 - FES - A7 A0 e A F9) Lithic, Archaic, Formative, Classic, Postclassic
9 o FHRADAG el A% ol 222 obdl Aol EaEE AENFE
Ag &L Aol ‘

.

o FAgel dad Belol g Aol A o9 o g3 A nAR s

37) R.H. Thompson and W.A. Longacre., The Univ. of Arizona Archaeological Field Shool at
Glasshopper, East Central Kiva® 31, 1966, pp. 2£5-275. Sanders and Price, Mesoamerica: the
Evolution of Civilization, Random House, New York 1968, p. 171 2 ¥E¥E, “# « 38 »
B —EHF MR —BR—ER SRR 024, 1981, p. 179,

38) James Deetz op. cit. (5% 27) pp. 5-7.
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Actdt QelA S A& ohA A Este] 2ok g AdA oA Dt ¢zt A 8A
e AEALY AFAAE ATEE wlo]F F(Coe) ¢t =71 g] (Flannery) 2] microenvironment
Y AEL E 4 9 o)nke WA F Fo Bt o $-olatA T (Tehuacan valley)e] A%
Zol FAAAE weid Qe =AY H .4 49E 37—7?}5};‘& Zaar Ad8A & g“]
e, ol2d AQIAE o] &ty mnFAEL A AZ—AARHY QA Eut oy
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{Abstract)

i

“Theoretical Baékground for the Cdncepts of Reconstructing the Past”

Mong-Lyong Choi

The goal of archaeology can be traditionally defined as ‘the systematic study of anti-
quities as a means of reconstructing the past’ (Grahame Clark) and as ‘the method of
finding out about the past of the human race in its material aspect and the study of the
product of this past’ (Kathleen Kenyon) forming culture-historical point of view whose
thoretical backgr;und lies in the chronological order and the specific description of culture
events. ,-

But the recent trend of archaeological study has been changed since Lewis Binford had
proposed so-called ‘New Archaeology’ in 1960s whose theoretical background lies in the

revelation and explanation of -cultural process, and the general systems theory with the help
of logico-deductive reasoning and computer-based simulation.

As Gordon Willey mentioned earlier, ‘American archaeology is anthropology or it
is nothing’ which means that American archaeology< is one kind of social science like

anthropology.

The reconstruction of the human past can be achieved not only from the establishment
of chronological order and specific descriptionvof cultural events, but also from the expla-
nation of cultural process and the fossilized behavior patterns of the human race shown
as a result of human adaptation to physical environment and biota forming large
ecosystent. '

Either do we apply ‘direct historical approach’, ‘ethnographic analogy’ or ‘microenvi-
ronment approach’ or any kind of new method to the reconstruction of the human past,
the real goal of archaeology should be formed from the synthesizing, comparision and
interpretation of various aspects of culture traits. Recently we use any kind of method

for archaeological data regardless of new or old Schools.



