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vermin or carnivores, tend to be found at a distance from permanent habitations 
both ethnographically (Watanabe 1972; Yellen 1974; O'Connell 1979) and archae­
ologically (Brose and Scarry 1976; Carr 1977). In contrast, the Pincevent hearths 
are closely spaced, calling this reconstruction into question. However, one must 
also grant that our understanding of the distribution of messy activities in 
habitations is based primarily on warm climate or warm season sites rather than 
cold season, frozen-ground sites. Factors such as vermin, carnivores, and odors 
might not be as important in this context. 

If all three hearths were used for making bone grease, habitation no. 1 might 
actually represent a reindeer kill and processing site rather than a habitation site 
or hunting stand. Pincevent is located on the banks of the Seine between the 
confluences of the Loire and Yonne rivers. This would have been a natural ice 
crossing for migrating reindeer herds in winter (Gordon 1988) and an optimal kill 
location. An analogous, well-documented game kill and processing station, where 
the making of bone grease did occur, is the Olsen-Chubbuck bison kill site (Wheat 
1972). At the same time, habitation no. 1 might have been only the processing 
area of a larger processing-habitation camp, the huts of which are represented by 
other debris scatters within Pincevent's 1.5 ha expanse. 

In a complete analysis of habitation no. 1, it would be desirable to seriously 
consider each of these alternative reconstructions or some combination of them 
and to systematically outline the data that support and refute them and the data 
that are ambiguous. Such data searching might, in tum, lead to the abduction of 
additional possibilities. In contrast, only some of the possible data relationships, 
upon which the preceding reconstructions focus, have been weighed and reported 
here and elsewhere (Carr 1985b). This task is beyond the scope of these papers. 
The evaluations presented in the previous two sections on Binford's and Leroi­
Gourhan and Brezillon's reconstructions are the end product of this process and 
reflect my current position. 

7. CONCLUSION 

The nature of the archaeological record, philosophy of science, and recent 
philosophical and technical developments in statistics each suggest the impor­
tance of using contextual information when identifying archaeological observa­
tions and patterns. The archaeological record often provides ambiguous data. 
Single characteristics can be unreliable indicators of single processes or simul­
taneously reflect multiple processes. As a consequence, first, the strategy of 
identifying individual kinds of archaeological observations in separation from 
each other is often less successful than one where multiple kinds of observations 
are analyzed simultaneously as a coherent system for their mutually reinforcing 
patterns. Second, using multiple models to explore the observations inductively 
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from several different perspectives, rather than a single model in a deductive 
confirmatory mode, is often necessary for finding mutually reinforcing identifying 
relationships or unanticipated, critical ones. Those who have used factor analysis 
or other multivariate, model-variable search techniques are well aware of both of 
these constraints on archaeological analysis and inference. Implicit in both con­
straints is the fact that observations often need to be analyzed and identified in 
their own contexts of relevant observations, of varying scope, if identification is 
to be successful. 

That contextual data can be critical to the identification process is also 
apparent from the philosophy of science. The plausibility of an identification in 
part depends on the diversity of the data that are evoked. A contextual-sensitive 
approach to identification draws on more kinds of observations than a model­
focused one. 

Finally, the general philosophy and techniques of EDA and CEDA encourage 
one to use contextual data in order to find unanticipated or case-specific identify­
ing patterns. Emphasis is placed on inductive data exploration and on using 
multiple models to view the data from different perspectives. These tactics can 
reveal context-specific identifying patterns that might be overlooked when using 
a single model in a deductive, confirmatory mode. 

Building, testing, and applying models is essential to the growth of archa­
eological theory and to our knowledge of prehistory. However, the process of 
applying a model to data in confirmatory mode in order to identify a phenomenon 
is usually only the final step in a longer sequence and cycle of analytic tasks that 
are necessary for identification; model application should not be confounded with 
these. The analysis that leads to an identification often requires using diverse 
contextual data as well as explicit models and model-specified data. And it requires 
data exploration as well as model confirmation. It is with this understanding that 
statistics has shifted from deductive hypothesis testing and modeling to a syn­
thesis of exploratory and deductive strategies over the past decade. It is hoped that 
this chapter encourages a similar synthesis in archaeology and a revitalized status 
for contextual data. 
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