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There's no Art - To Find the Mind's
Construction — In Offence
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The editor invited a comment on this ‘attack’ on
Davidsonand Noble (1989), but asked me ‘not merely
to attack points of detail’. Any careful readitig of
Bodnark's aricle and comparison with i works i

Irecognizeas‘art’a wholeseries of objects, including
cave walls, which have intentional marks or
modifications on thom, Some of these objects may be
functional,and inthiseasethemarksor modifications
which constitute the ‘art” do ot form a necessary
partof hetanctonatform ofthgabjes ther ot
o not scem ta have any function other than as
supports for the intentional marks or modificaticms.
lignore, forthe moment, theimportance of depiction
a3 function in itself.

attacks would show that

The difficult part of was in recognizing
o "

f the . Attribution of

the editor for the opportunity o sct out some of the

andithatsadlearly Bednarik has notinderatood. There
are good reasons why ithas not been understood: itis

intention is a complex issue among humans (sce for
example Greenlield 1980) and much mare so for
humans interpreting the behaviour of animals.
Whether any animals can stibute sats of mind 1o

are utterly different.

‘There’s no art
Bednarii's article is full of the sorts of ‘speculations,
hey : " b

‘hich thereis no

heney & Seyfarth 1990, ch.
§; Fovindll e . 199%), anc ccrtinly a qoeston hat
requires very precise methods for its investigation
(e Savage Rumbacgh 1986). But the archacologist
(human} is engaged in attributing states of mind to
prehistoric animals, that may or may not have been
Tuman, on the basis of the material evidence they Tef
behind. Just how difficult this may be, and how

it from non-art’ yet offers no definition of art, and
clearly ignores some important definitions that are
present in the articles it attacks. Davidson & Noble
{1989, 136) offered a definition by example:
We use the word ‘art’ here to include. all things
generally lumped togerher ar Palaeolithic att te.g.
Uckod Rosenfcld 1965, Marshack 1972). Noassump-
tions are made about its relation to acsthatics. Any
association between aesthetics ond symbolism s
culturallydetermined. Forprehistoriccircumstances
e cannot guess at the nature of such assoctations,

s ich McGrew p
which chimpanzees produce with the products of
rodern o prehistoric people (e.g. McGrew, Tutin &
Baldwin 1979; McGrew 1987; 1950; Wynn & McGrew
1959). Some of the striking convergences could be

or they ight e aken 1o show st how age ik some
hominid tools are (c.g. Wynn & McGrew 1989
Davidson & Noble, in press). But we stop shortof the
second type of conclusion when the comparison is

Bednarik might have taken this 3 a clue that we are
not concerned with the beginnings of art (however
thatmay bedefined). Rather, weha»cbccndcvuloping
arguments about the process of

from the method used to analyze the tools (Noble &
Davidson 1991, 240-2},

Our argument about language emergence
concems th the

emergence of language. By the same token, it seems
reasonable to suppose that Chase & Dibble (1987)
recognize that there is something more fundamental
here than the ‘origin of ar’, and that iswhy they wrote
about the quality of claims for Middle Palacolithic
symbalism.

Davidson & Noble (1989, 128) stated that they
would avoid ‘the term “art” at this point because it
assumes a prosent-day pereeption of what was done
thathas no warrant. Theonly way that ‘art’can easily
bedefined

system that became language (e.g: Davidson & Noble
1989; in press; Noble & Davidson 1989; 1991; in press;

Davidson 198%b; 1990; 1991a). We suggest that this
was achieved through something like mark-making,
‘This was necessary in order to displace the act of
uttering from its context and make it apparent, hence
permit reflection on otherwise transitoty uttcrances.
Once that was achieved, the permancnt marks were
no longer necessary, and the communication system

arc being recognized. There is one, for example, in
Davidson (19852, 441):

committed to thestudy of ‘art’ lacka methodalogy for
distinguishing such marks from the necessarily
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intentional marks that could reasonably be calied art
{Noble & Davidson, in press), Bednarik’s article is

of bodily colour’, and we have consistently followed
Mead (1934) in referring to such actions as gestures
Davids )

thanalack of method. By its lack of the very definition
it demands, it suggests a lack of reflection on the

le 1989,
130-1). We have atgued at length that only among,
humans with language is there any analysis of the

acts s0 as to recognize not only the
meaning being communicated but also the fact thatit

e called art.
L Th
definitions of art: “The application of skill to subjects

that is going on. In this we follow,
H (1972,84-5) whorote

of taste, as paetry, music, ete.” (Shorter Oxford English
Dictionary); ‘the production or expression of what is
beautiful (esp. visually), appealing, or of more than
ordinary significance’ (Contcise Macquarie Dictionary;
orthe ‘application of skill toproduction of beauty fesy
isual i inati i
the fine arts’ (Chambers Twentielh Century Dictionary).
Al of these definitions involve concepts that involve
values or evaluations that result from the usc of
language: skill, taste, beauty, appeal, significance,
uage: skill, ! "

that ‘peopk por

to mdnitor their monitorings.” Our view of

communication and its subtleties is, deliberately and

appropriately, anthropocentricfor thesereasons. While

that view may not be ‘gencrally sharcd’, we seem to be

in good company, and hope that it may become more
idel

our monitoringst
There are, of course, no such things as
communication ‘systerns .. . [that] simply cannot be
3 Y

detected” can there be

course, is whether ly
said by any relevant criteria fo fit any of these
definitions. Without such criteria, and without any
understanding of the issues involved in the
identification of the evolutionary emergence of
language, there can be no advance in understanding
the “origin of art.

To find the mind's construction

Qur scenario for the first appearance(s) of language
involves a communication System that included
mimetic gestures, and the actidental or incidental
“freczing’ of such gestures in a more permanent
medium. Mimesis may involve some measure of

any going on, and if all that is meant
s that humans cannot detect them, how can humaris
recognizethatany communication is going on? Thisis
mumbo-jurabo.

ednarik brandishes the label ‘science’ (and its
derivatives), without definition, ina way thatcan only
be intorpreted as ‘Science is something I find in the
writings that 1 like but not in those 1 da not.” Our

y
by themimetic mark-making s presented ina context
of conclusions by Vygolsky (1930), Leroi-Gourhan
{1964-65) and Gibsor (1966). This s said to be ‘hardly

p

not scientists in the author's view? No ‘acceptable’

scientists are cited in support of the criticist, so it is
¥ o n o

iconicity e t, and would not define

iconicity by the canons of our own conventional
perceptions, Yet Bednarik atiacks us, and presumably
others, for using ethnocentric concepts of iconicity.
The basis for this attack resuits only from the sole

definition of iconicity. Because he i expressing
ethnocentric views, he can only assume that others

There s a similar clairn about communication,
We are very well aware of the many means by which
commumication takes place among organisms, and
have acknowledgod this in our articles (e.g. Noble &
Davidson 1991, 225). Davidson (1991a, 44 stated that
“The animate world is replete with i

‘which the author's argument is to be judged would
normally require such citation.

In offence

v acht

, that 1954)
collected more than 150 efinitions of culture (there
are presumably many more by now). How many of
thesescientificdefinitionsof eulture would Bednarik
accept, and would the, by nomeans eccentric, definition
by Geert (1964) quoted by Noble & Davidson (1991)
beacceptable? How does Bednarik's statement about

is, elateto thet fsymbol

FSeTN

Almost all of the senses of one creature o another
guide them, their predatorsor their prey to determine

meaning on reality’? And whatis the distinction being
made that makes culture incapable of being

7 Almost all of the definitions

“Noble(1987,
141 i e s tics, chy

collected by Krocber & Kiuckhohn start from the
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off
behaviour recognize thal, in any attempt to show a
similarity between animal behaviour and cultural
behaviour, something needs to be demonstrated by
evidence and argument (c.g. McGrew & Tutin 1978).
What it scems is being suggested in such animal
studics is that some part of the phenomenon

rejected pieces (Figurc 5: Davidson 1990; Figure 8
D’Errico 1991), a drawing (Figure 7) of the renowned
Pech de I'Azt tib, refuted, on the same taphonomic
grounds, by the same author (Marshack, pers.comm.;
sce Davidson 1990).

‘This list, spread over several hundred thousand
years and several continents, is the most eloquem
sopport for my statement that ‘non-depictive

generally considered cultural. It is egregions to
suppose, on the groun

than the Upper Palacolithic “wilmet
s found n seprated paems, sesricied in time and
d

cultural than we cxpected, that the conceptof: ctore
isrottobe used anthopocentically:

‘which we might infer a convention
or code through which ‘meaning could be recognised”
(Davidson 1990), This is a hypothesis that could be

futed. Lindly & Clark (1990), cited indiferent terms

n’a significant
n

The case of the Eumpean female figurines older than
20,000 years, Davidson & Noble (1989, 136} draw

not male. The general lack of faces, which would be

sufficient to establish that there was a convention, is

confirmed by Gvozdover (198% 42). There arc, of
£

by Bednarik, find ‘no archagologically discernible
symbolic component’ for ‘pre-Upper Palaealithic

rmorphologically modern humans. Similarly, Chase
(1991) concluded that 'So far, no onc has been able to
demonstrate the presence of adjunct style before the
Upper Palacotithic. (Again we seem 1o be in good
company.) In using the term Upper Palacolithic, T

course,a fe igare
oo Dol Vestanice (Marshack 1973, 3%8) or on
Avdeevo 77-1 {Gvozdover 1989a, 23), but not many.
We have acknowledged throughout our writings on
langunge emergence hat there s necsary feature

logic

This is the occurrence by acudcm Gin any system) or

design (only in cultural systems) of minor variation

which may, or may not, become selected naturally or
[

of th: Upper Palacolithic: Europe, the Mediterranean
and western Asia. But we have always acknowledged
that the first colonization of Australia represents the

and the abilities it allows (Davidson & Noble 1989,
137 see Davidson & Noble 1992). Thereis, inevitably,
a logical entailment that the place of emergence must
b tide Al but, we cnnlcnd there is no

bl (1982). Gvozdover
(1989a; b) has shown that i ions of

repr:
There e much more n Bcdnan\(s article that is.

some of the figures are susceptible to much more

that emerge in each of thesc analyses but they do not
contradict the recognition of general

that an aelissed reading of the various articles in
which Noble and | have altempted to work out this
argument would convince most people that we have
tried to avoid wherever

Finaly, whal purpose Is seved by o tist of

more pronc to nom sequiturs than any other schalars;

“specimens a

incomplete (why?) and which dchbcralely includds

some ‘specious’ cxamples {though we arc no

which)? How many of these has the author of the

article seen? Does that matter? His atlempt to ridicule
cle seet " s

deliberatcly and preciscly because

‘normal scicnce’ approdches to cognition or to the
interpretation of thearchaeological record (Kuhn1962;
Davidson 1991b) ; have not imowingly distorted our

he has ot himsel seen it: part of this object is only
available for inspection through glass becausc the
urigna! excavawraltached it lo a glass slide. No one

of the published material or our first-
hand observations of objects; and are aware of the

between prejudice and adopting a particular set of

closely! Bednarik also questions the listing of a bone
fragment from Morén (Davidson & Noble 1989, table
2), without reference to the publication cited, where
the picce refused by Marshack does not [\gum But

of the archacological record.

Chasing the signs of language

Kof D

figares in Bednarik's amcln, fnciude, among other

elsewhere (Davidson 1991a), but in the light of this
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empiricist atack on individual claims in a couple of
itis,

has been about. We began, from our scparate
‘perspectives - psychology of petception (Noble) and
prehistoric archaeology (Davidson) - to explore the
theoretical issues involved in the emergence of
language (Davidson &Noble 1989; Noble & Davidson
1989).

argument of Olson (1986) and others. Human
perception is mediated by language (Noble 1987; in
press), and this permits reflectivity on pastand futurc
exents. What, we asked, would be the sign that this
transformation had taken place in the evolution of
‘hominids? The first sign is the presence of objects that
necessarily required of their makers an anticipation of

during the
course of hominid and human evolation. This is why
itis necessary to be sceptical of all the carly cvidence:

events. Such a sign is given by the first
by the

first colonization of Australia.

had, or exercized, the same abilities as fully modern
humans, There is general agreement that the matcrial
from the Upper Palaeolithic and later is consistent
with modern humans who had language, but
scepticism s warranted for all carlicr claims. Wynn &
MeGrew (1989) produced a persuasive argument that
the tools of the Oldowan could hA\c been produced
with the abilitics tools.

itorns indlicative of the use of symbols; and symbols
st be defined in terms of the use of convention in
the manufacture of items where the resulting shay

could have been arbitrarily chosen. Mellars (1989)
refors toartefacts with imposed form. Chase(1991 has
dealt with such issues in detail, arguing, in a manner
showingastonishing smilaity tomuch of Iheground

Thus il cims for sy o only be found
among prescnt-day humans need to be demonstrated.

, that style and
are ity artefacts in whi

be recognized. He differs from s on one tmportant
point. We do not think it is necessary that artefacts

by Bednarik’s

article.
Language, by any definition, is a system of
i ing to things

T
relationship between the symbol {word) and the
referent - this s the notion of arbitrariness. But there
is a convention about the relstonship betcen sign

¥ havehad 2
use of symbols. He defincs the possibility that
standardized types could be produced as a result of
constraints of physical function, of technology, or of
raw matetial (Davidson 19912; Davidson & Noble, in
press). They could also, in Chases opinion, result
irom concepts of ideal types for physical Function or
techmology. Dul e rgue Suchconphusltioncannot

and significd, 5o that a community
all understand the same thing o nearly the same
thing)by thesign. Arbitrariness defined by convention

beshow, cal thana

one and, e propose, conceptualization tesults from

the se of symbolic ulterance. Thus, in our treatment

of the carly stone industries (Davidson & Noble, in
- " ¥

The use of language generally among members
of the human species, together with the related
perceptual abilities of modern humans, appears to
distinguish humans from other modern higher
primates (Davidson & Noble 1989). I it is correct to
suppose that we sharc a common ancestor with
chimpanzees, bonobosand gorillas (and we dunot sce
any reason to doubl that then such abilics oust

ints, but donot
admit the conceptual oncs. If we could show the
existence of such ideal concepts we would have to
admit the existence of language.

We have also addressed the problem of the
mechanisms invalved in the emergence of language
(Noble & Davidson 1991). Some notable recent

discussions pay o attenion to such mechanisms
Ca

their products might be observable i (hc
archaeological record.

Two problemsimmediately present themselves.
‘The first is to define the cffects of the emergence of
language on human consciousness and perccption;

1991), but we have
found &hal when cxplal\amry ‘cchanisms have been
proposed, the majority have fatal flaws. There are two
reasons for this. First, they have not paid sufficient
attention to the interpretation of the archacological
record, and secondly, they have not developed

the light of our kowledge of the present. Language
probably transformed human perception and
awareness as thoroughly as literacy Tater did in the

(¢t Chase 1991)
to improve mateers in both regards. Like all other
attempts, ours is not immune to criticism, but
Bednarik’s article does not show any understanding
of the issues with which we have attempted to deal.
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‘Becauseof this, its scatteroferiticisms doesrotincrease
our undersianding of anything.

Conclusion

This exchange llusirates one of the most important
features that emerged with language: the clash of
understandings that arises from the usc of
communicative means in different conventions, It is
pas

Davidson, 1, 1989b. Comment on ‘Deliberate
engravings on bone artefacts of Homo erectus'.
Rack Art Research 5, 100-101

Davidson, 1, 1990. Bilzingslcben and early marking.
Rock Art Research 7,526

Davidson, 1, 1991a. The archacology of language
origins: a review. Antiguity 65, 30-48

Davidson, 1, 1991b. ‘A great thick cloud of dust’t
naming and dating in the interpretation of
behavior in the Late Paleolithic of Spain, in
Ferspectioes on the Pust. Theovetial Bases in

there ed.C.A

opposcd to the intent and practice of
that Noble and 1 have been engaged apon. Under

of the past are different; but that is no excuse for
inaccurate reporting and misrepresentation.
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