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Is an Artifact a Fact for the Art in Prehistory?

The term artifact was initially formalized in the first half of the 19* century, but applied in
archaeology at the end of same century [16]. Since then this term has had a wider usage, and
not only in archaeology and humanities, but also among other sciences (including medicine as
well). In spite of its etymology [Latin: ars (skill) and factum (something made)] — the notion
of artifact often refers to any object made by human, both in the past and nowadays. It usually
concerns any item that transmits idea or agency of particular period, or even regards the result
as outcome of external action [7]. In biology, astronomy or computer science this term has
even broader meaning. In his attempt to propose meaning to scientific models and metaphors,
Marx W. Wartofsky determined three categories of artifacts, such as primary (for production),
secondary (related to primary artifacts), and tertiary (as representation of secondary artifacts)
[27].

Luis Binford also suggests systemizing artifacts by dividing them into three categories, and
considers them as technomic, socio-technic and ideo-technic referring to their production,
meaning and engagement within society [6]. Although rationally motivated, this concept has
more of social notion as to any produced object than of close relationship between objects and
etymological meaning of this sophisticated term. In sociology the idiom ‘social artifact’ goes
beyond the material culture and it is often associated with something that does not include
physical form or historical perspective.

However, many of these applications are far from the term’s etymology. Not any object is
a result of skill. The manmade objects are indeed agents of meticulous society and time, but not
exclusively an art [26]. Therefore, it is questionable whether each item in the past is a fact for art,
even though judging from today’s perspective we strive to perceive them as a product of dex-
terous craftsmen. In order to determine an object as an artifact, few definitions and theoretical
scopes are necessary, such as answers to questions: what is art, skill and context of an object in
particular era? Art theory and archaeology as disciplines in humanities could provide elemen-
tary explanations and bring the term artifact closer to the category of finds which concerns art
respectively [12; 18]. These concepts could be further elaborated through anthropology and
social theory, and to specify the proper engagement of such term within humanities.

Art within artifacts

There are various definitions of art and they merely concern contemporary art or that of
the Renaissance onwards. In the classical world art was understood more as craftsmanship than
as fine arts. In his writings Aristotle implies the term fechne (skill or craft) when he refers to
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categories which nowadays are considered as artistic [3]. Although he sees techne as a process
of transforming something into a being, still production itself gains technological and theoret-
ical meanings which are entailed by the producer and not by the object being produced. In this
sense, a work of art necessitates knowledge and skill directed towards its aesthetics, meaning
and contemplative employment within society.

According to Monroe Beardsley, aesthetics is the primary principle of art i.e. the arrange-
ment of conditions that could provide experience with aesthetic character [4]. But not all prod-
ucts achieve this aesthetic character and therefore could not be regarded as pieces of art, both
in contemporary creations and in the prehistoric, classical or mediaeval crafts. In spite of these
perspectives the formalist theory of art focuses more on the form than on the content of art
object and consequently considers firmly the materiality of object’s outline [5]. This standpoint
is based on Plato’s theory of forms and the knowledge of forms specially [11]. If the formalist
theory of art is considered and the aesthetical and contemplative features are excluded, then it
reconsiders the idiom fechne once more, which was used by Plato as well.

Both terms techne and artifact are employed within the notion of craft i.e. the skill to pro-
duce something with appropriate form. Each craftsman possesses particular skill in order to
produce an object, but the virtue of its craftsmanship distinguishes the work of art from the
‘bad art’ — referring to Beardsley’s term for objects lacking aesthetical features [4]. If the skill is
the basic principle for determination of an item as an art object, then further question arises —
which are the categories that encompass the eminence of skill? How can we determine whether
one object in the past was skillfully produced or it was just an attempt to make something? Is
it possible to define what a good or even beautiful product was in the distant past, especially in
case of lacking written sources?

Answers to all these questions are definitely positive and the entirety of the answers is the
context. If we know the context and if it is understood throughout the seriation, typology and
social theory then we can get closer towards the notion of artifact as a term and its proper ap-
plication within humanities. In this sense archaeology can provide adequate scope of particu-
lar context of objects and their seriation through several basic categories, such as production,
form, function and even significance. Archaeology often employs context and typology in the
studies on objects produced in the past and therefore could provide solid grounds for determi-
nation of a specific find as an artifact [1; 25; 24].

Prehistoric artifacts

For the purpose of discussion on artistry among artifacts, several types of prehistoric finds
are used as case studies — Neolithic tools, pottery and human representations in particular. In
this period a vast number of ceramic and stone objects was produced with majority for utili-
tarian purpose and few engaged as religious items [10]. Only in the Balkans there are millions
of flint tools and stone axes unearthed from sites established from the 7t to 5 millennia BC
[2; 15]. It is evident that skill is invested in their production, but their function was merely util-
itarian. This production was repetitive for several millennia, without significant changes and
without any exceptions in regard to the form, decoration or usage.

Although these objects are generally referred to as artifacts, they cannot be considered
as works of art because they lack aesthetical features or advanced symbolic representation.
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However, some of them could be excluded in regard to their context. Besides their uniformity,
some of the stone axes or flint blades were found deposited in pits or were part of assemblag-
es which induce their specific character. If the criteria of context are considered, then these
‘tools’ could be understood as artifacts due to several factors: high level of production and skill
involved, they were distinguished as representatives of social status, had secondary use as de-
posits and probably were ritually engaged. In comparison to contemporary tools, an ordinary
knife for cutting bread would not be considered an art-object, but if additional secondary use
is incorporated within the spheres of representation and further meaning is invested, than this
object becomes an artifact due to its context and not because of its form (which is simple and
without particular craftsmanship).

Neolithic pottery is a more complex category of archaeological finds. There is variety of
types in the Balkans and they were used for diverse purposes [13]. Nevertheless, not entire set
of vessels could be regarded as artifacts. The majority were produced for cooking or storing
without any specific skill except for the one involved in their thermal and preventive features.
Such pottery was produced for several millennia as well, without distinctive changes in its form
or fabric. Beside these utilitarian vessels there were a number of those, which go beyond mere-
ly utilitarian function and assignment (Ill. 1). Some were much more skillfully produced —
mainly made of fine clay and decorated [20]. These vessels cannot be randomly considered as
artifacts just because they are different from the others, but if more thoroughly analyzed, some
of them appear to be evidently incorporated into more complicated processes than those of
cooking or serving food.

For particular group of painted vessels Dorothy Washburn proposes symmetry analysis of
their design as comprehensive direction for detecting symbolic components embedded within
pottery [28]. The symmetrical design, aesthetical virtue, and ritual involvement of these vessels
fit the criteria for their determination as artifact in spite of many others that do not possess
these characteristics. If compared to contemporary vessels such distinction between work of
art and utilitarian object could be more evident. For example, a regular kettle for boiling would
not be considered an art-object while a silver glass decorated with filigree and diamonds used
in church ritual is commonly perceived as an artifact.

The last group of Neolithic finds implies reconsideration of artifact as a category. Since the
initial stages of Neolithic Age the prehistoric world abounded in human representations made
of clay (Ill. 2). There were thousands of figurines and anthropomorphic hybrids produced,
which indicate the symbolic perception of human body and its involvement into complex semi-
otic processes [21; 22]. They can be considered as artifacts because the high level of skill is man-
ifested; they do represent someone and were used as narrative items within social events and
rituals [23]. In some way, they automatically gain category of artifact. They encompass many
meanings and simultaneously invoke several social concepts, such as Marcel Mauss’s body tech-
niques, Pierre Bordieu’s habitus, Judith Butler’s notion of performative gender and sex, Chriss
Fowler’s archaeology of individuality and the theories of many others on embodiment, corpo-
reality, agency, sexuality etc. [19; 8; 9; 14]. Even though the majority of human representations
are adequate for contemplation within social theories, a question arises whether they all could
be generalized and considered as artifacts? The answer is negative.
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All figurines comprise social components, but not all of them were skillfully produced or
have specific aesthetical values (Ill. 3). If the content is excluded and the form is regarded (like
in the case of formalist theory of art), then most of those poorly made and not quite beautiful
figurines would not be perceived as artifacts. And not only the content, but also the context of
some representations within society should be concerned. In comparison with contemporary
figurations this position could be more vibrant. A Barbie doll is not considered an artifact, but
a toy, in contrast with wooden Christ crucifixion placed next to road or inside a church, which
regards the notion of spirituality. Similar bipolarity within images was common for the human
representations in prehistoric past and therefore their generalization as artifacts is not consist-
ent as far as some could be used as toys and others as ritual devices.

Conclusion

The summarized result of this paper is an amount of contexts which should be regarded
when the term artifact is used within humanities. Although academic tradition firmly inserted
this term for each manmade object in the past, still the proposed case studies and diachronic
parallels indicate diverse understanding of material culture and its employment among past
societies. Many of the objects produced in the past lack skill or any aesthetical features and it
is questionable whether they can be considered as work of art even from today’s point of view.
On the other hand, a number of ordinary and simply made objects gain further meanings with
their secondary use and they go beyond the utilitarian purposes.

Therefore, the theories employed in history of art, archaeology and anthropology should be
more thoroughly considered in order to propose more cautious use of the term ‘artifact’ and its
adequate application in the future research and publications. Besides, the notion of context of
an object, the theory of embodiment and theory of agency should be substantially regarded as
far as artifacts belong to mind dependent categories or at least they depend upon the intentions
and concepts of their human makers, and therefore establish an epistemically and semantically
privileged relationship between an object and social reality.

References

1. Adams W.Y.; Adams N.E. W. Archaeological Typology and Practical Reality: A Dialectical Approach to Arti-
fact Classification and Sorting. Cambridge; New York, Cambridge University Press Publ., 1991. 452 p.

2. Antonovi¢ D. On Importance of Study of the Neolithic Ground Stone Industry in the Territory of Southeast
Europe. Analele Banatului XIV/I, 2006, pp.53-61.

3. Aristotle. Physica. The Works of Aristotle Translated into English, vol. 2. Oxford, Clarendon Press Publ., 1930.
348 p.

4. Beardsley M. The Aesthetic Point of View. Ithaca; New York, Cornell University Press Publ., 1982. pp. 15-34.

5. Bell C. The Aesthetic Hypothesis. The Philosophy of Art: Readings Ancient and Modern. Boston, McGraw-
Hill Publ., 1995. 592 p.

6. Binford L. Archaeology as Anthropology. American Antiquity, 1962, no. 28/2, pp.217-225.

7. Bloom P. Intention, History, and Artifact Concepts. Cognition, 1996, no. 60, pp. 1-29.

8. Bourdieu P. The Logic of Practice. Cambridge, Polity Press Publ., 1990. 333 p.

9. Butler J. Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of ‘Sex’. New York, Routledge Publ., 1993. 288 p.

10. Cauvin J. The Birth of the Gods and the Origin of Agriculture. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press Publ.,
2002. 288 p.

11. Dancy R.M. Platos Introduction of Forms. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2004. 348 p.

12. Dipert R. Artifacts, Art Works, and Agency. Philadelphia, Temple University Press Publ., 1993. 273 p.



McKyCCTBO M Xya0XecTBeHHas KynbTypa [lpeBHEro Mupa 37

13. Fidanoski Lj. Pottery Production. Naumov G.; Fidanoski Lj.; Tolevski I.; Ivkovska A. Neolithic Communities
in the Republic of Macedonia. Skopje, Dante Publ., 2009, pp. 65-80.

14. Fowler C. The Archaeology of Personhood: An Anthropological Approach. London, Routledge Publ., 2004.
192 p.

15. Gurova M. ‘Balkan Flint’ — Fiction and/or Trajectory to Neolithization: Evidence from Bulgaria. Bulgarian
e-Journal of Archaeology, 2012, no. 1, pp. 15-47.

16. Harper D. Online Etymology Dictionary. Available at: http://www.dictionary.com/browse/artifact (accessed
18 September 2016).

17. Kolistrkoska Nasteva I.; Andonovska N. Praistoriskite dami od Makedonija. Skopje, Muzej na Makedonija
Publ., 2005. 116 p. (in Macedonian).

18. Levinson ]. Artworks as Artifacts. Theories of Artifacts and Their Representation. Oxford; New York, Oxford
University Press Publ., 2007, pp. 74-82.

19. Mauss M. Body Techniques. Sociology and Psychology: Essays by Marcel Mauss. London, Routledge Publ.,
1979, pp.70-88.

20. Naumov G. Symmetry Analysis of Neolithic Painted Pottery from Republic of Macedonia. Data Manage-
ment and Mathematical Methods in Archaeology. Archaeologia e Calcolatori, 2010, no.21, pp.255-274.

21. Naumov G. Neolithic Anthropocentrism: Imagery Principles and Symbolic Manifestation of Corporeality
in the Balkans. Documenta Praehistorica, 2010, no. 37, pp.227-238.

22. Naumov G. Neolithic Privileges: The Selection within Burials and Corporeality in the Balkans. European
Journal of Archaeology, 2014, no. 17 (2), pp. 184-207.

23. Naumov G. Neolitski figurini vo Makedonija (Neolithic Figurines in Macedonia). Skopje, Magor Publ., 2015.
305 p. (in Macedonian).

24. Read D.W. Artifact Classification. A Conceptual and Methodological Approach. Walnut Creek, Calif., Left
Coast Press Publ., 2007. 364 p.

25. Shanks M. The Life of an Artifact in an Interpretive Archaeology. Fennoscandia archaeologica, 1998, no. 15,
pp. 15-30.

26. Thomasson A. Artifacts and Human Concepts. Theories of Artifacts and Their Representation. Oxford; New
York, Oxford University Press Publ., 2007, pp. 52-73.

27. Wartofsky M. W. Models: Representation and Scientific Understanding. Dordrecht, Reidel Publ., 1979. 424 p.

28. Washburn D.K. Perceptual Anthropology: The Cultural Salience of Symmetry. American Anthropologist,
1999, vol. 101/3, pp. 544-562.

Title. Is an Artifact a Fact for the Art in Prehistory?

Author. Goce Naumov — Ph. D., assistant professor. Center for Prehistoric Research / University Goce
Del¢ev, Kiro Krstevski Platnik, 11-2/7, 1000 Skopje, Republic of Macedonia. gocenaumov@gmail.com

Abstract. Archaeologists and many others involved in the humanities often use the term ‘artifact’ in order to
refer objects produced in the past. Since its creation this term invokes a romantic image of such objects as works
of art made by craftsmen, and comprises immense significance. Thus, artifacts are perceived as valued objects
and the notion of art is embedded within their essence. But should we indeed understand artifacts as objects of
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cal sites they are named artifacts. Therefore the main question in this paper is: what are actually the criteria for
an object modeled in past to be regarded as an artifact? Although it seems hard to find a convincing answer to
such question, still the theoretical consensus should be obtained and, as a result, particular criteria for deter-
mination of an item as artifact should be worked out. In this case prehistoric finds will be primarily engaged
in order to assert the differences and various levels of skills and contexts in producing and using ceramic and
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AnHoTanmuA. ApXeonorn M CHeNVanuCThl APYTUX CMEKHBIX I'YMAHUTAPHBIX AUCHUIUIMH YacTO VICIIONb-
3yI0T TepMIH «apTeaKT» A/ 0603HaYEHNS [IPeAMeTa, M3TOTOBIEHHOrO B IpourioM. C MOMEHTA IIOSIB/IEHIs
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9TOTO TEPMMUHA €ro YIoTpebneHne poXKaeT B CO3HAHNY POMAaHTUUeCKUiT 06pa3 MpousBeeH s, CO3TaHHOTO
VICKYCHBIM MacCTE€POM, @ CaM TePMIH MCIIOTHEH 0C060i1 3HaYMMOCTH. B pesy/nbrarte mpeiMeThl, HasbIBaeMble
apredakTaMy, BOCIIPUHIMAIOTCA KaK LjeHHbIE, @ MX IPUYACTHOCTD K MOHATHIO «JMICKYCCTBO» KaK ObI y)ke 3a-
JIOKeHa B CaMoil MX HpUpoyie. 3a/iafiMcsl BOIPOCOM: C/IefyeT /U TIOHMMATh apTeaKThl KaK IIPOU3BeIeHNs
MICKYCCTBA TONIBKO B CHUJTy TOTO, YTO OHM M3TOTOBJIEHBI B lajieKoM mpoiuiom? CoBpeMeHHbIe OPYAUA TPyAa,
TIOCY/a M IpyTHe TPefMeThl TOMAIIHET0 06MX0/1a, KHUTH, TTIOCTPOVKI MV CPEACTBA MepeBILKEHNA He CUN-
TalOTCA MPOU3BEIEHNAMN MCKYCCTBA, HO CTOUT U3BJIeYb HpeMeT TOI JKe KaTeropyyu U3 TOMIU apXeoIory-
YeCKOTO KyNIbTYPHOTO C/I0f, KaK OH 00bsABAeTcs apTedakToM. [aBHas mpobnema, KOTOpas 3aTparuBaeTcs
B CTaTbhe, CBOAUTCA K BOIPOCY: KAKOMY Ke B [IelICTBUTENbHOCTH HAOOPy KpUTEpHeB HODKEH COOTBETCTBOBATD
W3TOTOB/IEHHBI/ B APEBHOCTY IIPEAMET, YTOOBI €r0 C IIOMHBIM IPABOM MOKHO OBIIO MPU3HATh apTedakToM?
HecMmoTps Ha KaXXyI[yIOCA TPYAHOCTD B IIOUCKe YAOB/IETBOPUTENLHOIO OTBETA Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, JOCTIDKEHNME
TEOPEeTHIECKOro KOHCEHCYCa HeOOXOMMO, T. €., B KOHEUHOM CueTe, HeoOXOAMMO BHIPaboTaTh TOUHbIE KPUTe-
puM ¥ KOHKPeTHbIE OIpefieleH s, KOTOPbIe TI03BOMAT KBamuUIMpPoBaTh IpeAMeT Kak apredakT. B HacTos-
Ieif cTaThe B MOATBEPXKJiEHME Te3UCa O PA3/IMIUMA B YPOBHE VICTIONTHEHNUSA JPEBHMUX TOHYAPHBIX M KAMEHHBIX
U3l ¥ pa3HOM KOHTEKCTe, B paMKaX KOTOPOTO OHM IIPOU3BOAU/INCH U IPUMEHS/INCD, aBTOP obpalaeTcsa
K MaTepyanam JpeBHelileii UCTOPUM.
Knrouespre cnoBa: apTehakT; TeOpus NCKYCCTBA; aPXEOJIOTH; HEOTNT; KepaMIKa; CTaTy9TKu; o6paserr.
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IIL. 1. Neolithic pottery from “Tumba’ and ‘Veluska Tumba’ at Porodin. a) height 48 cm [13, pl. 66/7]; b) width 23 cm [13,
pl.66/5]; ¢) height 17 cm [13, pl.67/3]

b

111 2. Neolithic anthropomorphic figurines and model from “Tumba’ and ‘Veluska Tumba’ at
Porodin. a) height 7 cm [17, fig. 7]; b) height 25 cm [17, fig. 43]; ¢) height 6 cm [17, fig. 5]

C

IIL. 3. Abbreviated figurines from Catalhoytik. Approximate height — 4 cm.
Photo by G. Naumov



