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How to Read This Guide
This guide is written for someone who has never encountered the Behavioral Companion Protocol before. You do not need a background in archaeology, anthropology, or any social science to follow it. Every technical term is explained when it first appears. Every concept is illustrated with a real example before the next one is introduced.
The guide is organized in five parts:

Part 1 — The Problem.  What situation the BCP was designed to solve, and why existing tools were not enough.
Part 2 — The Framework.  The DSSM — the larger system the BCP belongs to — explained from scratch.
Part 3 — The Instrument.  What the BCP actually is, what its six components measure, and how the scoring works.
Part 4 — The Examples.  Two complete worked examples, scored step by step.
Part 5 — The Limits.  What the BCP cannot tell you, and how to use it responsibly.

If you are already familiar with the DSSM and the Field Companion Protocol (FCP), you can start at Part 3. If you are new to both, start here.
Part 1 — The Problem: What Are We Trying to Measure?
1.1 The Basic Question
Researchers studying human prehistory — and human groups alive today — often want to know whether a particular group has a functioning symbolic system. A symbolic system, in plain terms, is the set of shared meanings, practices, rituals, norms, and knowledge that a group uses to coordinate with each other, transmit information across generations, and make sense of the world.
Every human group has one. The question is not whether a symbolic system exists — it does — but how stable it is, how rich it is, and what stage of development it represents.
Normally, researchers answer this question by looking at physical evidence: buildings, pottery, writing, decorated objects, burial sites, and so on. These are called material records — physical things that survive long enough to be studied. The more elaborate the material record, the more developed the symbolic system is assumed to be.
But what happens when there is no material record to look at?
1.2 The Gap: Living Populations Without Material Records
Some human groups alive today produce little or no durable material symbolic record. Their rituals are oral — spoken, sung, performed, never written down. Their cosmology (their understanding of the world and their place in it) is transmitted through practice, not through objects. Their norms and laws exist in memory and behavior, not in documents.
This does not mean their symbolic system is simple. Australian Aboriginal communities, for example, maintain some of the most complex oral cosmological traditions known to anthropology — traditions that have been accurately transmitting detailed geographical information for over 7,000 years, confirmed against independent geological records (Nunn & Reid, 2016). There is nothing cognitively simple about this. There is simply no written text or monument for a researcher to examine.
The problem becomes even more acute when the group in question actively refuses all contact with outside researchers — as in the case of the Sentinelese of North Sentinel Island in the Bay of Bengal, who have maintained hostile exclusion of all outside contact for the entirety of their documented history. No researcher has ever been able to sit down with a Sentinelese person, conduct an interview, record their language, or observe their rituals.
The existing tools for assessing symbolic systems were not designed for this situation. They were designed for archaeological assemblages — physical objects that can be examined, measured, and catalogued. Applied to a living population with no accessible material record, they either produce scores that reflect observational inaccessibility rather than symbolic absence, or they simply cannot be applied at all.
The Behavioral Companion Protocol (BCP) was created to fill this gap.
1.3 Why This Matters
Getting this right has consequences beyond academic scoring. When researchers read a sparse material record as evidence of a cognitively limited or symbolically undeveloped population, they are making a claim about the people who produced that record — or, in living cases, about people alive today. The history of anthropology contains many examples of this kind of misreading, in which the absence of familiar material markers was interpreted as absence of symbolic sophistication, rather than as evidence of a different kind of symbolic system that did not depend on durable material substrates.
The BCP provides a structured, transparent method for assessing symbolic system stability from behavioral evidence alone — without requiring material externalization as the evidence base, and without defaulting to the assumption that non-externalization means non-complexity.
Part 2 — The Framework: The DSSM in Plain Language
2.1 What Is the DSSM?
DSSM stands for Deep Symbolic Systems Model. It is a theoretical framework — a structured way of thinking about how human symbolic systems develop — created by Anthony Vondoom and published as a series of papers beginning in 2025.
The DSSM's core idea is this: human cultural complexity does not appear suddenly or randomly. It develops through a sequence of identifiable stages, each one building on the previous, driven by specific pressures that arise as communities grow larger and their shared knowledge becomes more elaborate.
The DSSM identifies four stages. Understanding these stages is essential for understanding what the BCP measures and why.
2.2 The Four Stages
Stage 1 — Embodied Symbolic Familiarity (ESF)
This is the earliest and simplest stage. A group begins to develop recurrent, shared patterns of movement, gesture, and vocalization — things done together in a consistent way, over and over, without necessarily having explicit meaning attached to them yet. Think of the way a group might always gather in the same place at the same time of day, or perform the same sequence of movements before a hunt. The pattern is there. The shared meaning is just beginning to form.
Stage 1 requires no language, no objects, no ritual. It is the stage at which shared practice begins to emerge from repeated shared experience.
Stage 2 — Ritualized Repetition (RR)
At Stage 2, the patterns of Stage 1 have stabilized into something more deliberate: rituals, ceremonies, oral traditions, shared rules of behavior, and a shared cosmology (a shared way of understanding the world and the group's place in it). These are transmitted across generations through practice — children learn by participating, watching, and being taught through oral instruction and imitation.
Stage 2 is a fully functional symbolic system. It is not a primitive or incomplete system. Many human groups have operated at Stage 2 for tens of thousands of years, maintaining extraordinarily rich and complex cultural traditions entirely within oral-performative practice — that is, through speaking, singing, performing, and doing — without producing any durable material record. Australian Aboriginal communities, Vedda communities in Sri Lanka, and the Sentinelese are all examples of populations whose observable symbolic system is consistent with Stage 2.
Stage 2 has a natural limit, however. It works well for groups of a certain size. As groups grow larger, the volume of shared knowledge that needs to be transmitted — ritual schedules, genealogical records, legal norms, cosmological knowledge, ecological knowledge — begins to exceed what biological memory can reliably carry across generations.
Stage 3 — Material Amplification and Externalization (MAE)
Stage 3 begins when the symbolic load — the total weight of shared knowledge the group needs to transmit — exceeds the reliable capacity of biological memory and oral tradition. At this point, the group begins to externalize: to create durable physical records of their symbolic system. This is where writing, monuments, decorated objects, formal burial sites, and administrative systems appear.
The DSSM estimates this transition occurs when a community reaches and sustains approximately 500 persons in close enough proximity to share and accumulate symbolic load. This is an approximation, not a precise empirical threshold — different communities cross it at different population sizes depending on their specific symbolic complexity and transmission efficiency.
The important point: Stage 3 is not something every group eventually reaches. It is a structural response to a structural pressure. If the pressure never arises — because the group never grows beyond the threshold, or because it remains ecologically stable with manageable symbolic load — Stage 3 simply does not appear. This does not mean the group is deficient. It means they have never had the reason to externalize.
Stage 4 — Cognitive Offloading and Institutional Emergence (COIE)
Stage 4 is what we most commonly recognize as civilization: writing systems, legal codes, religious institutions with hierarchy and doctrine, administrative bureaucracy, formal education, and the compression of accumulated knowledge into stable institutional forms. Stage 4 emerges when Stage 3 material records become sufficiently elaborate that they themselves require management — when the symbolic system becomes large enough to need infrastructure.
Most contemporary nation-states operate at Stage 4. Ancient Egypt, Mesopotamia, Rome, Han China — all Stage 4 societies, with varying degrees of institutional elaboration.
2.3 Key Concept: Symbolic Sufficiency
One of the most important concepts in the DSSM is symbolic sufficiency. This is the condition in which a Stage 2 system fully meets all the social coordination and knowledge-transmission requirements of the group it serves.
Think of it like this: if a group of 80 people can reliably transmit everything they need to know — their laws, their ecological knowledge, their ritual calendar, their cosmology — through oral tradition and shared practice, then their symbolic system is sufficient. It does not need to be larger, more elaborate, or more materially durable. It is doing its job.
Symbolic sufficiency is not a failure to develop. It is an equilibrium — a state of fit between the symbolic system and the needs it serves. The BCP is partly designed to detect and measure this state, rather than simply noting the absence of Stage 3 markers and treating that absence as a deficit.
2.4 The Field Companion Protocol (FCP) — and Why It Is Not Enough
FCP stands for Field Companion Protocol. It is the DSSM's scoring instrument for archaeological assemblages — that is, for physical evidence found in the ground or in laboratory collections.
The FCP scores six observables, each on a 0–2 scale across two dimensions (Evidence Strength and Symbolic Specificity), with the lower of the two scores taken as the composite for each observable. The maximum total score is 12. A score of 7 or above, with no observable at zero, constitutes what the DSSM calls saturation — a condition indicating a fully stabilized symbolic system at or approaching Stage 3.
The FCP was designed for physical evidence — pottery, burial goods, architectural features, symbolic markings on objects. It works well for what it was designed to do.
Applied to a living population whose symbolic system operates entirely through oral tradition and behavior — with no accessible material record — the FCP generates scores that reflect the inaccessibility of the evidence, not the absence of the system. A community that transmits its entire cosmology through performance and oral instruction, with no durable physical substrate, will score 0 on Externalized Cognition (EC) and 0 on Portable Symbolic Anchors (PSA) — not because their symbolic system lacks these functions, but because those functions operate in ways the FCP cannot observe. The FCP is honest about this limitation; the BCP is the designed response to it.
Part 3 — The BCP: What It Is and How It Works
3.1 What BCP Stands For
BCP stands for Behavioral Companion Protocol. Each word matters:

Behavioral:  It scores behavior — what a group does, how consistently they do it, and what that behavior implies about their underlying symbolic system — rather than physical objects they produce.
Companion:  It is a companion to the FCP, not a replacement for it. The two instruments are designed for different types of evidence. When material evidence is available, use the FCP. When only behavioral evidence is available, use the BCP. When both are available, use both and compare.
Protocol:  It is a structured procedure — a set of steps that can be followed consistently by different researchers on different populations, producing comparable results.
3.2 What the BCP Measures
The BCP measures the observable behavioral evidence that a symbolic system is present, stable, and functioning across generations. It does this through six observables — six distinct aspects of group behavior, each of which provides a different kind of evidence about the underlying symbolic system.
Each observable is a behavioral proxy for one of the FCP's six observables. This means that each BCP observable is measuring, through behavior, the same underlying function that the corresponding FCP observable measures through physical objects. The functions are the same; the evidence type is different.





The table below shows the correspondence:

	BCP Observable
	Abbreviation
	FCP Counterpart
	What It Measures

	Territorial Consistency
	TC
	Mnemonic Architectures (MA)
	Consistent use and defense of specific spatial boundaries across generations — evidence that spatial knowledge is transmitted rather than rediscovered individually.

	Behavioral Uniformity
	BU
	Symbolic Stabilization (SS)
	Consistency of behavioral responses to equivalent situations across decades and observable generational change — evidence that a normative framework is being transmitted.

	Coordination Evidence
	CE
	Externalized Cognition (EC)
	Observable evidence of group coordination above kinship-level improvisation — planning, task division, synchronized action — evidence of shared cognitive frameworks.

	Normative Boundary Maintenance
	NBM
	Symbolic Regulation (SR)
	Consistent enforcement of behavioral norms across individuals and time — evidence that the group's rules are shared and transmitted.

	Group Cohesion Index
	GCI
	Distributed Symbolic Authority (DSA)
	Evidence that behavioral competence is distributed across the group rather than concentrated in a single leader — evidence of shared normative knowledge.

	Material Consistency
	MC
	Portable Symbolic Anchors (PSA)
	Consistency of observable material culture across contacts separated in time — evidence of shared production templates and implicit symbolic anchors.



3.3 The Scoring System
Each observable is scored on two independent dimensions:

Evidence Strength (E):  How good is the behavioral evidence available for this observable? Is it based on multiple independent observations, or just one? Was it documented by trained observers, or reported secondhand? How consistent is the evidence across sources?

Structural Inference (S):  How confidently can we infer that the observed behavior reflects an underlying symbolic system, rather than individual improvisation, coincidence, or a simpler explanation? The stronger the evidence that the behavior is shared, transmitted, and normatively structured — rather than individually generated each time — the higher the Structural Inference score.


Each dimension is scored 0, 1, or 2:

	Score
	Evidence Strength (E)
	Structural Inference (S)

	0
	No usable evidence available, or evidence is too ambiguous to score.
	No reasonable basis for inferring an underlying symbolic system from the observed behavior.

	1
	Some evidence available — single-source, or partially documented, or inconsistent across reports.
	The behavior is consistent with an underlying symbolic system, but simpler explanations (individual improvisation, instinct, coincidence) cannot be excluded.

	2
	Strong evidence — multiple independent sources, consistent across observations, well documented.
	The observed behavior is most parsimoniously explained by an underlying shared symbolic system; simpler explanations are significantly less plausible.



The composite score for each observable is the minimum of E and S. This is written as min(E, S). The reason for taking the minimum rather than the average is important: if you have strong evidence (E = 2) but cannot make a confident structural inference (S = 1), the composite should reflect the weaker link — you have observed something clearly, but you cannot confidently say what it means. Similarly, if you can make a confident inference (S = 2) but your evidence is thin (E = 1), the composite reflects the evidentiary weakness.

Formula: Observable Score = min(E, S)  If E = 2 and S = 1, observable score = 1. If E = 1 and S = 2, observable score = 1. If E = 2 and S = 2, observable score = 2. If E = 0 for any reason, observable score = 0 regardless of S.

The total BCP score is the sum of all six observable scores. Maximum possible score: 12.

	Total Score Range
	Interpretation

	0 – 3
	Insufficient behavioral evidence to assess symbolic system stability. This does not mean the system is absent; it means the contact record is too thin to score reliably.

	4 – 6
	Partial behavioral evidence. Some observables are scoreable; others are not. The symbolic system may be present but cannot be fully assessed from the available record.

	7 – 8
	Strong behavioral evidence of a functioning symbolic system. Consistent with Stage 2 stability.

	9 – 12
	Very strong behavioral evidence. No observable at zero. Consistent with a fully stable, functioning Stage 2 symbolic system with reliable intergenerational transmission.




3.4 The Saturation Rule
The BCP, like the FCP, has a saturation condition. Saturation — the state indicating a fully stable, functioning symbolic system — requires:

1.  Total score of 7 or above.
2.  No observable scoring 0.  A zero on any single observable indicates that a core function of the symbolic system is either absent, non-transmitting, or completely inaccessible. A system with a zero observable — even if the total is high — cannot be classified as saturated.

A score of 9 or above with no zero is a strong saturation signal. A score of 7–8 with no zero is a moderate saturation signal. A total score of 7 or above with any zero is not saturation; it is a partially observed system with a significant gap.
3.5 What the BCP Scores Are Not Saying
This is important enough to state plainly before we move to examples.

A BCP score is not a score of the symbolic system itself.  It is a score of the minimum symbolic system complexity that the available behavioral evidence requires.  The actual system is likely richer than the score suggests. The score reflects the limits of what outside observation can access — not the limits of what is internally present.

A score of 9/12 does not mean the system is 75% complete. It means the behavioral record provides strong evidence of a functioning system in at least nine out of twelve scored dimensions, and that the remaining three dimensions are either less evidenced or less confidently inferable — not absent. The system may be entirely intact and operating across all twelve dimensions; we simply cannot see it well enough to score all of them at 2.
Part 4 — Worked Examples
The best way to understand the BCP is to see it applied to real cases. The two examples below are drawn from the research that led to the BCP's development. They are worked through step by step.
Example 1: The Sentinelese (North Sentinel Island, Bay of Bengal)
Background
The Sentinelese are an indigenous population living on North Sentinel Island, a small island (approximately 60 square kilometers) in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, India. The island is surrounded by a coral reef and is legally protected — Indian law prohibits anyone from approaching within five nautical miles without special authorization.
The Sentinelese have rejected all sustained outside contact throughout their documented history. Their population is estimated at between 50 and 400 individuals. Their language is unknown and has never been transcribed. Their internal social organization, cosmology, and ritual practices are inaccessible to outside observation. No researcher has ever been able to conduct a conventional anthropological study of the group.
What is available for BCP scoring is a behavioral contact record spanning 158 years (1867–2025), produced by naval commanders, anthropologists, a shipwrecked cargo crew, a coast guard helicopter pilot, a missionary, and an independent traveler. Thirteen documented contact events are available.
Step 1: Compile the Contact Record
Before scoring, list the relevant events and what each one shows:

	Year
	Event
	Behaviorally Relevant Observation

	1867
	British survey approach
	Multiple coordinated warriors, organized beach defense.

	1880
	Portman expedition landing
	Maintained paths, active fires, organized camps, arranged skeleton in concealed location — only direct mortuary observation in the record.

	1896
	Escaped convict killed
	Body subsequently arranged and oriented toward sea — consistent with post-kill display norm.

	1967
	Pandit first landing
	18 maintained huts observed; Sentinelese retreated without aggression — calibrated, not reflexive.

	1974
	National Geographic expedition
	Simultaneous multi-individual arrow volley; standardized zig-zag bow decoration visible in photographs.

	1981
	MV Primrose grounding
	Warriors observed constructing multiple outrigger canoes in parallel for coordinated assault; subsequent iron salvage and standardized arrowhead production community-wide.

	1991
	Pandit / Chattopadhyay contact
	20–30 individuals approached collectively; no single leader visible; coconuts and cookware accepted.

	2004
	Post-tsunami helicopter
	Population survived intact; single bowman emerged from forest to fire at aircraft.

	2006
	Two fishermen killed
	Bodies staked on beach — same display pattern as 1896.

	2018
	John Allen Chau killed
	Three-day graduated sequence: warning arrows, escalated warning, lethal enforcement, body display. Different individuals across days, same procedure.

	2025
	Polyakov approach
	Non-response to brief non-threatening contact — contextual calibration, not automated reaction.




Step 2: Score Each Observable

TC — Territorial Consistency
The same territorial boundary — the island's beach perimeter — has been consistently defended from 1867 to 2025. No contact record shows the Sentinelese voluntarily accepting permanent encroachment. The 1967 and 1991 non-aggressive episodes both involved the outsiders making no move toward permanent presence; the boundary norm was suspended contextually, not abandoned. The 2025 non-response to a brief, non-threatening contact is consistent with the same contextual calibration.

	Dimension
	Score
	Reasoning

	Evidence Strength (E)
	2
	Multiple independent sources across 158 years, consistent pattern, documented by trained observers in at least three separate professional expeditions.

	Structural Inference (S)
	2
	Century-and-a-half consistency across different individuals and generations cannot be explained by individual improvisation. Transmitted spatial norm is the most parsimonious explanation.

	Observable Score
	2
	min(2, 2) = 2



BU — Behavioral Uniformity
Warning before lethal action appears in 1974 and 2018 (separated by 44 years). Post-kill body display appears in 1896, 2006, and 2018 (separated by over a century). Gift acceptance after withdrawal appears in 1974 and 1991. Non-response to non-threatening brief contact appears in 1967 and 2025. Each of these patterns involves different individuals across different generations producing the same behavioral sequence.

	Dimension
	Score
	Reasoning

	Evidence Strength (E)
	2
	Multiple incidents per pattern, spanning over a century, observed by independent witnesses.

	Structural Inference (S)
	2
	Same specific procedures — not just general territorial behavior, but the same sequential stages — across generations and different individuals. Cross-generational specificity is the key inferential indicator. Convergent individual improvisation cannot explain this level of procedural consistency.

	Observable Score
	2
	min(2, 2) = 2



CE — Coordination Evidence
The 1981 Primrose event is the strongest direct observation of group coordination. The Primrose crew watched Sentinelese men constructing and launching multiple outrigger canoes in parallel — task division and synchronized launch. This is not reflexive individual response; it is a multi-step group process. Additional evidence: the 1974 simultaneous multi-individual arrow volley; the 1991 collective approach of 20–30 individuals; the 2018 three-day sequential procedure. The post-Primrose standardized iron arrowheads appearing community-wide within a generation constitute a further coordination indicator — distributed adoption of a new technical standard.

	Dimension
	Score
	Reasoning

	Evidence Strength (E)
	2
	The 1981 canoe construction was directly observed by the Primrose crew over an extended period; the post-Primrose arrowheads are independently documented in subsequent contact records.

	Structural Inference (S)
	1
	Coordination is directly observed; the cognitive framework organizing it is inferred. The canoe construction could, in principle, reflect rapid group improvisation rather than a stored coordination protocol. Score held at 1 to reflect this inferential gap.

	Observable Score
	1
	min(2, 1) = 1



NBM — Normative Boundary Maintenance
The warning-before-kill sequence appears in 1974 and 2018. Post-kill body display appears in 1896, 2006, and 2018. The 1880 arranged skeleton is the only direct mortuary observation — a single data point, but it implies a normative framework governing the treatment of the dead. Contextual calibration — suspending the exclusion norm under specific conditions (1967, 1991, 2025) — indicates norm-governed decision-making rather than automated response. You cannot suspend a norm unless the norm exists.

	Dimension
	Score
	Reasoning

	Evidence Strength (E)
	2
	Multiple incidents spanning over a century provide strong evidence for the warning-kill-display sequence. The 1880 mortuary observation is a single data point but comes from a professional anthropological expedition.

	Structural Inference (S)
	2
	Context-sensitive norm application — warning before lethal action, display after lethal action, non-response to non-threatening contact — implies a normative framework with internal rules for different situations. This is the strongest inferential indicator of a symbolic regulation system.

	Observable Score
	2
	min(2, 2) = 2







GCI — Group Cohesion Index
The 1991 contact directly observed 20–30 individuals acting in coordinated non-aggression without a visible single leader. The 1981 canoe construction involved multiple individuals working in parallel without observed central direction. The 2018 three-day sequence involved different individuals on different days executing the same procedure — distributed normative competence rather than centralized authority.

	Dimension
	Score
	Reasoning

	Evidence Strength (E)
	1
	The number of multi-individual observations where group size and coordination can be simultaneously assessed is limited. The 1991 contact is the clearest; others are inferred from context. Evidence base is thinner than for TC, BU, or NBM.

	Structural Inference (S)
	1
	The observations are consistent with distributed normative knowledge rather than centralized leadership, but the evidence base is not sufficient to score this with full confidence.

	Observable Score
	1
	min(1, 1) = 1



MC — Material Consistency
The 1974 National Geographic photographs document standardized zig-zag decorative patterning on the interior face of Sentinelese bows — a decorative convention that is not functionally necessary and therefore implies a shared aesthetic template. Post-1981 iron arrowheads are consistently larger and heavier than those of neighboring Andamanese groups — a community-wide technical standard maintained across forty years. Hut construction patterns (lean-to form, independent fireplaces, spatial clusters) appear consistently from the 1967 Pandit interior observation onward.

	Dimension
	Score
	Reasoning

	Evidence Strength (E)
	1
	The bow decoration is documented in one photographic record (1974). The arrowhead consistency is noted across multiple contact records but not measured. The hut patterns come from two detailed observations (1967, 1991). Evidence is present but not extensively documented.

	Structural Inference (S)
	1
	Standardized decorative conventions on weapons imply shared aesthetic templates. This is a reasonable inference, but the evidence base is thin enough that alternatives — individual imitation, functional optimization — cannot be firmly excluded.

	Observable Score
	1
	min(1, 1) = 1






Step 3: Compile the Total Score

	Observable
	E
	S
	Score

	TC — Territorial Consistency
	2
	2
	2

	BU — Behavioral Uniformity
	2
	2
	2

	CE — Coordination Evidence
	2
	1
	1

	NBM — Normative Boundary Maintenance
	2
	2
	2

	GCI — Group Cohesion Index
	1
	1
	1

	MC — Material Consistency
	1
	1
	1

	TOTAL
	
	
	9 / 12



Step 4: Interpret the Score
Total score: 9/12. No observable at zero.

BCP Result: Stage 2 — Stable, functioning symbolic system. Saturation condition met (score ≥ 7, no zero observables).  Interpretation: The behavioral record is consistent with a fully functional Stage 2 symbolic system with reliable intergenerational transmission. The lower scores on CE, GCI, and MC reflect the limitations of the available contact record — specifically, the small number of multi-individual observations and the absence of detailed material documentation — rather than evidence of absent or weak symbolic functions. The actual system may be considerably richer than the score reflects.

Example 2: The Wanniyala-Aetto (Veddas) of Sri Lanka
Background
The Wanniyala-Aetto — commonly called the Veddas — are the indigenous hunter-gatherer population of Sri Lanka. Their genetic and archaeological lineage connects to the Balangoda Man, with continuous human occupation of Sri Lanka's forest regions from at least 37,000 years ago. Their traditional symbolic system is oral and ancestor-centered: the nae yaku (spirits of deceased relatives) are addressed through the kirikoraha ceremony, a collective healing ritual involving song, percussion, and spirit-mediation by a designated shaman-practitioner.
Unlike the Sentinelese, the Veddas have been in sustained contact with Sinhalese civilization for several centuries. The result of that contact has been progressive erosion of their traditional symbolic system: the Vedda language has been largely replaced by Sinhala; traditional territories have been restricted by national park designation; and the kirikoraha ceremony now continues in only one community, Dambana, under Chief Uruwarige Wannila Aththo. The Vedda case is an example of a Stage 2 system in active destabilization — not through ecological pressure, but through contact-driven normative dissolution.
The evidence base is ethnographic rather than contact-record based. The primary sources are Seligmann and Seligmann (1911), Kennedy (2000), Perera et al. (2011), and Stegeborn (2004).
Step 1: Compile the Evidence Base

	Observable
	Available Evidence

	TC — Territorial Consistency
	Traditional forest territories documented historically; now restricted by national park designation. Territorial knowledge transmitted as part of ecological practice but boundaries no longer maintained under traditional norms.

	BU — Behavioral Uniformity
	Kirikoraha ceremony documented consistently from Seligmann (1911) through contemporary accounts in one community; documented inconsistency and absence across others. Pattern shows erosion in progress.

	CE — Coordination Evidence
	Collective ceremony documented; collective hunting practices documented historically; coordination patterns reduced under assimilation pressure.

	NBM — Normative Boundary Maintenance
	Hunting norms, marriage norms, and spirit-relations norms documented ethnographically; weakening under contact pressure. Language loss significantly impairs norm transmission.

	GCI — Group Cohesion Index
	Shamanic practice distributes symbolic authority across designated practitioners rather than hereditary elite; documented in Seligmann and subsequent sources. One community maintains this; others do not.

	MC — Material Consistency
	Minimal portable symbolic media documented historically; ochre use and simple ornament in traditional practice; reduced under assimilation.



Step 2 and 3: Score and Total

	Observable
	E
	S
	Score
	Note

	TC
	1
	1
	1
	Territorial knowledge present historically; current maintenance significantly impaired.

	BU
	1
	1
	1
	Ceremony stable in Dambana; inconsistent elsewhere. Erosion documented.

	CE
	1
	1
	1
	Coordination present historically; documented weakening.

	NBM
	1
	1
	1
	Norms documented; language replacement significantly impairs transmission fidelity.

	GCI
	2
	1
	1
	Shamanic structure documented clearly; distributed authority present in one community.

	MC
	1
	0
	0
	Minimal material tradition; symbolic specificity of remaining material is unclear.

	TOTAL
	
	
	5 / 12
	



Step 4: Interpret the Score
Total score: 5/12. MC scores 0 (E = 1, S = 0, min = 0).

BCP Result: Stage 2 — Partially functioning, under active erosion. Saturation condition NOT met (score < 7, one zero observable).  Interpretation: The behavioral and ethnographic record is consistent with a Stage 2 system that was historically functional but is currently in active destabilization. The zero on MC reflects the absence of a meaningful material symbolic tradition accessible to scoring. The overall score of 5/12 does not mean the Vedda system has lost half its capacity; it means that only five of twelve scored dimensions show sufficient evidence and inferential support to register above zero. The erosion is real and documented — language replacement is the most significant single indicator, since it directly impairs the transmission vehicle for all other symbolic content.

4.3 Comparing the Two Scores
The Sentinelese score 9/12. The Veddas score 5/12. This comparison requires careful interpretation.
It does not mean the Sentinelese symbolic system is superior to or richer than the Vedda system. It means the Sentinelese behavioral contact record provides stronger evidence of system stability than the Vedda ethnographic record provides of system stability in its current state.
The Sentinelese system is inaccessible and has never been studied directly. The Vedda system has been extensively documented — and what the documentation shows is a system in erosion. Accessibility, in this case, reduces scores rather than raising them. The more we can see of the Vedda situation, the more clearly we can see its destabilization.
This is the paradox the BCP is designed to handle honestly: a higher score does not always mean a more complex or more sophisticated system. It means a more stable system, evidenced more clearly. The Sentinelese score high on the BCP because their behavioral record over 158 years shows consistent, cross-generational, multi-individual pattern maintenance. The Veddas score lower because their documented trajectory is one of erosion. Both scores are accurate descriptions of what the evidence shows.



Part 5 — The Limits: What the BCP Cannot Tell You
5.1 The BCP Cannot Score What It Cannot Observe
The BCP is bounded by the behavioral contact record. For populations like the Sentinelese, that record is produced entirely by contact events the population actively resisted — events they did not consent to and did not invite. The BCP can score what those events revealed. It cannot score what those events did not reveal. The internal richness of the Sentinelese symbolic system — their cosmology, their oral tradition, their ritual calendar, their understanding of the natural world — is entirely inaccessible. The 9/12 score is a floor, not a ceiling.
5.2 The BCP Cannot Distinguish Between Types of Stage 2 System
A BCP score identifies whether a Stage 2 system appears to be stable or eroding. It does not characterize the content of the system — its cosmological sophistication, its ecological knowledge depth, its ritual complexity, or its normative elaboration. Two populations could both score 9/12 on the BCP while having symbolic systems that are entirely different in structure and content. The BCP measures transmission stability, not symbolic richness.
5.3 The BCP Requires a Meaningful Contact Record
The instrument cannot be applied to a population with no contact record at all, or a contact record so thin that no observable can be scored above zero. In such cases, the honest result is a score of 0 on most or all observables, with the interpretation that the contact record is insufficient for BCP assessment — not that the symbolic system is absent. The distinction between 'insufficient evidence' and 'absent system' is one the BCP is careful to maintain, but the instrument depends on the scorer making it clearly.
5.4 The BCP Does Not Justify Contact or Study
The BCP was designed to assess living populations from existing records. It was not designed to generate a justification for new contact, new study, or any intervention in the lives of the populations it scores. A population that scores 9/12 on the BCP has demonstrated, through that score, that its symbolic system is stable and functioning. The correct response to that result is not to study it more intensively. It is to respect it.
In the case of the Sentinelese specifically: the behavioral record that produces the 9/12 score consists largely of evidence that the Sentinelese have consistently and actively rejected outside contact. The BCP score derived from that rejection is not a basis for further contact. It is evidence that the existing protection — India's five-nautical-mile exclusion zone — is protecting a functioning system that has no need for outside intervention.
5.5 The BCP Is a Companion to Judgment, Not a Replacement for It
Like all scoring instruments, the BCP produces a number. Numbers invite false precision. A total of 9/12 looks exact. It is not. Every score in the instrument involves judgment — about the quality of the evidence, about the plausibility of alternative explanations, about what can and cannot be inferred from observed behavior. Different researchers applying the BCP to the same contact record will sometimes produce different scores, particularly on CE and GCI where the inferential gap between observation and conclusion is widest.
The instrument is designed to make those judgments explicit and comparable — to force the scorer to say, in each case, why they scored what they scored. This is more important than the number itself. A BCP scoring sheet that shows all the reasoning is more useful than a total score alone.
Glossary of Key Terms
Every term used in this guide, defined in plain language:

Behavioral evidence: Evidence derived from observing what a group does, rather than examining physical objects they have produced.
BCP (Behavioral Companion Protocol): The scoring instrument introduced in this guide. Assesses symbolic system stability in living populations from behavioral evidence.
BU (Behavioral Uniformity): BCP Observable 2. Measures consistency of behavioral responses across generations.
CE (Coordination Evidence): BCP Observable 3. Measures evidence of group coordination above individual improvisation.
Cognitive archaeology: The branch of archaeology concerned with inferring the cognitive and symbolic capacities of past peoples from material remains.
Contact record: The documented history of encounters between outside observers and a population — their contents, dates, observers, and behavioral observations.
Cosmology: A group's shared understanding of the world, their place in it, and the forces that govern it. May be religious, spiritual, ecological, or social in character.
DSSM (Deep Symbolic Systems Model): The theoretical framework the BCP belongs to. Proposes four stages of symbolic system development driven by demographic and ecological pressures.
Evidence Strength (E): The first scoring dimension in the BCP. Scores the quality and quantity of behavioral evidence available for each observable.
FCP (Field Companion Protocol): The DSSM's scoring instrument for archaeological assemblages. The BCP is its companion for living populations.
GCI (Group Cohesion Index): BCP Observable 5. Measures evidence that behavioral competence is distributed across the group rather than concentrated in single leaders.
Intergenerational transmission: The process by which knowledge, norms, and practices are passed from one generation to the next.
MA (Mnemonic Architectures): FCP Observable 1. In the BCP, its behavioral counterpart is TC — Territorial Consistency.
Material record: Physical objects, structures, or markings produced by a human group that survive long enough to be studied.
MC (Material Consistency): BCP Observable 6. Measures consistency of observable material culture across contacts separated in time.
min(E, S): The scoring formula used in both the FCP and the BCP. The composite score for each observable is the lower of the two dimension scores.
NBM (Normative Boundary Maintenance): BCP Observable 4. Measures consistent enforcement of behavioral norms across individuals and time.
Normative framework: The shared set of rules, expectations, and behavioral standards that a group maintains and enforces — what is acceptable and unacceptable behavior within the group.
Oral tradition: Knowledge, history, law, and cosmology transmitted through speech, song, and performance rather than through written text.
Saturation: The condition indicating a fully stable, functioning symbolic system. In the BCP, requires a total score of ≥ 7 with no observable at zero.
Symbolic load: The total volume of shared knowledge a group needs to transmit across generations — ritual schedules, genealogical records, legal norms, cosmological knowledge, ecological expertise.
Symbolic sufficiency: The state in which a Stage 2 system fully meets all the social coordination and knowledge-transmission requirements of the group it serves, without requiring material externalization.
Stage 2 (Ritualized Repetition): The DSSM's second stage. A fully functional symbolic system operating entirely within oral tradition and shared practice.
Stage 3 (Material Amplification and Externalization): The DSSM's third stage. Emerges when symbolic load exceeds biological transmission capacity, driving material externalization.
Structural Inference (S): The second scoring dimension in the BCP. Scores how confidently an underlying symbolic system can be inferred from the observed behavior.
TC (Territorial Consistency): BCP Observable 1. Measures consistent spatial boundary maintenance across generations.
SDG Alignment Statement
SDG 4 (Quality Education): Provides an openly accessible methodological guide enabling researchers at all career stages to apply the BCP independently and transparently.
SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities): Challenges deficit interpretations of non-externalizing populations by providing a structured framework for assessing symbolic sophistication without material prerequisites.
SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions): Supports evidence-based arguments for the protection of isolated populations by providing tools that demonstrate symbolic system functioning from behavioral evidence alone.
SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals): Contributes a freely available, CC BY 4.0 methodological instrument to interdisciplinary scholarship spanning cognitive archaeology, evolutionary anthropology, and indigenous rights.
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