Materiality in Early Bronze Age Wales

A thesis submitted to The University of Manchester for the degrPedbr of Philosophyn
the Faculty of Humanities

2015
RhiannonG Pettitt

School of Arts, Languages and Cultures



Table of Contents

TaDIE Of CONTENTS. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s rmmme e e e e e e e e e e e 2
TaBIE Of FIQUIBS ...t e G
Y 0111 = Vo SRR 8
[T ox F= 1= Ao o USSR 9
(@70] o) V710 403 F= 1= 0 0 1= 1 APPSR 10
ACKNOWIEAGMENLS. ...ttt ettt e e e e e mnne e 11
Chapter One. INtrOAUCTION.........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeerie e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e mnne s 12
I B I 1T LS 0 P PPUPRR 14
1.1.1. Introducing the Early Bronze Age in Wales............ccccuviiiimemniiiiiiiiiieeeee 14
I 7 @011 ] ] 1o TN .= L= T 15
1.2. Chapter OULIINE. ......coii e emrrennnees 16
1.3. Interpretive Words Archaeology: An Etymological and Textual Context interpretive
] L= (=0 |V PP UPPRTPPPIN 18
R S 0o Tod U1 (o o RSO 22
Chapter TWO. Materiality..........ccooiiiiiiiiiieeee s e e e e e e e e e ameea s 24
P22 I [ 11 0T ¥ X1 o PP P PUPRPPPR 24
2.2. Historical MaterialitieS...........uuuieeei i e 24
2.2.1. Philosophgnd Materiality.............eeeeiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiiieeeeeee e 26
2.2.2. Archaeology and Scientific PractiCe............ooooiiiiiimmmn i 33
2.3. MOdelliNG MALEIIAITY........uuieiiiiiiiiiieie ettt esmr e e e e e e e e nes 34
2.3.1. The Taskscape and Recursive Archaeological Theory.............ccccccveeninne 36
2.3.2. Time and Transformation.............oooooiiiiiiicce e 38
2.3.2. Transformation and Liminal BOI€S............coooiiiiiiiimenn e 44
2.3.3. Transforming Objects and Substances............cccooiiiiieeeiii e a7
2.3.4. Metaphor as Materiality..............ooiiiiiiiiiicce e 51
2.3.5. Materials or Materiality.............uuiiiiiiiiiiie e e 53
pZ2 4 o od U1 o] o SR 55
Chapter Three. Methods, Afgaches and Data..............ccooeeeiiiiieriiiiii e, 60
G TNt N = 1o 10 T £ U L= PR PP PUPPPPPPPPR 60



2 =T - 1| o TR RTRORRRPRN 63

TR T I TC N I T ] P PPPPPRRRRN 63
3.3.1. Site CAtEQOIIES. ... uuuuiieiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeere ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e ammme e e esnennenneens 67
3.3.2. SNOIt DEfINITIONS......uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et nneas 68
3.23. Data Collation and Presentation.............ccccuvuuriimmmnnieiiiiiiiiiieeee e essseeeeeee 72

Chapter Four. A History and Analysis of Bronze Age Wales..........cccccccoiiiiaannnnnnd 76

4.1. The History of the Archaemdical Study of the Bronze Age in Wales.................. 76
4.1.2. Food Vessel Typology and ChronolQgy............ccceeeieeeeeceesiiiiiiiieieee e eeeeeeee 82
IR T @0 ]| F= 1= o I U PP PPURRRP PP 88
4.1.4. Cordoned, Barrel Shaped, Bucket and Biconical LUtns................cvvveeeeee.. 90
4.1.5. Other ODJECIS . ..uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 93
4.1.6. Beads, Studs, Buttons and a BQWL.............ooiviiiiiccei e 95
R = To 1= PP Q8
I TS (0] = L0 RS 99
4.1.9. OrganiC ODJECES.......uuuiiiiiiiie e eeeer e e e e e e e e e e e e e n—— 101

4.2. Inheriting Material Culture StUIES.............uuuiiiiii i reeer 103

4.3. Historical Investigation of Early Bron2gje Sites..........ccccceeeiiiiiiieccceeiiiceeenn, 105
4.3.1. Cairns, Barrows and RiNG CailnS.............ouuuvvuiiiiccsreeeeeeeeeiviinse e e s eemeeens 106
T J S (0] o L= O] (o] o PRSP 111
4.3.4, StANAING STONES......coiieiiiiiie et eeea bbb e e e e e e e eeans 113
4.35. Buildings and OccupationalVEIencCe............ccooeeiiiiiiiiccces 117
4.3.6. Pit AlIGNMENTS ...ttt eree e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s 121
4.3.7. TIMDEI/PIt CIrClIES ...cciiiiiiieiie e e 122
4.3.8. RING DXCNES......uiiiiii e eeeees 123
4.3.9 BUIMNE MOUNGS ..o eiiiiiceeee et eneess et e e e e e e e e e e e e s smmeees 124
e T TR |1 =SSOSR 126

4.4, ClaSSIfICALION . ....uuuuuiiiiiiiiiieii e ceeee ettt e e e e e e amme e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s nnes s nnes 128

4.5. Chronological OvervievEarly, Middle and Late Bronze Age in Wales............ 130

Chapter FiveData Analysis and Contextual Discussion of Ceremonial.Sites........... 138

5.1.Funerary and Ceremonial Site Distribution............coooooviiiiiccciii e 138

5.2, Premonument ALVITY ........oouuiiiiiiiiiii e 144

5.3. The Context of Material Culture at Funerary @etlemonial Monuments........... 152
IR Tt I Lo 18] o [ = 7= T 0111V 152



5.3.2. EartHirst Composite MOUNAS.........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiimme e 156

5.3.3. Stondirst COMPOSItE MOUNAS..........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 157
IR I S G- 1 1 1 PP PPPRRPRPRP 163
5.3.5. EArtheNn BaITOWS........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeettiiieeteeeeee e e e e e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s nnnes 166
IR T T 4 T TN = 11 1= PR 171
5.3.7. RING DItCNES.....uuiiiiii et emmnnees 174
5.3.8. Standing Stones and Stone CirCleS..........viiiiiiiiiceeeice e eeee 176
TR TE TR O 1 T SRR 181
5.3.10. Pits and Crematiore@IEEIIES. .......uvvruiiiie et eaneen s 182
5.311. Site ASSOCIALIONS. .....uuuuuunniiiiieee e e eeeetiiiear s e e e e e e e e e e eeeanens s e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeesennnne 184
5.4. Artefacts from Ceremonial and Funerary CONtexts.............uuvvvuemicnmeeeeeeennnnnnns 187
5.4, L. BRAKEIS. ..o ittt 187
5.4.2. FOOU VESSEIS......uutiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e 189
5.4.3. Collared UIMNS.....oooiiiiiieieiee et e e e e e e e s snnsee e 194
5.4.4. Copper and BrONZE.........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 195
ST 58S TR € o ] o PP 198
ST T =TT To [P PURRRRPRN 199
5.5. LIVING ON the LANG.....uiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 201
5.5.1. Boundaries, Clearance Cairns and Farming.............ccceeeeveeeeeciiineneeeeeeeeenn 201
5.5.2. Artefact Scatters and PGHIUCIUIES..........eeviiiiiiiiiiiieiceeeeeeee e 203
5.5.3. Standing stones and ASSOCIatBA@UIES.............cccevvviiiiiiiiieene e 204
5.5.4. The SeVErn EStUALY........cccoiiiiiiieeeeee e 206
5.5.5. Domestic vs Ceremonial: Stpoke Warren, Pembrokeshire....................... 208
5.5.6. PENCNWC BacCh FalM...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeee e e e e s sseeeeeeeeaaeaaaaaaeae s 216
Chapter SixThe Treatment of the Dead in Early Bronze Age Wales........................ 218
6.1. HUMAN REMAINS.....uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt rmmme e neene 219
B.2. INNUMALIONS. ...ttt eee e e e sree e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e e aeeeeeeas 220
LIRS T O =Y 4= 1o 1 1= 222
6.4. Substances and TRINGS......oovi e 225
6.4.1. The Circulation Of SOLIS..........cccviiiiiiiiiiiieee s 225
6.42. FragmMeNnTation..........cooiiiuiiiiiiiiienes s eeeesbb et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e emmees 227
6.4.3. Between Object and SubstanCe............ccooviiivieeer i 229
B.4.4. ACES OF FIre. .. aneee s 232
6.6. The Cremation PrOCESS........coooiiiiiiiiiiiime ettt 237



0.7 . ADSENT BOIES. ... et ettt emee e e 238

Chapter Seven. CONCIUSION..........oiviiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e eanens 241
7.1. The Context of Models of Materialites...............uuuuuuiiiiccceieeiiiiiiee e 242
7.2. The Welsh Bronze Age: History and ANalYSIS...........coevvviiiiiiieemiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 243
7.3. SIES IN PEISPECHIVE. .....ccieiiieeeee e eee e e eeenees 244
7.4. Powerful SUDSTANCES.......coooo i e 245
7.5 1IN RETIECHON....cuiiiiiiiiiiieee e e 247

ChapterEight BiblIOgraphy..........ee e 249

APPENAIX B4 ... e e e e e e e e e e e e amenr e e e e e e e e e e e e e ettt it —————aaaaaeeeeaea————_ 322

Appendix 1. An Interview with Tim INQoId..............coooiiiiiiiice e 323

Appendix 2. The Ceremonial and Funerary Sites of Wales............ccccooevieeevvinnnnnnnn. 325

Appendix 3. lllustration of Radiocarbon Dates with Context and Assatidtaterial

EXOW X UH « €« «&«KK KKK KKK KKK K KKK KL K LK K KK« 328

Appendix 4.Data setMaterial Culture and their Contexts within The Early Bronze Age Sites

R DO HYV ««««&KK KKK KK KKK K KKK KL L KL LK LKL L L« « 331

Word Count: 79, 923



Table of Figures
Figure 1. A Summary ofFour key Uhderstanding of Materiality within Philosophy

Archaeology (OWN IMAQGE)........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiimme ettt eeeern s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeannn s 27
Figure 2. Location of Bronze Age excavated sites within Wales as compiled within my
DALADASE. .....oiiiiiiiei et ene— ettt e et et e e e e e e e e e e aan 61
Figure 3. Relief Map of \Wles (Ordinance Survey, Crown Copyright, 2009)................ 62
Figure 4. The Main characteristics of a Beaker (adapted from Peate 1930,.312)......82
Figure 5. Enlarged Food Vessel (Grimes 1950, 205; Lynch 1970)............cccccvvveeee.. 83
Figure 6. The Main Characteristics of a Collared Urn (adapted from Kavanagh 197@894).
Figure 7.Typical Characteristics of a Cordoned Urn..............ccoovvvviiieeeii e, 92
Figure 8. The Cargwrle Bowl (after Grimes 1939, 83).......cccvviiiiiiiiiiiiriceeicicie e, a8
Figure 9. Bone pommel (Ba) from the Bedd Branwen Cairn Ring, Anglesey (Lynch 1970, 132).
.................................................................................................................................... 99

Figure 10. Flint Implements and Bone Needle from Bronze AgeaBum Wales.1-6
Ystradfellte, Beck.; ® Llanon, Carm.; 111 Pendine, Carm; 12 Glyn traen, Denb.;153
Garthbeibio, Mont; 16 Tredunnock, Mon. ( Grimes 1939, 212)...........cccccvvvvvimmmnnnnne 100
Figure 11. Twisted Hazel Withy interpreted by Timbkelaas a possible broken Haftiry.
Tine of red deer antler (062) interpreted by Timberlake as a possible damaged Pick Tool

(TIMDBeErlake 2005, 41).....uueiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e 103
Figure 12. Wales, Variant Circles. Moel Ty Uchaf and Bryn Cader Faner:deammawr Circle

278 (LYNCH L1979, B)...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiti et eeeett ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s s nimnneeeeeeens 108
Figure 13. Location of Standing Stones in relation to Rivers and suggested Trackways in
Cardiganshire as complied by Bird (Bird 1972, 42).........ccccccuuvmiimimmmmniiiiiieiieeeeeeee 116
Figure 14. Clonology of Welsh Bronze Age pottery based on Radiocarbon Dates from
Contexts assoicated with Early Bronze Age Ceraf@as figure)...........ccocoeeivvvvvvninns 131
Figure 15. Chronology for the southern British Chalcolithic, Early Bronze Age and Middle
Bronze Age (Needham et al. 2010).........uuuuuiiiiiii e eeeer e 134
Figure 16 .Radiocarbon chronology of Bronze Age Britain (Adapted from Harding 2000, 18).
................................................................................................................................... 135

Figure 17. Timeline for key Bronze Age site types within Watesmgled from Radiocarbon
dates (except Eartfirst Composite Mound which is based on associated Material Culture)

(OWN IMAGE) ... e et e e e e emma e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s amams s s s e eeaaeaaeaaeeeees 137

Figure 18. Map of the round barrows of Wales of probable or confirmed Bronze Age date.
Compiledfrom HER, NMR and Cadw regional SUIVeYS.................uvuuuiiicceeeeevvennnnnnns 141

Figure 19. Map of the Bronze Age standing stones found in Wales. Compiled from HER, NMR
and Cadw regioNal SUIVEYS..........oiiiiiieeiiiieimmme e e e et e e s smme e s s e e e e e e e aeaeeeanan 142

Figure 20. Map of the Bronze A&gcists found without associated monuments in Wales.
Compiled from HER, NMR and Cadw regional SUNVeYS...........ccccceevviiiiccceeeee e 143

Figure 21. Pottery from Old Ground Surface beneath Round Barrows or associated with
StANAING STONES.....o oo erea bbbt e e e e e e e e s smee e e e e e et e e eeaeas 145

Figure 22. Stone Objects from Old Ground Surface beneath Round Barrows or associated with
StANAING STONES.....o oo erea bbbt e e e e e e e e s smee e e e e e et e e eeaeas 146

Figure 23. Percentage of Site Types with Human Bone from Old Ground Surface beneath
Round Barrows ioassociated with Standing StONes...........ccccuvvviiiiieemeiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 147

Figure 24. The Artefacts and their Contexts within Eéirgt Composite Mounds......... 155



Figure 25. Percentage of Round Barrows Types which include Pottery withiContext of

the MOUNA MALEIAL........eiiiiiiiiiiii e 159

Figure 26. Percentage of Round Barrows Types which include Stone Objects within the
Context of the Mound Material.............ooooiiiiiiiiiicc e 160

Figure 27. Percentage of Round Barsowhich Include Human Remains within the Context

Of the MOUNd MaLEIIAL.........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 161

Figure 28. Percentage of Sites with Human Remains within Cists or Pits Beneath or/ and
Cutting the Ground SUIMACE. ..ottt eee e e e e e e e e e eeeeeaan 162

Figure 29. The Percentage of Sites with Pottery within the Cists and Pits beneath or/and cutting
the Old GrouNd SUIMACE. ........ueiii e rree e e 164

Figure 30. The Percentage of Site Types to Include Stone Objects within the Citsts and Pits
Beneath Munds or/and Cutting the Old Ground Surface............c.oooovvviiiccciei e, 165

Figure 31. Percentage of Site Types which include Bronze Objects within Cists or Pits Beneath
Mounds or/and cutting the Old Ground SUrface.............ooevvviiiiimmeee e 168

Figure 32. Percentage of Round Barrow Types which include Bronze Objects within the
MOUNA MALEIIAL.........ciiieeeeieiiie et e eerrnr e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eamnneeeeeeeeeeeeees 169

Figure 33. Percentage of Round Barrow Types which include Beads within the Mound
1Y = U= = T 170

Figure 34. Percentage of Site Types which include Identified Charcoal within Cists or Pits
Beneath mounds and/or cutting the Old Ground Surface.............ccccceeiicceeeeveviiinnnnn. 172

Figure 35. Percentage of Sites with Identified Charcoal from the Old Graufat& beneath
Round Barrows or associated with Standing StONes..........ccccovviiiiicecicccicie e, 173

Figure 36. Percentage of Round Barrows which Include Identified Charcoal within the Context
Of the MOUNd MatEIIAL..........uueiiiiiiiiiiiii e 174

Figure . Artefacts and Identified Charcoal within Ring Ditches....................covvveee... 176

Figure 38. Excavation at Stackpole Warren, Dyfed. Site A. Plan of Standing Stone, Stone
Setting and earlier House (146) (Benson et. al. 1990).............ccooeviiieeeiiieiiee e, 179

Figure 39. Percentage of Sites with Beads within Cists or Pits Beneath and/or cutting the
170100 IR o - o =PSRRI 184

Figure 40. The Percentage of Funerary and Ceremonial Sites Associated with Ceramic Types
(Whole or NearComplete Vessels) and a Selection of Artefacts Typically Associated with

B LT LT G = U = | 189

Figure 41. The Number of Round Barrow Sites with Food Vessels and their Context beneath
OF WIthin the MOUNG........cooiiii e e e e e e e e e ennne e e e es 191

Figure 42. Percentage of Neolithic R&tucture Sites (associated with later Bronze Age
activity) and Bronze Age PaSitructure Sites with Artefacts within Pddoles................ 209

Figure 43. Distribution of pottery typedthin different contexts at Site A, Stackpole Warren,
PemMBIOKESNII . .....ciiieeeiiie e 212

Figure 44. Excavation at Stackpole Warren, Dyfed. Site A. Plan of roundhouse 146 (after
Benson €t. @l 1990).......cccouuriiiiiii e ————————————— 214

Figure 45 The weight of cremations from Early Bronze Age sites withirdatg set......223
Figure 46. Plan of the excavated area at Bedd Branwen. Anglesey round barrow. Redrawn from

LYNCh (LYNCN 19721, 22)....uuii it e e mmmr e e e e e et e e e e e e rennas 230
Figure 47. Regional Pollen Assemblage Zones in the Carneddau area as outlined by Walker
(1993) with further additions from elsewhere in Wales............cccoooeviiiieemriiiiiiic e, 235



Abstract
This thesis contributes an original approach to the underasgofhumanobject relationst
funerary and ceremonial sites during the period ¢.2200BI00 BC within Wales. A primary
review of archaeological work within this region contextualises this thesis and challenges the
notion that this area is materialppor during the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age.
Drawing on existingxcavation reports and archived mateaalatabase of archaeological sites
detailing context and material culture was creafettlitionally a calibrated set of dates, was
mapped agast architectural, depositionahd material practicdhesedata set provided the
opportunity to compare different Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age archaeological features
in terms of the character and variety of associated objects and matenialgsis of this data
has illustrated key contrasts and similarities in the treatment of material culture across
architecturally distinct ceremonial and funerary site types. This interpretation is framed by a
discussion of materiality, arguing for a model whiglhocated in past perspectives rather than
a deconstruction of Western material values. Materiality is explased contextual, often
learnedunderstanding of the world, which is not restricted to the physical qualities of materials.
Potential conceptsf materiality were consideradth particular attention given to the treatment
of human remains in funerary and ceremonial contexts. The result of this thesis is an enhanced
understanding of depositional practices and their role in the constructiomdiperaeption

of funerary and ceremonial sites within the Early Bronze Age of Wales.
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Chapter One. Introduction

To manythe past is alieand intangibledislocatedrom our own worldby the gulf of time.

To others it is closer, forming an insgpble part ofthier constitution. Wiether through
genetics or ideology, the pastunderstood as part of the present. Yet all those that attempt to
understand the past, whether as processes, values or structures are constructing a model of
materialitywhich is being applied to the past. Materiality has been problematized in the recen
work of Tim Ingold (2002 & b) calling for a greater focus upon materials, however materiality

is more than the materials of an objects makeup. For mysédfrialitydefines what constitutes
materials, substances objects, animals, humans, behaviawghthaction and societit sets

out those parameteby which a person may understand whether their ideas are a product of
something intangible or are inasible from physical action. For example it defines at which
point a person is born and becomgseasonand at whiclpoint a person enters deaffhere

are numerous ways in which frameworks of materiality can manlfeist.perhaps modern
westerndevelopment of the sciencegich has perpetuated the study of materialityoéo
primarily concerned withthe consistent observable physicplalities of materialsThis
approach is howeveubject to perception and therefore emphasised or dismissed according to
the framework of materialitperformed Hence, all those that attempt to uncover any aspects
of apast world are creating a particular perception, a particular view, of how the world was to
those past peop(&hanksand Hodded 998, 1§. However there is a tangible reality, as Ingold
puts it

they [materials] are neither objectively determined ndijsctively imagined but practically
H[S H U L HnQdtdR2a0y, 14).

We perceive the world through our lens of both culture and body, therefore whilst there is no
IXQGDPHQWDO pWUXWKY WR UHDOLW\ ZH GR HQJDéH ZLWK
may argue that a stone wall is a stone wall, and that the experience of thatinvedtesy et

textures, weight and colour are not steady things but change according to whom and how they
are experienced. A wall could be perceived as many things,asualparticular collection of

minerals, a physical manifestation of a division in ownership or the investment of labour. There
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may be universal qualities which guide experience but not a universal perception of this

experience.

It is the role of the al@elogist to consider the cultuspecific perceptions of materiality
rather than establish universal lawéere has already been much intensive reflection on the
problems of our own modern materiality and we must attempt to define pastaterialities

rather than apply a model based on the antithesis of western mateFiaditys not to say we
should not deconstruct our own conceptualisations of materiality. Indeed this is indivisible
from any thorough discussion of the archaeology of materialitwederby focusng upon a
deconstruction of our methods and terms of interpretation we may better develop the manner
by which we understand past materialities through engagement with the archaeological

remains

So how do we attempt to create a view of plast which acknowledges our subjectivity yet
illustrates a beingn-the-world that is not our own (Heidegger 1996, 6Ry¥matter how aware

of our beliefs and values we are, we are still inevitably constructing a materiality, as within the
world view of postmodern archaeologthere is no fundamental truth to be uncovered. The
answer may be complex, but we are left with a simple course of action: to acknowledge our
own context and construct an understanding of the past which satisfies our own understandin

of reality. That is not to say we can write whatever we wish, on the contrary, our reality requires
observations, correlations and contra8banks and Hodder 1995, ;18hanks 199816). It

demands that we choose those methods of interpretation witehfat a clear picture to be

painted which is suited to our own context of understanding. For example, when an artist paints

D SRUWUDLW WKH\ FDQQRW VHH WKH ZRUOG WKURXJK WK
portray elements of what they belietat person is. Whilst one artist may take greater care to
capture the observable colours, textures and contrasts; attempting to illustrate accurately a
SHUVRQYfV IHDWXUHY DQG VWDQFH DQRWKHU DUWLVW PD\ |
to potray other views of the subject, such as adoration or violence, expressing ideas linked to

the person but which are not necessarily visible. Simikglgrchaeologists we choose which

manner we use to construct past materialities, and choose those nveticidappeal to our

sensibilities, motives and cultural contexts.
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1.1. ThesiAims

There are many ways to approach the past; archaeologists themselves are generated alongside
their social worlds and their texts are produced in culturally specifiextsntFowler 2004, 6).

The aim of this thesiwasnot simply to offer critique of archaeological practice but to present

a seltreflective illustration of how we approach and apply materiality to the past, whilst posing
methods by which we can reconstryast materialitiesfrom the material available. An
awareness of the associations and presumption that accompany certain terms is an important
part of a general method of understanding our subjectivity. However, {treaton and
furthering our understamty of pastmaterialitiescan also be a product of this awareng&sss

thesis unravalthe discoursesurroundingmateriality often using understandings of the body

as a pivot for discussion. It exam@teow the interpretive values afaterialityarebuilt from
historicalapplication and explosshow we establish models of materiality for the pasis

will be considered in theeappraisabf funeraryand ceremonial activitg.2200 BG 1400 BC

This largely falls within the period known as the Early Bsei\ge. However this period also
incorporates parts of the Chalcolithic period ¢.225300 BC and the Middle Bronze Age
€.16001000 BC Burrow 2012, 184)

1.1.1 Introducing the Early Bronze Age in Wales

This period isociallyandmateriallycomplex, poviding an interesting arena for the discussion
of past materialitea/ithin Wales andchationallyc.2200 BC1400 BC,ephemeral settlement
building suggests a mobile lifestyle, with a past@@dnomyand some evidence for cereal
cultivation Walker 1993, I2:Briick 1999, 6567; Jay et. al. 2012, 228)Jhere werextensive
mixed woodlands witin this period with successive clearance episodasd climate
deterioation only becoming evidenn the Middle Bronze AgéCaseldine 1990, 55; Walker
1993, 172, 18R This was not a period of complete revolution in practaes we sesome
continuation from the Late Neolithidcross Britain lirnt moundsremained in uselLate
Neolithic monuments were engaged wiéhd within Walesarge scale monuments continued
to beconstructedn Powys ¢.2100 BC (Gibson 1992c; 1994A)so, on rare occasionshe
deadcontinued to béuried within flat gravesuntil at leastc.2000 BC From ¢.2100 BC
extensive construction of a diverse range of round barrows forms .bEigayhave ben
categorised here as stone cairns, earthen barrows, ring cairns, kerb cairfgsstraposite

mounds, eartlirst composite mounds and structured cairfise deposition of cremated
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humanremains dominategractices through much of the Early Broage (Lynch 2000, 79).
They are frequently found within or accompaniedCntlaredUrns, and on some occasions
Food Vessd, Beakers and Cordoned UrBgaker sherds and flint sherds have been found as
scatters interpreted as domestic debris. Howevellared Urns andFood Vesse are very
rarely found outside ofuneraryor ceremonial sitesCollaredUrns have also been found
standing stone complexesrn cemeterieand in the rause of henges and timber circles
(Burrow 2012, 178). Abundant small portalfieds include pottery, flint flakes and flint tools.
Early Bronze Age bronze objects are not commonly found in Wales (Lynch 2000.h&g).

are most likely found within burial contexts across Wales or within the hoards of North Wales
(Burgess 1962, 18; Ndaam 1997, 62; Lynch 2000, 99; Gwilt et. 2004. More unusual
Early Bronze Age finds include a section of a plaekvn boat, dugut boats, a wooden
launder (an open drain), woven and twisted branches, jet glgetddunub and agold cape
(Morteaniand Northover 1995). Exploitation of copper ores within Wales contributed to an
important new metal productidrom ¢.2100 BC and possibly earlier (Timberlake 1988; 2006,
79, 82; Dutton et. al. 1994, 24Burrow 2012, 175)

1.1.2. Compiling Data

The Branze Age in Wales has been largely dominated by those methodologies typically applied
to the macro scale of archaeological evidence including in particular theageaof diffusion

and typology (see Fox 1959; Grimes 1951; Wheeler 192B)0st casethis de-contextualised

objects in order to piece together wide reaching systems, thereby undervaluing human practice
and social context (Hodder 1982; Foucault 2004, 8 (1969Jhe data produced by these
archaeologists is emeshed with the values and percegftioateriality placed upon the past.
Archaeological method cannot be distinguished from the data and interpretations produced
(Fowler 2013, 233)Antiquated research should not however be dismissed out of hand, with
some providing well recorded excavatiand others also touching upon interpretive interests

still largely relevant today (see Fox 1959; Grimes 1951; Wheeler 19a%)st much of the
material remains unexcavated to a modern standard there is still a considerable corpus of
research material aNable which has had little attention as a single body of matdnal.
consideration of this, | give an-depthpresentation and appraisal of the narratives which have
been produced with this materidhis will also introduce the reader to ttiearacteof Early

Bronze Age archaeology in Wales.
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In order to explore the materiality on the basis of perspective | have endeavoured to develop a
methodology through which | can explore past perceplioraddress different scales of social
practice | looked at bth long term andshortterm practices. In order to examining the
boundaries and nuances of past lives | included both typical and unconventional. attisity

can be outlines as follows:

X A consideration of the distribution of key ceremonial and funerieytgpes across
Wales. Bringing together the data from numerous recent surveys and illustrating areas
of site concentration and distribution within upland and lowland locations

X The collection of data from Early Bronze Age sites which defined the typlgjedt or

material, the site type and the context within the site.

X A comparison of the site types and their associated material culture. Establishing key

contrasting and similar distributions of material culture within site contexts.

X The study of selectecase studies and consideration of their often unique and complex

practices.

There are a great number of opportunities to bring this material into the sphere of current
archaeological interests. Through the analysis of excavation reports, archevediié and
curated objects | have contributed to the understanding of Early Bronze Age concepts of
materiality, with particular emphasis on the concepts of the body substance and practice.
examine multiple, interrelated and predominantlyegsting aspcts of the funerary and

ceremonial contexts within Early Bronze Age Wales.

1.2 Chapter Outline

Here | will outline the structure of this thesis.

Chapter Two examirsghe historical development of models of materiality as developed from
philosophicalarchaeological and anthropological schools of thougloutlines the essential
attitudesto how we construct our world through notions of humanism, materialism and
positivism and phenomenology. From the limitations and potentials of these outlooks | hav
explored the prospects of such views within the archaeological discipline and gained

understanding of the methods through which materialities have been applied to the past.
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Current heoretical models are theliscussednd developments from this are pospd. The

WHUP pWDVNVFDSHY DV LQWURGXFHG E\ 7LP ,QJROG ZLWKI
WKH /DQGVFDSHY IDFWRU KLJKO\ LQ P\ GLVFXVVLRQ
context of human activities which serves to contextualise p§opleDFWLRQV DQG VLWXD
UHODWLRQDO DQG VRFLDOO\ SURGXFWLYH 7KLV FKDSWH
contemporary views of this concepnd thenexplores how this term has been incorporated

into archaeological practice. An understandhtransformational processes and metaphorical
structure to meaning is also outlined key areador debate. Thus the epistemological
background and the forms of transformations and metaphors identified within archaeological
texts will be discussed. Frothese discussions | argue that materiality should be viewed not

as a condition of existence but of perspectiwet materiality within a framework of relational,
contextual practices rather than universal physical qualities.

ChapterThree presents theharacteristicof the material studied and defines the parameters
and methodology for this thesis. This includes summarises of the geographical boundaries and
topographicatharacteristicscurrent archaeological evidence, key site types and key sources.

| will also discuss how mylata setwas constructed and outline the manner by which this

material will be presented and analysed.

Chapterourwill identify the key figures in the interpretation of the Wekdrly and Middle
Bronze Age material culture, outlng the paradigms which framed these understandings and
considering lhe implications of such methadbhis will also provide a thorough background
for the interpretation of this period for which to build my later analysis.

Chapter Five presentsstudy ofthe Early Bronze Age materiabmpiled within mydata set

It begins with an assessment of the distribution of the funerary and ceremomainents
across Wales. This illustratés particularthe high density of round barrows and standing
stones acrost¢ landscape, many of which are still ext&#gional variation in the occupation

of upland and lowland areas by such sites is also discusskalving this an analysis of the
artefacts and their contextual distribution within the round barrows, stasidimg monuments

and postuild structures will beexamined This work established that the treatment and
attitudes to artefacts varies according to monument context. This is in part a result of
chronological development and changing cosmological belieftesys. However,
contemporary practices at different monument types also suggest differing attitudes to
important objects and potent substances according to different monument types and their
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different contexts within said siteAdditionally certain constats remain between contexts
reflecting widely perceived material understanding and cosmological value afforded to

artefacts.

The SixthChapter considerthe treatment and perception aftefacs and bodiesluring the
Early Bronze Age.lt examinesthe relaonship between material culture and their contexts
through the construction of people, places and thihggploregotential Bronze Age attitudes

to substances of the world and of the body@ntsidersvhere divisions concerning materials
may have com into existence. | will do this in part by investigating a number of variables in
the quantity, condition and contextual treatment of cremation witletsh Bronze Age

contexts.

The SeventiChapter will conclude this thesiswill provide an overviewof the key elements
outlined within his thesis. Also considering the value of materiality as a conceptual framework
andposingpotential futurevork in this field.

1.3. Interpretive Words in Archaeology: An Etymological and Textual

Context interpretivestrategy

"Language can also be compared with a sheet of paper: thought is the front and the sound
the back; one cannot cut the front without cutting the back at the same time; likewise in
language, one can neither divide sound from thought nor thougit$ound (Saussure
1966, 157).

MVriting is amaterial process actively creating meaning and the reality of that which we
investigatef 7LOOH\ 7LOOH\TV HPSKDVLYV

Just as language is not divisible from thought, archaeological interpretatonestalivisible

from the words used to explain, quantify and illustrate past worlds. The fundamental obstacle
that confronts our interpretations of the past is the inevitable emergence of our vocabulary and
understandings within a modern western contedald 1996; Latour 1993, 2009; Strathern

1988). Many have subsequently concluded that objectivity cannot be achieved by the observer,
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as no person can separate themselves from their own culture (Gell 1998; Ingold 2000;
Rowlands 1998).

Archaeological intgretations are a product of a series of contemporary assumptions regarding
fitting forms of analysis and explanatiolWe may be able to identify prejudices and
generalisations within our own interpretatiobsf wecan never be separate from our cultural
context. A truth of the past can be achieved, but we create the boundaigbslefine it.As

our world views shift so do does our perception of what composes archaeological realities.
With changing athaeological methodologies comiéerentlinguistic dhoices. Terms drift in

and out of usewith intellectual trends. As we present our archaeological interpretations
linguistically through the selection and association of particular words, we are piecing together
a particular view of the past. We choose ipatar terms over others in order to express the

past in ways that we consider approprid®yce 2002, 47).

&KDQWDO &RQQHOOHUTYV LOQOWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI WKH X\
is an interesting example of the application nfhaopologically observed concepts through

indirect means. Professor Grahame Clark excavated Starr Carr inl2949ncovering a
MHEUXVKZRRG SODWIRUPY LQ DVVRFLDWLRQ ZLWK WZHQW\ F
The frontlets consisted of the wgmost part of the skull of a red deertlwthe antlers

remaining intact. Wo perforations had been made in the skull and the skull had been lightened

and smoothed down. These modifications are understood as part of the method of attaching the
frontlets tothe head (ibid.)The antler frontlets have beertierpreted as part of ritual dances,

which would reveal the bodies as transformed into a new state of being. The boundaries of the
human and animal would become ambigudis & R Q Q H O Thelgh the\abimvaH V'

LYV QRW OLWHUDO \(ibkiH50Y. Uh2@fureRihis vy hiRn@n watid not become

the deer in a physical sense, both the human and animal are altered by each other and they are
transforme into a new state (ibid., 50Fonneler uses transformation as a state of being in
LWVHOI ZKLFK UHWDLQV ERWK WKH DQLPSO@etHn® €seW KH K X
entirely« &RQQHOOHU 7TUDQVIRUPDWLRQ LV DOVR VHH

of making bodiesFacilitaing anengagement with the world from a new perspective (ibid).

Close comparisons can be found in anthropological studies, in particular the deer dancer of
Yaqui studied byschechner and App€L990).

Whilst the man is transformed into the deer, hergtilins human characteristics;
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WwKH ZKLWH FORWK VHSDUDWLQJ WKH GHHU GDQFHUYV IDF
keeps adjusting, is the physicalization of an incomplete transformation, of the simultaneous
presence of man and deer. In the parfance itself, at this precise juncture of time and space,
the problems of representation, imitation, and transformation convgfge6FKHFKQHU D Q
Appeal 1990, 4).

This illustrates the use of objects to transform a person, whilst also demonstrating that
transformation is changeable, temporary and sometimes incomplete. Whilst the man is

transformed into a new state, his old state is retained.

Connellertries to avoid employing anthropological analogy (Conneller 2004, 52). However

there are clear similaritV EHWZHHQ 6FKHFKQHU DQG $SSHDOfV VWX
&RQQHOOHUTYV LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RonnliedihtedpietsR O L W K L
her findings with terminologyrising from anthropologyCertain terms and interpretations

such 8 WWHFRPLQIXRBOAUYHPOHU transformibpQt@ hody rendering its
ERXQGDULHYV (bt EB)JaxeRgarly identical to the work of Schechner and Appeal,
IEHFRPLQJ WKH PXIOMUDIQHR XY SUHVHQFMQ @aAngferio QG GHI
(Schechner and Appeal 1990, 4he tone of her interpretation was anthropological, not
because she used anthropological examples but because she employed an anthropological
language andhode of interpretation. Conneller observes that the use of analotpackhio an

uncertainty as to where the analogy stamd the interpretation begins (Conneller 2004, 52).
However, interpretation can still be influenced by certain modes of thought without explicit

analogy.

Every word we use has a particular value witbur interpretations, there are certain words
which are particularly loaded with associations and which have powerful implications when
applied to archaeological material. These are fundamentally interpretive words, words that
determine specific ways of ewving and hence of interpreting the archaeological material.
Given that these words will have such a significant impact on our perceptions of the past, it is
essential to carry out a se#flective critiqueof such terms. The aim is not to search for a
singular finite meaning for such lexical units and hence a formal analysis of semantics will not
be followed.Instead | will present a contextualised discourse analysis which can further our

understanding of how we use the dynamic toolbox of language tprettéhe past.

This kind of critique has become increasingly common in archaedfoggxample, ritual and

landscape have been subjected in particular to such evaluation (see Insoll 2004; Brick 1999;
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Hodder 1992; Bender 1999; Ingold 1993; Ucko andttayl999).For the most part, these

critiques identify the importance and variability of meaning within differing contexts and from
differing perspectives (e.g. Ingold 1993, 156, Insoll 2004, 12), sometimes addressing the
contrast between visions of the sebfostered by Enlightenment views or ecological thinking,

and those of nowestern peoples (e.g. Bender 1999, Ucko and Layton 1999 hése

approaches also attempt to overcome dichotomous thinking, as manifested in the distinctions
between sacred andaular rituals, or formal and natural landscapes (Insoll 2004, 10, Ingold,

1993). This harmonises with a current tendency within archaeology and anthropology to
address mulkfaceted, fluid forms of action and perception; our interpretive words are a prime

target for reappraisal within this framework. LW KLQ WKH ZRUN RI 5RVHPDU\ -R\
/IDQJXDJHV RI $SUFKDHRORJ\ 'LDORJXH 1DUUDWLYH DQG :UL
and multivocality should be reflected in archaeological writimgugh dialoguegJoyce 2002,

55). A demonstration of the dialogue in archaeological interpretation has been followed for a
QXPEHU RI \HDUV LQ WKH &DPEULGJH MRXUQDO pu$UFKDHR
articles are followed by comments from peansl subsequent responses from the author.

dialogue is presented as a methodological chronological process.

However thecurrent structuréor archaeological reports conduciveo the easy location and
extraction of the authd§ interpretation of theaterial excavated or surveydamy own work

the conventional structure of a site report has enabled me to compile a database with much
more efficiency than if there had dregreater variation in site report structuhdoreover,

whilst the format of ounarrative should be developed, it is the faux objective language and

stance of the authoritative community which needs our greatest attentiontianéhis

The language we use is socially active and inherently contextualised. As we communicate our
argumem and interpretation it is characterised by the terms and prose we usdefach
recognised as a fragment of interpretation, which brings with itngeraof potential
connotations. In archaeologlget words that are used often illustrate impadrtauanes and
particulars ofpractice As a consequenage must gain insight into the specific nature of their

use and role within a culturally specific interpretation rather than contributing solely to a
universal mderstanding of those processes. Within my wowkll focusin particularupon the
linguistic and conceptual use of matdatighnd a selection of terms which have bieénential

to the development of materiality as a conctmsebeing; metaphor, taskscape, temporality,
transformatiorandliminality. This ZLOO LQYROYH WKH LGHQWLILFDWLRQ F
certain schools of thought, a consideration of their produangin a discussion of any
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universalisms and culturally specific nuances, and a formulation of how we are to reproduce

these terms in a manner which befits the culture we aim to understand.

1.4.Conclusion
It is easy to assert that material traditiogpatterns of life and laboutare intimately bound
up in the reproduction of the social world. It is ratherrmdifficult to flesh out thosges, to
chart their articulation, or to follow how they changefi (GPXQGV

In orderto builda suitable framework of analysis for the mateuiadier study | have chosen to
tackle thefundamental®f existenceand percetion under the title of materialityAs a result

of the exploration of archaeological and philosophical approdohtss theme my work is
segmented into studies of transformations, liminality, metaphor and the taskscape as key
elements of thidiscusson. Concepts of transformation, liminality and metaphor are not
separate entities from materiality lare entwined with the foremosliements of materialitysa

understood through anthropology and archaeology.

An understanding of how things are developewiintained, altered or decay forms an
important element of archaeologidaterpretations such as identity, memory, gender, the
senses and performance (e.g. Briick 2004; Edmonds 1997; Fowler 2004; Gilchrist 1999; Jones
2007; Parker Pearson and Shanks 200@jll be discussed in the relevant chapters in great
detail, how these particular words are used within the wider archaeological discipline
characterises the individual interpretations presented. Furthermore, limiting myself te the in
depth study of arsall number of interpretive words allows me to delve into the depth of their
history of use, exploring their development in those disciplines which have come to influence

their use within archaeological interpretations as well as the archaeologicalimgsitgalf.

This chapter has outlined the methodology and interpretive interests which make up this thesis.
| have specified on what basis sites were selected for study whilst also exploring the potentials
and problems which occur when selecting dateaVle discussed the methods that have been
used in order to present my integfations of this data collatedl.also have outlined the
motivations for the undertaking of a textual analysis as a critical reflection which will further

our understanding of howe construct interpretations.
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Chapter Two. Materiality

2.1. Introduction
| argue here that the numerous philosophical paradigms which have influenced archaeological
theory and practice are themselves models of materiality. | will thus cottsétedevelopment
and the impact upon archaeological theory today. In order -avakliate archaeological
methodology. | will also be addressing materiality as a term used within current archaeological
interpretation. How people engage with and understénetts and materials has been eagerly
discussed in recent years within archaeology (Olsen 2010, 2; Hurcombe 2000, xix; Hurcombe
2007a; Hurcombe 2007b; Gosden and Marshall, 1999). From these interests, considerations of
the philosophy of material things $ideen brought into the wider discussion of materiality
(Miller 2005; Ingold 1993; 2007; Tilley 1999; 2000; 200%ithin this dialog a clash has
occurred between those wishing to define materiality as the physical material of things, and
those who wish toLQFRUSRUDWH DOO DVSHFWV RI D SHUVRQYV 2
materialities (Ingold 2007a, 11). | argue that the former perpetuates numerous divisions such
as object/person, thought/person and object/substance (such as Knappett 2007, 23; Fahlander
and Oestigaard 2008, 4)5tructuring the material world yet undervaluipgrception From
this evaluation | aim to develop an understanding of the dynamics involved and pose potential
means by which we can move from the discussion of our own matesatitan understanding

past materialities.

2.2. Historical Materialities
The study of materiality has a long history from which much of the later philosophical rhetoric,
and by proxy anthropological and archaeological discussion observes their drfggnSth
century early Greek philosophers demonstrate the earliest historical record of discussions in
the metaphysics of change, and their work has been influential in such dialogue over the
millennia. Etymologically materiality is rooted within the termatter of which originates from
materialis uR1 RU EHORQJLQJ WR PDWWHUY ZKILAE megniny XUQ GH
wood (Taylor 2009, 300; Bunnin and Yu (eds.) 2004, 415). The material is posed as the
opposite of the immaterial, that which has baegued as not taking a material form, such as
thought, ethics and spiritualisiespite the philosophical critique of dichotomies of mind and

body and subsequent critique of the dichotomy between the physical and ephemeral in
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discussions of the materialidf thought, archaeological methodologies are also often similarly
dominated by this division (Kuchler 2005; Heidegger 1996; De Matrris et. al. 1994, 1).

Considering the concept of materiality rather than its etymological origins we are led again to
Greee, yet towards an earlier period. One of the earliest known textual records of discourse
on this issue can be found within the ancient Greek philosophical rhetoric which attempted to
determine the underpinning state of reality (Aristotle 1966, 103, 140nBaugh 1981, 50;

Curd 1998, 63; Guthrie 1962, 1; 196554Heidegger 2006 (1962)).

For example, assessing the metaphorical prose of the Greek philosopher Herakleitos (born in
approx. 503 BC), he perceived change as paradoxical and perceived transforsas

process, with materials being in infinite flux (Guthrie 1962, 433; Hussey 1999, 99). Others

such as Parmenides (born in approx.-515 % & F R Q F kaXr€altydis]3aMd must be, a

unity in the strictest sense and that any change init SRV V L HEIOHx WKHUHH&R UH WKD
world as perceived by the senses is untea* XWKULH -5). Such a denial of

change is based on the concept that any change undergone would involve the phenomenon in
guestion not being what it is, which illcompatible with its mode of being. The extensive
ZRUNV RI HDUO\ *UHHN SKLORVRSKHUV DWWHPSW WR UHVR
developments of metaphysics. This was largely achieved through the combination of the
mutability of Parmenideand the material flux of Herakleitos (Aristotle/Ross 1924 argues

that the potential being (matter) and the actual one (form) are one and the same thing
(Aristotle/Ross 1924, 187).Q WKH WUDQVODWLRQ E\: ' 5RVV RI $ULV\
stated:

Concrete things are generable and therefore destructible, forms are never in course of being
destroyed any more than of being created; they are or are not, without generation or
destructionn $ULVWRWOH 5RVV

In this understanding, yocannot destroy or change something which is always in flux. Such
discussions of transformation and fluid mutability of existence in the moment of change have
continued to be important points of philosophical and archaeological discussion. Relevance
can ke found in a consideration of perception and engagement. For example does a pot become
a pot once it has been given its shape, or when it has been fired? If broken into sherds does it
remain a pot or does it become a substance? The integration and geudnad¢irception from
material and the dichotomy between the mind and the body has factored highly in the

discussion of idealism and materiality (Rousseau 1990, 6).
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Materiality has been reconsidered at many points in the subsequent history of European
thought. In particular during the fourteenth century A.D. in England much scholastic
philosophical and theological discussion was dedicated to the discussions of matter and it is at
this point in time that the specific term materiality was derived from therrabtThey too
employed early Greek philosophical doctrines in their understanding of the elements, in
particular the Aristotelian concept of the cyclical transformation of the four elements, which in
turn determined the natural and artificial transfoioratof metals (Obrist 2003, 25).
Importantly such theoretical discussion formed a base for the humanism and idealism of the
Enlightenment, and in turn, modern western philosophy and archaeology (Atatipd2004;
Rousseau 1990, xviievere2001, 1).

2.2.1. Philosophy and Materiality

L7 KXV WKt s tp s8ly, the soul through which | am what | aimentirely distinct from
the body, and is even easier to know than the body, and even if there was no body at all, it
would not cease to be all that W (Re¥cfrtes 1998 (1637), 17).

fhere is no inherent divide between the "physical" world, the "physiological" world, and the
"mental” world, consequently nor is there a duality of sensation and perception, interpretation
D QG UD ZSadew DOH2R89).

Direct discussion of materiality within archaeological literature has largely borrowed from the
paradigms of the French and German philosophical schools of the 20th century with critical
analysis of the dynamics and juxtapositions created and stegoted. Such perspectives often
borrow elements from idealism, scientific realism, materialism, humanism and phenomenology
(CalvertMinor 2010, Tilley 1999). Each of these philosophical approaches takes a different,
although not altogether mutually exsive perspective and understanding of the world and its
physical constituents. For example materialism and idealism are opposing concepts: one being
centred in the mind the other in an innate physical reality (Priest 1998, 66). There are
alternatives to thse perceptions of materiality as used in archaeology and eachontology has its
own history and subdivisionshave however selected those paradigms which | believe have
dealt the greatest impact upon archaeological interpretation to varying degreésscussion

will also examine a number of archaeologists who have involved a direct discussion of

materiality in their work, considering the extent of our critical attitudes whilst also exploring
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how views of materiality have been put into practice in aclugical interpretations. Figure
1. is a presentation of some of the key models of materiality relevant to archaeology, produced
to aid the reader. These are complex issues and this image seeks to illustrate core elements of

these view points as an intuaetion rather than as an inflexible definition.

Phenomenology Humanism Idealism Materialism Cartesian Thought
@ % Soul &
; / > v Mind
Historical Physicalist
Materialism Materialism
% R P ?
1 I\
& '\ ‘\/’ \l °@
a0 4
1 1
| X
V2T
Materiality is created | Materiality is defined |Materiality is Materiality is everything: Materiality is under-
through experience by humans because |perceived through  |behavior, objects, the stood as separate
and is dependanton  [humans are atthe  |the senses and can |landscape, animals, elements, | from thought and
perspective and centre of all reality.  |only be located in the|people and thoughts. ideas which are
cultural context. Within |Humans have a mind. Physicalist Materialism: located in the mind,
archaeology social and|‘human nature’ and Materiality is all that is ' soul, or essence. Thus
cultural contexts are | thus cultural physical and tangible. It is there is a divide
enacted through universalisms can be innately real and follows the between the body
performance. observed. laws of physics and the mind. Further-
' more reason comes
HISTORICAL MATERIALISM: | from the mind and
Materiality is socially created | therefore supersedes
and a person is controlled by | experience.
their position in this social
existence.

Figure 1. A Summary dfour key Understanding of Materiality within Philosophy Archaeology (own image).

Modernity and humanism

Understanding materiality and how we appropriatequires us to consider the attitudes to the
body, mind and perception which have been upheld historically. Julian Thomas (2007) states
that the construct of an autonomous individual has formed the basis for modernity and the
political system of liberalim (2007, 2112). He argues that modern humanistic attitudes have

consequently been impressed upon the archaeological understanding of the bodywgibd.).
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there is no singular form to modernity, it can be characterised by the belief in rationale and
logic, the critique of theology and the rejection of a teleological view of human nature
(Baumeister 2000, 51). Descartes (18%50), verified his existence through thought on the
SUHPLVH WKDW KH FRXOG QRW GRXEW tknkMheéseoreH Wi IDPR XV
(Papineau 2009, 49). From this argument he is presenting a model of materiality which creates

a duality between the mind and the body, with thought as immaterial (Cottingham 2000, 79).
'LWK WKH LQIOXHQFHV RI 'DU Zs@HfiisedthaRifoigt biR@edogyHtR U\ L W
was possible to trace back to the earlier stages of human evolution as a precursor to civilised
man (Lemaire 199715). Archaeologically, time and progression were illustrated through
technological changes. Within thiramework of materiality, thought was disconnected from
artefacts and bodies. This realist perception of humanity also prioritised the rationale of the
western, white, male, heterosexual individual. Perpetuating the notion that the latter were
superior 6 those who did not conform to these characteristics, whether past or present (Thomas
2004, 2132; Thompson 1977, 32).

Together with humanism, positivism is known to have emerged from the western European
seventeenth and eighteenth century period (DaBidtodano and Torres 2003, 32). The priori

of rationalism and logic then developed to incorporate analytical reasoning and reductionist
attitudes which saw the underlying understanding of the world as based in the micro, such as
the molecules and atomshiesh make up the universe (ibid., 80). It was the latter epistemic
scientific methodologies which came to characterise positivism as introduced through the
works of Auguste Comte (1988 (183842); Mill 1866). However, despite the seeming
incompatibility d the mind/body dualism and the materialism of scientific practice, Descartes
himself contributed to the scientific revolution with his methodology of experimentation led
by reason rather than experience (Clarke 1982, 48). This may in part accounpésisience

of the Cartesian dualism as incorporated into the scidagenated western understanding of

the mind and body.

Whilst positivism is largely considered to follow the intentions of the Enlightenment, an
important point of separation has bedgfined by Steven Fuller as a differing knowledge
process (Fuller 2001, 291). That is, the reasoning of the Enlightenment sought to eliminate the
false to identify a truth, whilst positivism sought to eliminate the false in order to increase
credibility of knowledge whilst building a foundation for future growth (Fuller 2001, 291).
Further divergence can be seen in the approach to the (de)centrality of humans. Positivist

attempts to observe and prove the laws by which material things are bound. Consamucting
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understanding of materials which promotes their existence regardless of human experience.
Those once ephemeral things such as thought and belief have been materialised into
neurological processes (Lakoff and Johnson 1999, 105). Whilst positivism meytaken
humanist and idealistic perspectives in its early inception, this ontology is later dominated by
materialist concepts whereby thought is a physical thing. Indeed materialism is observable on
both sides of the archaeological processual/postesual coin. P. L. Khol. (1981) and others
considers that there are basic elements of a materialist approach inherent within archaeology
overall, basing this on the correlations made between past people and the objects they create
(also see Rathje 1978, 37dlowever, whilst processualism followed the tenements of
materialism, it was generally not recognised by its practitioners, Lewis Binford and Jeremy
Sabloff being of the few exceptions (1965, 1982).

Within archaeological methods the influence of logmasitivism from the natural and social
VFLHQFHY FXOPLQDWHG LQ WKH FUHDWLRQ RI SURFHVVXD(
1958; Binford 1965; Flannery 1967; see Earl and Preucel 1987, 501; Hodder 2003, 21 and
Bentley et al 2009, 29). Scientifiatronal and objectivity was understood as the key to
understanding past societies, whilst the aim of archaeology was to establish general laws of
human behaviour, understanding culture as a process rather than a history (Earl and Preucel
1987, 501). Whilst pervasive force within the archaeological discipline, processualism was
not without its own contemporary critique, notably Jacquetta Hawkes (1968, 259) who feared
the dehumanization of archaeology. Such sentiment was later echoed in theguessual
archaeologies of Chris Tilley (1989), Michael Shanks (1992; 1987, 15, 104), Richard Bradley
(1997) and many others (e.g. Tilley 1989, 2Z8®; Edgeworth 1990, 246; Wylie 1992; Hodder
1989; 1997, 692; 2000a; Andrews, Barrett and Lewis 2000, 526; Lucaa;Ziiil b).

2.5. Phenomenology and Idealism

JURP WKH ODWH fV DUFKDHRORJ\ WKHRU\ KDV VHHQ D P
archaeologies which explored meaning, perspective and engagement (Kristiansen 2004, 179;
Taylor 2009, 301). Within thiwork there has been heavy reliance on the philosophical debates

of Pierre Bourdieu (1977), Martin Heidegger (2000; 1996), Foucault, Karl Marx, Merleau

Ponty (1962 (1945), 1964) and many others philosophers of the 20th century (Hodder 2007,

34; McGuire 1992; Meskell 2001, 16). Chris Gosden (1994), Chris Tilley (1994), Julian
Thomas (1991, 1992, 1996) and lan Hodder (1997) have particularly expounded the works of
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HILVWHQWLDO SKHQRPHQRORJLVWYIV VXFK DV +XVVHUO
Ponty (1962 (1945), 1964). Most influentially, borrowed from the work of Heidegger, was an
opposition to the dichotomies of modernity, in particular the mind/body duality and the
marriage of phenomenology and materialism throughredoctive materialism (Heidegg

1979 123; 1996, 179; Porpora 198213 $Q HP S KD WdinginktSeRv@rldff ZzZDV WDNHQ
DV WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI D SHUVRQYV FRQWH[W ERWK VRFI
1996, 59 WRXUGLHXYTV DQG KLV p2XwWeads@lsb il & 7KHR|
pronounced affect upon the archaeological application of phenomenology despite himself
being a critical of the subject. Through this work it has been argued that agents create their
world through their actions whilst the material worldumtrestricts or enable certain practices,

thereby creating a discursive relationship between agents and their material world (Bourdieu
1990, 57; Bourdieu 1977, 1990; Miller 2005, 402; Throop and Murphy 2002, 189). Whilst the
application within archaeologyrioritises practice in the shaping of materiality it also brings
attention to the contribution of wider social structures which are created through such practice
(Joyce 2004, 147). Such work was to open up the potential of the material world as it became
more than just matter to be reduced to its components but active social agefBGHU YV HDUO
contributions to archaeology explored the expression of meaning and understanding of artefacts
and the variation of these factors as dependent of the timeg, smosition and typology

which they are situated within (Hodder 1986, 131; Thomas 2000, 9). A principle concern was

how objects were situated into a wider sphere of activity and recursively how the wider sphere

of activity was defined by objects. This svaeen as continual recreation of meaning and
perspective in the past, with every actiormraking the material, social and knowledgeable
conditions (Hodder 1986, 154). Criticism has been made of his continual textual analogy due

to its unsuitability to tB multiplicity of meaning in addition to his inclusion of the individual

rather than broader social processes (Barrett 1987, 472). However, the understanding that all
material things have social meaning and should be considered in their particular obntext

social action is a concept which has had lasting resonance. It employs many elements argued

for in discussions of the taskscape and more recent concepts of relational realist archaeology
(Fowler 2013, 256)Followers of this understanding of materialtate have made much use

of the philosophies of Bourdieu (1977) andabitusDQG +HLGHJJHUYV SKHQRPHQ
PXFK DWWHQWLRQ EHLQJ JLYHQ WR ODWWHUYV FRQFHSW
1996).
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However, whilst some phenomenologists rlye rejected idealism, their emphasis on
perspective and subjectivity has been argued as idealistic (Barrett and Ko 2009, 290; Olsen
2007, 583). There certainly are some idealistic traits, particularly in the sense that within
phenomenology things appedarcome into existence through human engagement. However,
aspects of materialism also factor in this philosophy. Although not pertaining to the scientific
realism of materialism, there is an understanding of the qualities of material as restraining and
guiGLQJ SHRSOHYV SHUIRUPDQFHYV 7KLV FRXOG EH SHUFHLY
generally been spun as a demonstration of the innate reality and qualities of material which is
created through practice rather than thought. Arguable phenomenalagg dpon both
idealism and materialism yet is loyal to neither. For example, in the work of Tilley (2000) he
has aligned himself with Dialectical Materialism with an emphasis upon the relational creation
of things. Dialectical Materialism as developediriarxist thought rejects both idealism and
materialism, yet attempts to bridge together the ideal and the material whilst maintaining them
as separate entities (Oestigaard 2004, 31). Tilley (2000) argues that time space and
circumstance contribute to havperson act®n object has no core meaning and function but

is a signifier, subject to its relationship with the interpreter (Tilley 200676/ 3 illey 1994;
7LOOH\ <HW KH VWLOO FRQFOXGHV WKDW PDWHULDOV
Importantly, we must recognise that trying to understand thoughts and ideas does not make a
philosophy idealistic. The influence of structuralism, phenomenology, dialectics and non
reductive materialism in archaeological rhetoric has led to an und#irsiahat all things in

this world, including cognition and performance, possess materiality and are subject to
objectification (Miller 2005, 10). As part of this, there has been much discussion on the power
of objects as agents or mediators, and theiseguential impact upon human behaviour (Robb

and Dobres 2000, 3). However, whilst thoughts and ideas have become more tangible, objects
have moved in a counter direction. The work of Chris Gosden and Yvonne Marshall (1999),
John Robb and Mar@nn Dobres 2000), and many others have brought attention to the
agency of objects which heavily relies upon the work of anthropologists including Alfred Gell
(1998), Appadurai (1986) and Hoskins (1998) (Barrett 2006663Berggren 2000, 391;

Dobres and Robb 2008;11; Moore 2000, 260; Barrett 2001, 142; Gosden and Marshall
1999).0thers such as Rainbird (1999) and Ingold (2007, 35) have focused on the connection

and meshing of objects, bodies, place and performance.

The work of Kopytoff (1986) is demonstnagi of the understanding that objects are temporal;

they move in and out of states, maintaining or alienating themselves from particular meaning.
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Emphasis is placed on perception and engagement with objects, whilst following the idealist
interest in thouglstand ideas. This work holds to the materialist philosophy that social relations
can be materialised in the physical objects. As thoughts and experience are not separate,
material things are engaged with, not through the body, but in conjunction of babdyirzoh

This relies upon the philosophy of Merleau Ponty (196®).argues against the mind/body
dualism of empiricism and idealism, proposing that the body and mind do not work as separate
units. His notion is that our bodies structure our experienceiroworld. Indeed, our mind
cannot choose to experience the world in a way contrary to the interactions which our body
experiences. Furthermore, knowledge is understood as a product of our material conditions as
corporeal beings. Merleau Ponty says theedéfice between the body and other object with

the world is that a body is being perceived constantly (Priest 1998, 58). The body is not just an
object but is a subject, subject to its own actions, experiences and acts of thinking (Priest 1998,
67). Merleau3RQW\ KHDYLO\ UHMHFWYV PDWHULDOLVP DQG WKH
REMHFWYV RI WKH RPORYWIOE 170;0ad) ciidd XMootz 1992, 520). He believes
that with a philosophical understanding of materialism comes determinism, morkaver t
materialism is reductive (Priest 1998, 161). However, as already observed not all aspects of
materialism and phenomenology are in opposition to one another, and within archaeology the
body has been viewed as both a physical object of this world arabtheral entity which

produces our view of the world.

With a combination of elements of materialism with idealistic perspective an understanding is
IRUPHG WKDW WKHUH PD\ EH D PDWHULDO UHDOLW\ \HW D
perspetive (Brick 2006b, 91). Of particular influence in the movement towards the inclusion

of such perspectives in archaeology is the work of John Chapman (2000) with his work on
fragmentation and the thesis that generation and destruction are only presethayhare

perceived (Brick 2006b, 91). Chapman has demonstrated that the breaking of an object does
not necessarily mean the end of social engagement with that object. Rather, a process of
enchainment can occur whereby a fragment of an object is exchanggfied to create
connections between people (Chapman 2000). Thus concepts of creation and destruction are

thereby extended beyond modernist conventional boundaries.
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2.2.2. Archaeology and Scientific Practice

Whilst a consciousness of our epistemataf framework may have rejected many of the
processual motivations, elements of positivism and scientific practice have remained important
in the construction of past materialities (Giroux 1988; Thomas 2000, 77; Binford 1987; Hodder
1991; Hodder 2003, 24nd Bentley et. al. 2009, 29ndrew Jones (2004) in particular has
defended the use of scientific practice within archaeology. His proposed methodology
acknowledges the subjectivity of the archaeologist whilst fully supporting the systematic
rigours of sience. Indeed developing from discussions of the objectivity and subjectivity of
VFLHQWLILF DFFRXQWYV $Q G UH 2mbRaQehe dohtderetand abrimyevit ZH V K
QDWXUH RI ERW Kaldlishb$Erie th®iqtentiGBlivy @ fhaterial cult(lenes 2004,

169). He argues that archaeological data and the innate qualities of materials resist and enable
interpretation (Jones 2004a, 180). Through a combination of the social theorist work of Pierre
Bourdieu (1977) and Anthony Giddens (1984) amebtists of science and technology Bruno
Latour (1987; 1991; 1993; 1999) and Pickering (1995) he develops his own take on practice
theory. He argues that evidence is relational and only present through a structured web of other
MHNQRZQY WKLQJ suRjeciZtK ideds, pdlitids and economics (Jones 2084)a,
JROORZLQJ DVSHFWV RI +RGGHUYV UHIOH[LYLW\ KH WULHYV
together suggesting reflexivity between research questions, site and artefact (Jones 2004a, 78;
Hodder 20003. A similar argument was previously made by Chris Tilley who incorporate
dialectics and subijectivity with empiricism so as not to fall foul to idealism (2000, 75).
Innovative fieldwork has followed with an emphasis upon the context and multtyafahe
methodological process (Hodder 2000a; Chadwick 2003; Jones 2004a; Ch2008ck

In practice Jones (2004) has placed emphasise upon the spatiatertualisation of artefacts

and the correlation of this with scientifically observed matsriand substances of said
artefactsIn many ways this becomes a question of the scales of interpretation and the manner

by which we deal with them. Where we attempt to view the material as individual events which

form a part of a whole. With clear refees to both normative and differentiated practices.
-RQHVY ZRUN FRQVWUXFWY D PDWHULDOLW\ ZKLFK FI|
realism, the human and material agency of phenomenology and a rejection of a humanist
philosophy. Attitudes to matiality within archaeological practice have a consequential affect

upon the theoretical reconstruction of past materialities. Acknowledging the multivocality of

objects, the recursive nature between persons and materials, the importance of scale and tends
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to produce a past materiality which values those concepts. It is important to remain aware that

reconstructions of past materialities are typically a recreation of our own.

2.3. Modelling Materiality

As discussed above, the understanding of social agied has moved towards a subjective

fluid model of human activities (e.g. Manuel Arrekalin 2004). Elements of idealism,
humanism, positivism and materialism have each factored in current archaeological
methodologies and the construction of past mdiigem Much of archaeological theory and

its critique has been part of a wider pogidern, posstructuralist critique. In conjunction with

WKH ODWWHUYV GHFRQVWUXFWLYH PHWKRGRORJLHV $FWHR
influential in the developn relational models of human understanding and interaction within
archaeology (Latour 1987; 1991; 2005 e.g. Shanks 2005; Olsen 2007).

With modern developments of globalisation there came changes in spatial movement,
interaction, influence and communiaati (Massey 1995, 53). Within the school of Human
Geography it has been argued that this has caused a movement away from place as different,
separable and probably bounded into the emergence of a space of flows rather than a space of
places (Massey 1995,54 7KLV LV NQRZQ DV uDFWLYLW\ VSDFHY DQG
intersecting each other (ibid). A development of the sociological sciences, ANT is based on
relational materiality, whereby its components, such as knowledge (science) and technology
(artefact), are meaningful through their-eristence (Hodder 2012, 91). The anthropologist

Tim Ingold has differentiated his work from ANT, and distanced his theoretical stance from

the concept of materiality. However he has developed a similarly relapersgdective which

has had a significant impact upon discussions of perception, the environment and materiality
within archaeology (Ingold 2007; 2011, 20, 70). Ingold made particular impact with his 1993
SXEOLFDWLRQ p7KH 7HPSRUD QuniihedRd présehce/ iD Qr¢chaeBlbg®&E T D Q C
WKHRU\ WKURXJK FRQVHTXHQW SXEOLFDWLRQV FRQFHUQL
1993; 2007a; 2007b; 2010, 11; 2011). It was in the former work that he first proposed the
concept of the taskscape as a way tengage with activities and practices which are a part of

the landscape (1993). Whilst this term has peaked and waned in popular application, its use
and perhaps misuse has had a significant impact upon our perceptions of the prehistoric

landscape (Olsen 2@80583). | will therefore begin with a brief review of its conception and
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initial intention then continue to explore the impact of this term upon archaeological projects

and upon those schools who themselves have influence upon the development of gghaeolo

,Q M7KH 7THPSRUDOLW\ RI WKH /DQGVFDSHY ,QJROG DG
SUDFWLFH DQG WKH QHHG WR FRQWH[WXDOLVH SHRSOHTV
socially productive. Such concepts of networking practices draw trpads within Human
Geography as exposed by Rodney, White and Peter Gould (1974) and the mid to late 20th
century German and French philosophies of Martin Heidegger (2000) and Maurice Merleau
Ponty (1962), respectively. It is within these works thatwe@ VHH WKH EDVLYV IRU ,Q.

modern outlook.

$V WKH WLWOH RI ,QJROGYV ZRUN LPSOLHV WLPH DQG F
proposal. Ingold believes that landscape develops and changes with time as a story (Ingold
1993, 152). The landspa is created by the telling of that story, and with every different teller
there is a different view and creation of the landscape. With a variable subjective nature there
is not strict category to which it falls into, with land, nature and space bdemnpnetations
rather than innate features. Whilst a landscape may have boundaries and foci these only occur
H LePation to the activities of the people (or animals) for whom it is recognized or experienced
assuchy LELG /D Q GV F OiSrallylavid B¥o&atyJoiddee LaRd pexXception of
WKH ODQGVFDSHJRRRAEUDQ@PHDRY D SDUWHdXEIDU ZD\ RI VHE

IDQGVFDSH LV XVHG ERWK DV D IRFXV RI KLVlIaGdsséapeX VVLRQ
is an array of related featud \fifforder to demonstrate the connections and content of the
taskscape (ibid.,158). Whilst in some instances his work is focused upon an integration of the
tasks into a physical landscape, he also considers the taskscape as bounded by the senses rather
tKkDQ WKH ODQG 7KHUHIRUH ODQGVFDSHVY UROH LV LQ WK
by the agent as socially and culturally integrated rather than a background to map these
experiences. Ingold frames the taskscape as a result of labour alisiggide the landscape
(Ingold 1993, 158.62). Thus, fundamentally, a taskscape is a conception of a materialist
materiality. It models the manner by which people engage with their word, which is constructed
by their engagement with physical things, iyeetains humanistic and idealist connotations as
taskscape only exists when it is being engaged with (Ingold 1993, 161). The temporality of this
process is emphasised since both labour and landscape are in a constant process of change and
mutual incorpaoation (ibid., 158162). The tendency within archaeology is to employ the term
taskscape to look at landscape using only visually significant characteristics to consider
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technology through mapping a particular activity rather than building a story of many
interactions and perceptions. Indeed it is often those who do not use the term who have fully

incorporated this concept into their work.

2.3.1. The Taskscape and Recursive Archaeological Theory
One of the first uses of the term taskscape in an arctigealpublication can be seen in Mark
(GPRQGVY u7DVNVFDSH 7HFKQRORJ\ DQG 7UDGLWLRQT
definition we can see that he uses the term to refer to placing routine tasks in their broader
context (ibid., 99). Within the taskgma, routine tasks are reproducing the social world in a
cyclical practice. Landmarks are totemic, metaphoric and mnemonic and are reproduced
through oral, practical and physical engagement (ibid., 101, 108). His application of the
taskscape produces andrgsting and insightful view of Mesolithic and Neolithic life. He
interprets Mesolithic archaeology as denoting mobility with a system of tenure rather than
ownership, yet with consistent lithic forms denoting continuity in social interaction (ibid.).
Therefore the Neolithic saw the reworking of gestablished ideas of kin, tenure and renown,
with less rigid knapping forms and building of tombs as part of the new ways of thinking with
new tensions (ibid., 104). He considers the temporality and transfomdtiactivities in a
wider context of practicedf. we are to draw any constructive criticism from this work we may
suggest that whilst he acknowledges variation, he does also apply many generalisations, rarely

being explicit in the expression of theseiabcircumstances.

Taskscape is certainly not intended to be a holistic replacement of landscape studies in
archaeological interpretation but was originally developed as an alternative interpretive tool to
those landscape studies which took landscaf®eta universal concept. It is then interesting

that the spatial aspects of the taskscape are often one of the main exploratory values taken as
being part of the taskscape. The use of GIS is one such methodology which has been applied
and integrated inttaskscape orientated interpretations. Whilst there is some acknowledgement
that this approach is environmentally deterministic there are flaws in attempts to overcome this
by the creation of Temporal GIS sequences which try to createlly experiencedime’

(Doortje Van Hove 2004, 1). This approach is taken by Doortje Van Hove (2004) who tries to
EULQJ 1IHROLWKLF VRFLHW\TV VRFLDO H[SHULHQFH RXW RI ¢
aptitude. Economy is seen as a background for which socigitiastiare played out upon

(Doortje Van Hove 2004, 3.5). A dichotomy is created between the economical and the social
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which takes an ahistorical systemic attitude with strong tones of processualism. Here is a notion
which has come out of our modern globation and is being applied to the past in the guise of

WKH WDVNVFDSH 7KLV LV QRW ,QJROGYYV WDVNVFEDSH EXW
resemblance to the activity space (Ingold 1993).

So is there a problem in applying this systematic thopkim to the past? There is no doubt that

we should recognise the flowing social interactions that occur in the past, but we must be
careful not to take also the systematic mapping of networks which expresses our modern logic.
| believe it is important to lmserve that both Human Geographers and Archaeologists have
come to reinvent space and place in a similar manner. This may mean we are imposing a
contemporary understanding of people and their relationships, rather than a specific model of
materiality creagd in the past. When taskscape was approached by Vuk Trifkovic using GIS
again the focus was on spatial relations rather than social relations with the key methods being
that of analysis of the intrsite configuration and the distribution of objects itrarsite data
(Trifkovic 2006, 259). It appears that such networks of activity through the landscape are not
concerned with the temporality of experiences but are a process of mapping activities onto the
landscape€Their interpretations are perhaps bestigited to Human Geography methodologies
VXFK DV 'RUHHQ ODVVH\YV DFWLYLW\ VSDFH ODVVH\

These examples demonstrate that employment of the taskscape does not directly accord with
that outlined by Ingold (1993). Instead, we find less emphasibeotemporality and flux of
relationships and activities than the contextualising and physical networking of activities
through the landscape. The taskscape was not intended to map activities in the landscape but
to consider how they were experienced situhted there. That is not to say that documentation

of the situation and distribution of activities within the landscape cannot be incorporated into
the taskscape, indeed it may be very helpful to do so. It is important not to map out these
activities wihout considering the particular journeys, relationships and experiences and in
particular the temporality involved rather than creating a holistic landscape that is active and

known, as one experiences with a map.

Ingold himself has moved away fromshiaskscape theory finding it restrictive. He now
illustrates a social world as an interweaving mesh of actions and relations (Ingold personal
communication; Ingold 2011, 20). | would argue that such work is a development of the
concepts outlined within kiwork on temporality and the taskscape rather that a full rejection

of his previous work as much of the same issues involved in social relations are addressed.
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Also a number of methodological problems have arisen in the application of the taskscape to
thepast, as outlined above. As with many approaches of a theoretical nature, translation into a
PHWKRG RI DSSOLFDWLRQ LV D GLIILFXOW WDVN 7KLV LV I
critique of attempts to develop methods of archaeological prassiog phenomenological
understandings of past landscapes. He finds that observations of the referencing of points in
the landscape by particular monuments may be weak or coincidental. The ensuing hyper
interpretation makes assumptions with insufficient caésion of alternatives ibfd).
Unfortunately, whether GIS modelling or mapping intervisabilty, it is easier to find fault in the
application of models of materiality in archaeological practice that to create such a
PHWKRGRORJ\ ,QJR O Gifons and thtidadian BR@ i&skscape has been an
integral part of the development of models of materiality and maintains relevance today.
However, as identified within ANT, the taskscape could be understood as a response to current
attitudes to spax place and time within a society where spatial movement, interaction,
influence and communication are intrinsic to one another (DANT 2005, 3). Thus whilst models
SURYLGHG ZLWKLQ $17 DQG ,QJROGYVY WDVNVFDSH DUH D
interactions, they do not automatically accord with past perspectives of those interactions.

2.3.2. Time and Transformation
,QJROGTVY H[SORUDWLRQ RI WHPSRUDOLW\ KDV EHHQ LPSRU
the continual mutability of existencenfold 1993, 152). The relevance of time, temporality
and scale within archaeology is clear as much of our interpretive strategy is structured around
chronology. Additionally when attempting to consider concepts of materiality, the formation
of time and spee are integral components as they contribute to how the perceived world is
structured. The direct discussion of this topic is however a relatively recent phenomena within
the discipline of archaeology (Yoffee 2005, 4; Lucas 2005, i, 28). However, resslofitime
and space may vary within different cultural and social contexts (Bradley 1991, 209; Gosden
1994; Thomas 1996; Lucas 2005; Bailey 2007, 199). Time may be perceived as cyclical, linear,
material or intangible, gendered or retaining mdithensons (Insoll 2004, 129, Thapar 2002,
Gilchrist 2000, 325). We can observe particular epistemologies of time practiced by both the
subject and the interpreter.

A western notion of time as a linear chronology which is broken up into consecutive equal

segmerd with every second holding the same abstract precision, has been sisecttoe the
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past (Bradley 1991, 209). However, Lucas argues that whilst pertaining to a linear structure,

an understanding of time through seconds and minutes is itself an undiexgtaArough cycles

of repeated events, therefore through this view point, linear and cyclical time are inter
dependant (2005, 93). Multidimensional qualities of western time are also apparent when we
consider that during our daily life certain eventsnmmments in time take on greater value and

can be experienced at different speeds regardless of their unitary value. When building
KLVWRULHY FHUWDLQ HYHQWYV DUH GHHPHG DV RI JUHDW
development. Events and processesnitfied within chronologies do not hold equal
FRQQHFWLRQ WR HDFK RWKHU DQG PSHULRGLVDWLRQY RF
conforming to the abstract notion of time, chronologies are pieced together from the material
consequence of events. WWin archaeology time becomes material. Change or transformation

is often defined as either short or long term, subjective to the scale of references.
Conventionally a short period may be an instance of manipulation such as the smashing of a
pot, or a temgrary period such as the deer hunting season, whilst long term change may refer
WR D FXOWXUHYY JUDGXDO GHYHORSPHQWYVY LQ VW\OLVWLF

With greater awareness of the variable views of time, the multidimensionatipbtd time,

and the value of past perspectives, leads us to reconsider the structures of time which we apply

to the past. By focusing on the lived experience we can form a view of past temporal awareness,
whether continual, traditional, momentary or ertain. The prioritisation of large scale events

and long lengths of time has characterised archaeology through much of its existence (Hodder
2000b, 21). Indeed the study of long term change is popularly considered to be one of the main
strengths of the ahaeologist (Whittow 2003, 404, Preucel and Hodder, 1999). This inevitably

brings a particular view of time to our interpretations of past if the longue durée takes pride of
SODFH 7KRPDV JURP WKH TV HDUOVmawhD HROR JL
principles and the humanist concept of progression, developed a theory of unilinear cultural
evolution which tracked cultural change as a gradual progression from simple to complex
(Thompson 1977, 32; Dark 2000, 55; Trigger 2004, 167; -Biedreu Garcia 2007, 375).

There has been much critique over the years of the application of social evolution, however the
unilinear notion of time and the broad chronological focus has only been subject to substantial
critique in recent years (Lyman, O'BriemceDunnell 1997, 229; Hunt, Lipo and Hodder 2001,

21; Sterling 2001, 4; Patterson 2003, 33; Trigger 2004, 129, 207, 221; Yoffee 2005, 4; Lucas
2005, i, 28).'XULQJ WKH TV 3URFHVVXDOLVP GRPLQDWHG DC
systems came a rejectidRl & KLOGHY{V ZRUOG V\VWHPV WKHRU\ \HW W
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the large scale structured chronology of the preceding archaeological disciplines (Anthony
1996, 48; Patterson 2003, 19; Trigger 2004, 396, 410). The short term event was the
handmaiden ofhe long term process; a component studied to reveal the bigger picture rather
than of interest in itself.

Criticisms of the evolutionary and processualist approaches largely culminated during the
TV [IXFDV ODJXLUH primac$ Wi grénd @doldyicaH
narratives were replaced by grand social and political narratives (Gosden 1994, 35). In some
studies this was interwoven with a study of the experience of space and architecture resulting

in a concern with tradition, power amdonumentality (Miller and Tilley 1984, Clark 1985,
Thomas 1992, Foxhall 2000, 484). Theansitory, physical and symbolic values and
characteristics of materials and their contexts have been brought to the forefront of many
interpretations (Balosef and \an Peer 2009, 103). This has culminated in some instances
with a focus upon the biographies of individual persons and objects (HBQOE, Hodder
2000b, 25)Here we see an important shift towards agency and experience, which pertained to
the macro soai structure. This has resulted in a greater emphasis upon the small scale actions
which were performed by the agents under study (Tilley 1994). Whilst large scale social trends
running through local variability are acknowledged, interests are divertedabcreativity

and the diversity of perception (Preucel and Hodder 19997p1bhis was realised through

an emphasis on the power of individuals to impact and create the structuring rules to their
VRFLHW\ <DUURZ 7TULINRYLUQ

As a onsequence of the shift towards small scale practices it was hoped by some that attention
would be brought to those individual narratives which had been previously lost within the
construction of nations and communities (Hodder 2000b,221However, thissaw some

critique for the application of modern notions of experience, power and the individual upon the
past (Fowler 2001, 141; Thomas and Briuck 2002;66%\ concern with the micro scale in

many cases has nonetheless become entwined with the mowemagrftom the study of elite
persons and their ceremonies and a greater concern of everyday living and the everyday person
(Foxhall 2000, 483). In a reanalysis of historical Greece, Lin Foxhall (2000) demonstrates that
many interpretations which focus amp term change can bewogentated towards a study of

the short term. For example, based on the sporadic distribution of artefacts she argues that those
rooms within farm houses which have previously been interpreted as having strict spatial
organisationon the contrary do not have a single fixed purpose but are better explained in

temporal terms rather than spatial (Foxhall 2000;3R4Vhilst she places some value on the
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long term patterns visible in the past, she argues for greater emphasis oarghestents as
constituent elements of the long term. This thereby allows the dynamic nature of the past to be
understood through the main temporal context (ibid., 496). Furthermore with an understanding
of culture as neither static nor pertaining to a pesgive evolutionary model the micro scale

was to be purported by some as the true level of social and cultural reproduction (Shennan
1997, 58).

Consequently some studies place the study of temporality and small scale social existence at
the forefront oftheir interests (Whittle, Bayliss and Healy 2008, 65). This has led to the
suggestion that posprocessual archaeologies, with the intention of readdressing the balance
back towards localised action, have neglected change and the long term altogdithean(@&®o
Pauketat 200&7). If resolutions of time are intrinsically linked with cultural perception then

any assumed localised perspective may be equally misleading. Certain phrases such as every
day and mundane have themselves been critiqued due tootheisubjective nature, in
particular when they are considered as categorically differentiated from the ritual or spiritual
(Highmoor 2002; Insoll 2004, 89). Potentially the study of the meaningful experience of
persons in the short term may cause pastn@oics and politics to be neglected
disproportionately to the cultural perception of their importance held by the people under study
(Robb 2005, 5). It is evidently not enough for us to relocate to the short term in response to
past preferences for the lperm within the archaeological discipline. We must also attempt

to locate the past cultural perspective on time and identify the significance they place upon

those actions we categorise as short and long term actions.

But how have archaeologists adps the balance towards the localised and small scale in
practice? The smaller the scale of materials studied does not always mean the more localised
the interpretationFlora and fauna residues and chemical sampling may be miniscule in mass,
but are ofteninterpreted in relation to large scale, long term trends. In part this has been
addressed through a greater consideration of small scale practices within domestic contexts
(Anthony 1996, 48). In more general terms the greater trend is towards the afaglgsiable

objects, with an increased awareness of temporality, transformation and localisation, into

which | will now delve further.

A time structure prevails which equates closely with that outlined by the historian Braudel: the
long term as a resutif the environment, medium term as a result of social or economic

organisation and the short term as a result of individual action (Braudel 1972, 1980, cited in
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Lucas 2005, 15). Such divisions are however problematic; a culturally perceived view of time
should not be ignored from a grand narrative, whilst the small scale should not ignore larger
contextualising structures. In actuality, there is no short and long term, but a perceived
resolution of practices. Therefore whilst we seek to reincorporatentiessale and short term

into our understandings of the past, we must make ourselves aware of how we aim to create
and define this resolution (Lucas 2008, 49). To incorporate multiple scales within
archaeological interpretation necessitates a reapprafsahe archaeological fieldwork
methodologies. Archaeological interest in laspale, longierm interpretations of change is
supported and incorporated into the methodological practices; in the last thirty years the use of
the survey has grown to becomeemf the primary research methods (ibid. 2003, 404). Whilst
local diversity can certainly be derived from the data this produces, there is an integral
orientation for interpretations to take a broader view point. Moreover, whilst the study of short
term pactices does not necessarily equate to small scale intensive methodologies and an
interest in long term activities does not require the study of an immense dathffsailties

are apparent when archaeologists are unable to move to a shorter geslesedienregardless

of the breadth of archaeological record in question (Whittle et. al. 2008, 65).

Within the past multiple, perhaps even contradictory resolutions of time and perceptions of
change may have been constructed and experienced (Luca®2D08is therefore important

to look for variation in practices as much as searching for trends and consistencies.
Furthermore, there are many instances where the long term experiences of a person may be
considered as a short term event in the longeRity K XPDQ SUDFWLFH $ SHUVRQT\
youth to old age may be perceived by an individual as a very long process, but the events and
instances which mark that period may well be interpreted archaeologically as short term events.
The social percepin of time is an important element of how we interpret past practices and
experiences. It is necessary for us to distinguish between those properties of time by which we
structure our own understanding of the past. For example long term chronologiestantssy

from the notion of time as understood by the people subject to our investigations (Lucas 2008,
59). Gavin Lucas critiques the muéitalar mode for understanding change and argues that this
approach wrongly disassociates events with structuregnsystnd chronologies (Lucas 2008,

59; Robb and Pauketat 2008, 58). By viewing the past as short term events and long term
structures, separate ontological planes are created for these different phenomena (Lucas 2008,
60).
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Yannis Hamilakis and Jo Laban(#008) employ a discussion of materiality in relation to time
and place when exploring the reworking of objects, such as the later addition of a block
inscribed with nineteenth century Arabic script to the Athenian Acropolis and the blocks later
inscribedby children during the mitiventieth century at the Sanctuary of Poseidon on the
island of Poros (ancient Kalaureia). Using these case studies they explore thtemnpgtial
gualities of these blocks which have been created through the reworkenga@ment and
reactivation of these architectural fragments (ibid., 2008, 6). They argue that such objects do
not support a linear understanding of time but evoke different times simultaneously. They

purport that materiality enables memory to be embodiedigirtime (ibid., 8).

Importantly Hamilakis and Labanyi acknowledge the danger of homochronism, that being the
application of a homogenous view of time and materiality without consideration of the socially
and historically specific understandings of timieich may be present (Hamilakis and Labanyi
2008, 8). When deconstructing the western academic modernist view of time, place and
materiality we often appear to be attempting to create a perspective which forms the total
opposition to modernity. However ishlgeneralises the situation placing modernity and the past
perspectives in two separate camps, indeed in yet another dualism. Past societies are in reality
as unlikely to pertain to a construct of materiality that is in total opposition to modernity as it
is to perfectly mirror itPlacing modernity on such a pedestal is not conducive to creating a
balanced view of potential conceptions of materiality. This is even true of the Age of
Enlightenment itself, as those upholding the ideas of modernity ang fikehve been largely
limited to the intellectuals and industrialists of the time rather than the general population. It is
only over time that values based in modernity, such as the mind/body dichotomy and emphasis
on the visual, have become so wideltegrated into general practice and belief, and indeed
WKHUH DUH PDQ\ HOHPHQWYV RI SUDFWLFH LQ WRGD\fV PR

accord with the values of modernity.

It is evident that change and materiality may be studied at differingssa&le may consider

the large scale transformations of society, with shifts in social relations and belief systems, as
achievable through the exploration of contrasts in material forms over large geographical areas.
Alternatively we may consider those yesame processes through the exploration of those
juxtapositions expressed at single sites or as a single contextualised Blojetver to
understand time, change and materiality within a society, requires us to understand the
perceptions held in the pgstamilakis 1999, 74). For example a society may continually and

drastically change its material culture yet perceive itself as a traditional society. To do we must

43



explore the attitudes expressed in the treatment of material culture as well as thd materia
culture produced. Furthermore we must look at how people both transformed and maintained

their bodies, objects anides.

2.3.2. Transformation and Liminal Bodies
Entwined with an understanding of time is an understanding of transformation.
Anthropobgical interpretive structures have been particularly influential in the development
of acts of transformation as a key component of past materidétigsOestigaard 1999, 345
364; Conneller 2004 336; Fowler 2004, 44; Flohr Sgrensen and Bille 2008-267). The
gravitation towards those transformations which are culturally emphagtzedigh
performance and material culture has characterised much of anthropological and
archaeological interpretation of cultural belief systems (eugner 1969; 19773-72; 1990,
8-18; Meyerhoff 1990, 24249; Battaglia 1993;Schmidt 200% Whilst problematic in its
universalisation ,the rites of passage and the concept of liminality, maintain a positive legacy
in drawing attention to particular transformations andrjument of a fluidity between states
of being and thus the changeable nature of personhood andrstatianshipgArnold van
Gennep 1960, vii, 211 &DUWHU DQG 3UHVQHOO 5HO\LQJ Kt
WKUHH SRLQW VWWRAFRDXYYD FHIWKH QHUWHY JXLGHG WKH H
liminal period of ceremonial practices, emphasizing the state of belmgfween phases, with

a person temporarily maintaining a state which is neither of its previous or potential status;

"Liminal entities are neither here nor there; they are betwixt and between the positions

assigned and arrayed by law, custom, convention, and cererhfhimher, 1969, 95).

Recently numerous studies have incorporated the term liminality as a key descriptigatele

in the interpretation of past belief systems. This includes the work of Vicki Cummings (2001,
42) Robert Van de Noort (2003, 413), Chris Fowler (2004, 132), Andrew Cohen (2005, 18),
Mark Child (2006, 158) and others (see also Chase and Chase 209%&yH2005). In
particular the performative, material, impermanent and dangerous qualities of liminality have
been emphasised (Turner and Turner 1978, 2; T1888 154; Cummings 2001, 42; Van de
Noort 2003, 413; Fowler 2004, 132; Cohen 2005, 18 anddCGiD6, 158)Liminality is
popularly used to refer to a place in the landscape or a point within the architecture of a

monument which can be perceived as between two otherwise separate features. However this
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is not simply used as a substitute forthe B EHW ZHHQYT DV LW DOVR JLYHV FR

system which has evolved from anthropological work.

Within archaeology liminality of the body is often interpreted as a disruption of normal
characteristics. In burials this may be the absence of gepdeific grave goods or the burial

of human bodies in contrasting ways to the common practices of the cultural context (Green
1997, 901). John Barrett defines mortuary rituals as those rituals that construct practices
between life and death (Barrett 19987). He considers the liminal phase of the inhumations

to end with the placing of the body in the grave. Identification of these practices relies on the
symbolic materials used to structure the liminal period being placed within the grave (Barrett
1991,122).The cremation or detainment of bones for later burial may be the extension of this
liminal phase for particular spatial and temporal distances between the living and the dead. He
aims to focus upon the actions of the mourners to reproduce or trarsfcial practices in
particular obligation, authority and status rites. His concern with liminality evidently shows
roots of his influence with Turner (1969), yet also with the manner of reflexive practices, the
temporality of social structure and therfoemativity of these practices. Elsewhere the term
liminal is used to mark out particular acts and perceptions as important parts of a social process.
Liminality is observed in absence of sexual characteristics upon figurines, the absence of
gender speait grave goods or the burial of human bodies in contrasting ways to the common
practices of the cultural context (Green 1997 901, 902; Bietti Sestieri 2008, T2
structuralist aspect of such a process is underplayed, yet connotations of dangar aral fe
frequently applied by simple association with the liminal. Turner proposes that liminality is a
state of choice and multiplicity rather than a state restricted to danger and fear (Ashley 1990,
71). Danger and fear was kept in close association Vuitinality, often following

anthropologist Mary Douglas (2002,-98).

The term liminality is often eschewed as a result of is structuralist connotations. However an
emphasis on the processes of change in relation to the body is still a popular ddochraf

our understanding of the transformational qualities and temporality of the body comes from a
small number of exemplary studies of the Indian caste system and Melanesian personhood
(Marriott 1976). Marriott observes that Indian personhood is catstiut of many parts which

are regularly reproduced through the interchange of substances. Whether food or knowledge,
WKHVH VXEVWDQFHY FRQWULEXWHV WR WKH ZKROH RI WKD
permeation of the whole personhood whiehds Cecilia Busby (1997) to conclude that the

southern Indian construction of self is more permeable than partible, with substances being
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extended out of them rather than extracted (Fowler 2004TBik) does not necessarily mean

that a body is unstabl DV VXFK DV WKH ERGLHVY LQWHUFKDQJHD
predicted. Therefore, a temporal body may be subject to many changes, yet such
transformations may be consistent and expected. The state of the body can be so
interchangeable that it is p&ived as in a constant state of transformation. This is interpreted

as a temporal body, which is constantly renegotiated through performances of exchange. Again
in the often cited study of Melanesian persons we see that the performances and exchanges of
material items are part of the reiteration of the dividual and partible personhood (Fowler 2004,
26). Due to their partible nature, during these exchanges a person decreases in scale as a part
of them is being given away and a person increases in scalethdyemneceive something

(Fowler 2004, 26). This changing scale is continually renegotiated with the exchanging of
positions as receiver and giver. These studies are important in deconstructing our modern
western view of the body, and giving us insight itihe potential for culturally ascribed
transformations of the body. They have also greatly contributed to the movement to identify
personal and interpersonal identities within the past, rather than those identities of national
proportion. For an widepth &ploration of both the Indian caste system and Melanesian
SHUVRQKRRG VHH RFEBPBURWRJI\ Rf SHUVRQKRRGT

It is however important to recognise that such social structures are not the antithesis of those
from the Western world. For example thiealist conception of personhood as a bounded
physical individual with an abstract mind, is not universal within Western concepts of
personhood. For example Catholics may consume the body and blood of Christ as wafer and
wine, a mother will often considéer child as a part of her even when the child has become
fully grown. In this sense we can find concept of the metaphorical body and dividuality in the
present. The belief that the modern Western view of the body is based upon an individualistic
model oershadows the nuances and variable modes of being within this society. Kopytoff,
argues that all processes of the body and object can be considered interchangeable (Kopytoff
,QGHHG D SHUVRQYV LGHQWLW)\ FDQ S®R&hig@WLDOO\
static, stable identity requires continual maintenance and is continughyemted. It is
however, as important not to restrict the past to concepts of the dividual or permeable body as

much as it is important not expect concepts of indiiidyin past.

The popularity of transformations in pestodern factions of various disciplines may also be
DWWULEXWHG WR WKH WHUPYV UHMHFWLRQ RI IL[LW\ DQG

2005, 60). Transformation then is expressive oflthdity of meaning which we now cling to
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in opposition to the structures and strictness of prior interpretations of the weulther
studies have noted that transformations of the body may include a wide spectrum of physical
and conceptual changeschuias tattooing, piercing, amputation, growth, menstruation, ageing,
emotional development, learning, spiritualisation, social elevation, maintenancecme
(Tarlow 2012, 171, 178). However, physical changes may occur without social recognition,

andconceptual changes may occur in absence or regardless of physical changes.

2.3.3. Transforming Objects and Substances
In recent years many archaeologists have turned to the small scale forms and temporalities of
material culture (Gosden and Marshall 19898skins 1998). This has often resulted in a focus
upon the portable objects we so often uncover as their small size can easily convey limitations
in physical and temporal human engagement. In order to understand the dynamics of material
culture studiesdt us touch upon the background to the latter in the history of archaeology.
6LQFH WKH fv WKHUH KDV EHHQ DQ LQFUHDVHG UHFRJQ
than determining the date of the context and ethnic association. Indeed, whilstiieatem
DUFKDHRORJLVW *RUGRQ &KLOGHYV GRPLQDQW LQWHUHVW
cultures, he does recognise that action is the key to the transmission of culture and indeed ideas
may be realised in action (Childe 1963, 42, 167). Suclmdarstanding of the materialisation
of ideas is intrinsic to most of our interests in the meaning and actions involved with objects.
However, the change to material culture studies was as much influenced by the remodelling of
our methods of analysis as theadening of our interpretive prospects to the materialisation

of ideas.

One of the first to bring full emphasis upon those actions and material qualities involved in

the creation and transformation of materials into objects was Anna Shepard (1956) wh
explores the importance of ceramic composition, source and production techniques.
Importantly she considers the role of the potter, with the pot bgirdd SURGXFW R KXPDC
DQG LQWHOOLJHQFH D @b@E., BVWDildtDeér mdthdrdby wad N t{ritied ||

recognised for its potential, more recent studies have heralded her techniques as pioneering
(Gibson and Woods 1997, 18). The study of the diverse characteristics of objects and the factors
affecting their creation and use developetbitwo main methodological considerations,

ceramic ecology and the chaine opératoire.
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Ceramic ecology developed by Matson (1965) aims to illustrate the environmental background
to ceramic production, involving raw material proximity, wind directionbemt temperature,
rainfall, topography and so forth in order to build a picture of the environmental conditions of
production, transportation, economy and seasonality of activities (Freestone and Gaimster
1997, 12). However, tainted with the tendencieas problems of functional reductionism and
environmental determinism this methodology falls short of the experiential aspects of
production and consequently has been widely rejected in critical archaeology circles (Arnold
2000, 121).

The consideration othe transformations of the materials and creation of objects is more
popularly outlined through the concept of the chaine opératoire (Schlanger 1996). Born out of
an understanding of lithic materials this method originally attempted to reconstruct the
processes by which lithic tools and their debitage had been produced¢Beirand Van Peer

2009, 103). This methodology has broadened out from a study of technological procedures and
allows for other determinates such as destruction, manipulation andiatteramaterials as

set within changing social contexts. This approach has subsequently been referred to as the life
history or biography of objects, drawing particularly upon the connotations of a narrative with

a progressive connected history of evemtd transformations from birth to death (ibid.; Holtorf
2002, 51; Hocombe 2007p41). An anthropological influence can be found in the development

of the biographical manner of objects. The work of Hoskins (1998), Battaglia (1983, 1992,
1993) and Marriti (1976) stressed the multiplicity and progression of meaning and social
function which an object held during its use. Furthermore, they mapped out the changes and

continuations in the use of the object as representative of relations that objects embodied

2QH RI WKH PRVW IUHTXHQWO\ FLWHG ZRlulNl Bd@raphfk H ELR J
RI WKLQJV FRPPRG LWl JépWKopyff RL9863. IKBpiytbiffi/sudgests that the
commoditization of a person through slavery is only a temporarg atad resocialisation

occurs (ibid., 64). He observes that boundary of the body is permeable and argues that the body
or body parts may become objects and commaodities (ibid.,H&7tontinues to argue that

whilst an object or person may be a commodity #till situated within a cultural context and
maintains a moral economy (ibid., 64). Furthermore, an object and its cultural significance is
redefined as it passes through different phases of its own biography. The main theoretical
perspective taken fro his work by archaeologists is that the model of a fluid transient nature

of identity of persons is applicable to objec®K Hduljural biography of object§ VRPHZKDW
illustrates this notion and may have resulted in the popularity of the phrase. Aaldition
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phraseology argued for by Kopytoff, such as singularisation appear to be less well regarded,
certainly being infrequently used within archaeology. Singularisation refers to that which is not
or no longer a commodity, but pertains to being singularuengspd incommutable (ibid., 69).

One problem we can identify with this definition is that it suggests that a perfectly un
commodified object is not part of a collection, dividual or partible, but is individual (ibid); a
notion which is easily countered wheonsidering the necommaodified collections of objects
found at many shrines and sacred places. For example the rags tied to trees at many of the holy
wells of Ireland hold no economic value but together define sacred places and sacred
performances (CasH 1999, 3435). A commodity is defined as something with value that can

be bought or bartered with the primary purpose of exchange rather than any other social
intention.Whilst at some points Kopytoff argues that commaodities are cultural he also states
that excessive commoditisation is actitural, suggesting that the struggle between being a
commodity and a singularised object is a struggle between commodity and culture (Kopytoff
1986, 73). Kopytoff repeatedly alludes to the ordering and controlagdl@e¢hrough society
rather than as creators of society, indicating the influence of the structural components of
"XUNKHLPTV ZRUN LELG AlthGugiR ReDavgues that systems of
commodity and notommodity may ceexist he still maintims a division which denies the
cultural nature of the commodit¥his creates a false dichotomy, and denies the flexibility in
object biographies which Kopytoff himself has argued for. Indeed in the same volume
Appadurai points to those cases where peanboommoditizationof singularities occurs
(Appadurai 1986, 17).

A consideration of the variable perceptions of time and object manipulation may also be
integrated into this platform of understanding. In addition to the understanding that cultural
mearing of people and objects are continually fluid arfthnging, developments of the
biography of objects analogy have come to observe the accumulation of events which mark the

creation, use and deposition of an objects life history (Stephens 2007, 245).

fThe central idea is that, as people and objects gather time, movement and change, they are
constantly transformed, and these transformations of person and object are tied up with each
R W K&bEd®n and Marshall, 1999: 169, cited in Stephens 2007, 244).

Over time and with changing social and physical contexts, the meaning and effect of an object
also changes (Gosden 2005, 208). The critique and developmenbbjdbebiographiefas
stemmed largely from the time perspective created through this stiatemderstanding.
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David Mullin demonstrates succinctly the need for flexibility in the study of biographies
arguing that forgetting whilst contra to a linear biography can be as important as remembrance
in the history of a monument (Mullin 2001, 536). FRartmore, whilst a strong figure in the
discussion of the object centred approach to agency (Gosden 2005, 193), Chris Gosden finds
IDXOW LQ WKH FKURQRORJLFDO WHPSRUDOLW\ ZKHQ UHY
ELRIJUDSK\Y 'REUHYV ders it as+udreffeRtiQeVaf the intsubjective,
intangible relations and practices of the material (ibil.)inear view of the biography of
objects does not allow for the total transformation of an object, the connections and dividuality
with other objets or people, or other situations which do not conform to a chronological view

of time or a static view of material identity. The deconstruction of temporality and materiality
has led to the increased popularity of such termslagsftransformation fluidity and
transition which are increasingly used in archaeology to illustrate the permeable nature of
objects and meaning (Gosden 2006, 421).

One particularly influential alternative to linear time and relations is purported by Ingold who
visualizes th@rocess as a mass of interactions, like strings that have been tangled and knotted
together (Ingold pers. comm. (see Appendix 1.); Ingold 2011, 87; Adam 1994). Thus networks
and webs of social relation and interaction are mapped out as physical refimsehtvents

and processes allowing for an understanding of-lm@ar time (ibid.). Such re
conceptualisations of time and materiality are important, however it is also necessary to keep
in mind that whether a ball of string a web or line, each arefgpeews of time which may

not accord with the past perceptions of change and continuation. For example it is important to
note, whether you believe that theeb notion of temporality replaces thimear notion as a

format universally applicable to humkimd, or whether, as | believe, that time and materiality

is very particular to a social group. For example whilstuled view may apply to say a
historical archaeological situation, the importance of the linear view of time to those past
people is justas, if not more important. The application and awareness of perspectives of
change and transformation can vary in their dependence on connections in the recognition of
material and cosmological correlations. They rely on those connections in the context or
material form being a reflection of past values and beliefs.important to understand that

with an interest in the way we construct our own narratives of interpretations, our

interpretations themselves are becoming concerned with the narrativeseoahaalture.
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2.3.4. Metaphor as Materiality

fIrying to understand metaphor, then, means attempting to understand a vital part of who we
DUH DQG ZKDW NLQG (Rove£ged)20@2, xiH OLYH LQY

Where the use of the term transformation mayesgmt our understanding of materiality as

fluid and changeable, metaphor represents our understanding of objects and substances as
multi-vocal. It contributes to our understanding of the multiplicity of meaning afforded to
objects and is often used to dBtsh cosmological structures within past practices.

In an attempt to understand how people give meaning to the world they encounter and create
both anthropology and archaeology have concerned themselves with the ascription of meaning
and the use of symbsm. However symbolism has been critiqued for implying a separation
between meaning and object, inherent value and ascribed value (Gosden 2006, 427). Objects
may embody and create meaning and teigleas rather just represent them (Trigger 2004,
342; Hadegger 2000, 19, 37). Thus a metaphorical understanding of the perception and
creation of things, people and the world has largely superseded symbolism as it allows for

indivisibility between meaning and physical reality.

Within metaphor characteristick not need to be inherent in both the subject and object and
can change depending on context. For example Micheil Leezenburg notes that the llongots

tribe of the Philippines name the parts of orchids metaphorically and contextually:

fhe llongots thus ggear to use bodpart names metaphorically for the ordering of an
otherwise unstructured domain of orchids, on the basis not so much of specific similarities as

a 'contextually relevant equivalendg' /HH]JHQEHUJ

If this is the case, then anybject found to be associated with another may pertain to a
PHWDSKRULFDO DVVRFLDWLRQ ,QGHHG LI D SHUVRQTV XQG
then every aspect of life involves metaphor. However, in archaeology, specific associated
objects areclassed asnetaphorical Metaphor has largely been given the role of accounting

for those objects which do not fit into to their logically associated context. Through the use of
metaphor we are able to understand the illogical. For example if we fingean jpbrposefully

treated in an unusual way or associated with something which does not have a practical

relationship we instead construct a system of perceived meanings for those practices to be
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placed. As we try to form an understanding of metaphors mghasise the associations
between certain phenomena. This we place in a wider frame of understanding that we have

constructed for that society. In essence we consider that metaphors structure world views.

Chris Scarre (2002) cites the cosmological befiehe transformative power of the land/sea
boundary held by the Nootka and Kwakiutl of the navtkst coast of North America and the
Saami of Northern Europe he believes that the shore line may have had imbued significance in
Neolithic Northern Brittany$carre 2002, 72, 84). He also suggests that the sound, movement,
and changing tides of the sea may have been an evocative metaphor for the transition between
life and death. He supports this with an analysis of the locales of monuments demonstrating
theirlocation on the extreme margins of land (Scarre 2002V86iJst dualisms, contrasts and
comparisons are essential to forming an understanding of perceptive processes, we must also
take care not to create strict dualities when permeation and fluiditynalepts may occur.
Communication and understanding are not strict and unyielding but bend to the movement of
LGHDY DQG SHUFHSWLRQV /LIHYVY DVVRFLDWLRQ ZLWK WKH
organic growth both employ different metaphorical @epts to create their understanding.
Metaphors are not a list of things which share qualities, but form a complex network of ways
of understanding integrated into the subject themselves. There is a physical context, a
cumulative processes and particulatentions of metaphorical objects and practices (Ray
1987, 68; Preucel 2006, 14R)etaphors are intrinsic and reflexive in the formation of thought

and perception (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 3; Bowers 2009, 2). Whilst structure occurs, it is not
as some fird cultural design within which actions conform, nor is it, as Lakoff and Johnson
(1980) might suggest, a neurologically inherent sysiiém.Cartesian mindorld dichotomy

which dominates Western society is itself an understanding of the world whichysrsjgos

and metaphors in its creation, but is not a universal, biologically imbued division.

Tilley argues that when metaphor is used it is as a subjective necessity of emotion and used to
describe and form ideas of the world (ibid., 4, [Ajerpretatons are therefore themselves
metaphorical as understanding involves the unfamiliar to be understood in terms of the familiar
(Tilley 1999, 21). However, whilst this may be the case, as a method to understanding the past,
care must be taken not to prodwecgversal cognitive oppositions rather than culturally specific
understandings (Ucko and Layton 1999, 13).
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2.3.5. Materials or Materiality
When categorising objects through type and material we must consider that these do not
necessarily represent pasategories. Yet, we must also ensure that concepts such as
permeability and transformation are acknowledged in interpretation. To focus upon matter as
a means to understand the past it is vital to consider materiality. How people experience their
world is subject to how they perceive, divide and mould their world which is a discussion of
materiality not just the material. Khol (1981, 91) argues that archaeological practice continues
to accept a materialist perspective yet remains sceptical of archaeebgibsaddress ideas
and thought. To focus on the experience of the material is to presume that it is only the material
which guides experiencdhere is a core reality to the material world which enables and
constrains action but perception cannot be rsgpd from this experience nor be reducible to
the science of the senses or the context of experience. Ingold may not disagree with this view
but there is an inherent conflict within his work as he prioritises context yet favours matter over
materiality (hgold 2007, 2, 7, 14).

As a product of such rhetoric, many studies have chosen to focus upon the manner by which
the body engages with physical things. This is based on the premise that if we can trace physical
engagement, this will give us an understagaf thought, ideas and experience as they are all
intertwined. This is an integral methodology within archaeology as it is through this
understanding that we are able to interpret archaeologically observed evidence. However in
some instances, qualitie materials and the manner of human engagement with them are
treated as inherent within objects, which results in the application of modern experiences to

material objects, technologies and materials encountered in the past.

This may in part account fahe frustration with the concept of materiality as experienced by
Ingold (2011, 20). He suggests that materials have been usurped by the social in the way they
are currently understood. Ingold (ibid.) indirectly argues against the bodily persgdedtive
conception of materiality as argued for by Merldgonty in the sense that he prioritises the
innate qualities of material things over all else in the creation of materiality (MePReadty

1962, 70). Ingold rejection of philosophising and his call for plaimn, struggles against his
overall contextual and interconnected approach to materiality (Ingold pers. comm.). However
materiality is not against the physical properties of materials, but is selectively and contextually

constructed by them.
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Linda Hurcanbe O0O7b DUJXHV WKDW ZH PXGWDZRRNIDWX O WWMHQWR
culture which could have drawn the attention of people in the past. This approach is useful,
however we must not presume a correlation between those aspects of mateniaralviour

attention and those qualities which draw interest from past participants in an aGreiyer

significance should be given to the contextual situation and treatment of materials and objects.
7TKXV ZH VKRXOG QRWG 0BRINQDW IHDD/OW XN Wi DERQM HTOMWDIOR.QV L H V
is to say those qualities which past people have demonstrably placed an emphasis on. For
example the qualities of fire are attention drawing, but it is the attention drawn to fire, such as

the presence of burygrwithin a burial, or the scattering of ashes in a place around the periphery
RI'D VHWWOHPHQW ZKLFK VKRZ DWWHQWLRQ K@dodu@isdiHQ GUD

Engaging with the material as Ingold suggests is not necessarily engadingevihoughts,
feelings, beliefs and physical actions experienced by someone else who has also engaged with
this material (Ingold 2007, 6). Thus we have to build a world from all of the elements that we
have access to, such as the context of these gctinsnanner by which they engage with
materials, each other, the results of their own action. Discussion about materiality has
established variability in the forms that material understandings canltakemportant to
consider that the human body doex just engage and create the material worldidthe

material world. This does not necessarily mean that such a perspective was held in past. Rather

it is our own model of materiality biult to understand how we are situated within our world.

Archaedogists have deconstructed their own concepts of the self and matter inorder to explore
the realities of past material worlds. Materiality goes beyond the material to include any
physical act including performance, which is both physicalised and maestidtisough the

human body rather than a distinct set of materials. Those thoughts and beliefs that were once
unobtainable were now considered materially manifested. Through such paradigms the world

became meaningfully created through material things, andehmateriality was everything.

Whilst we may have experienced a rejection of objectivity within -postessual
archaeologies it is still an understandably pervasive force as we still attempt to understand and
construct a past which does not simplyeetf our own thoughts and ideas (Tilley 1990, 338).

In consequence many try to move away from the humanism, capitalism and scientific realism
with the misconception that nemestern societies are by proxy closer to the past than western
society. However,fithe model of materiality consequently created is applied to all non
westeren people we have problematically created a model of materiality charecteries by an

54



opposition to western materialites. There are of course inherent dangers in creating any such
universalisms. This rejection of modern concepts can be identified as the lingering presence of
our attempts to create objective understandings of the past not derived from our own
philosophies such as the Marxist rejection of capitalist thought. This hasdl&om a belief

that aspects of modern western thought such as capitalism and secularism are alien in the
context of the entirety of past cultures. It maintains a view identifying modern western society
as superior and unique by placing it as the la@sis to all other culture. In doing so it denies

the norhumanist qualities of western society and creates the west as the subjective and those

cultures external to modern society as the objective model.

2.4. Conclusion

It is important to deconstruour own subjective view of behaviour, bodies, objects and space
and construct an understanding which better accounts for the fluidity of society and culture.
This is however, only one step in a methodology of archaeological interpretation.
Archaeologically we should not be trying to achieve some pure sense of the material world. If
we do not attempt to outline which physical transformations and which changes in context were
important, or where fluidy in personhood or object meaning was relevant and twaasaniot,

we would be applying universal navestern model of materiality to the past. For example
when discussing the culture/nature dichotomy Thomas (2004, 222) proposes that the amount
of labour invested in the erection of a monument may be irreléJvdeodlithic people perceive

no difference between cultural and natural origins. It is consequently very important not to
simply deconstruct modernity and pose an alternative, but establish the perspectives of

materiality based upon the behaviour of thiosine past.

,QIJROGTV D E SKLORVRSKLHYV LQFOXGLQJ FRQ
wayfaring have been widely incorporated into archaeological interpretation. This is largely
because they enable us to find an integral recursiveection between past human activity

and the material things we encounter through archaeological investigation. However, such
modelsdo not provide a methodology but a manner of understanding. Differing studies have
placed variable amounts of emphasis ugun different constituents of past human worlds,

whether spatial, historical, experiential or social (e.g. Jones 200231268 ochrane 2005,

15; Hurcombe 2007b, 6).
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The taskscape is a model or perception of materiality. Even if universal, it is natsatiive
perceived. Similarly when concepts of metaphors, liminality and transformation are observed,
each terms and concepts are used to introduce alternatives to modern modes of understanding
materiality. They are the conceptualisations of the archaealogmagination utilised to
transcend our own boundaries as much as create past perspectives. Whilst Ingold18Dp07, 1
may find the use of the term materiality restrictive | would maintain the opposite, that it is all
encompassing and can be used as adaf any cultural mode. What is of importance is to
make clear which understanding of the word is being used.

A manner by which we can understand materiality archaeologically is through the exploration
of the material qualities which are drawn attentionas discussed above. This will involve a
focus upon the transformation of materials such as changes in form, context and physical
engagement. Archaeologists have long been concerned with transformations at varying scales
of understanding, from changirgpcial networks, cultural characteristics and ideological
frameworks to concepts of self, materials, objects and places and particular events and practices
(Van der Leuw and McGlade 1997, 3). Some of the most notable frameworks of change
developed withinarchaeology include diffusionism, ecofunctionalist systems, historical
positivism and to some extent agency (Anthony 1996, 48; Patterson 2003, 19; Trigger 2004,
129). Additionally critical discussions of time and change have been popular over the last two
decades perceptions of time have a particular impact on the way in which we view
transformations (Van der Leuw and McGlade 1997, Lucas 2008)QQHS YV ULWHV RI S
remains of great influence and liminality stands as the pivotal point within a process o
transformation pertaining in particular to the temporary, volatile, emotive and spiritual phases
(Turner 1977,54). However, the more generalised reference to transformation and
transformative processes appears to have superseded the frameworkiastiogé passage

(ibid.). The use of the term transformation in place of liminality may be a result of its
appearance as less loaded with emotive concepts of danger, fear and spirituality. However,
whether we refer to change as transformative or pertaiming $tructure which involves
liminality we must remain aware of how this use is indicative of our own conception of time
and change in the archaeological record. Indeed, we must also concede that the form of
transition depends on the culture in questiolEXOWXUHYV DFNQRZOHGJHPHQW

given.

Particular words we use to interpret archaeological findings have a complex network of

meaning based not within a strict dictionary definition but as collected and created through
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contexts of use. Withut the spiritual connotations of liminality, or the literary associations of
metaphor, transformation may appear to benancentword, a word that is not loaded with a

long history of associations and presumptions. However, all words pick up particular
connotations and relations and evolves wie Unfortunately, transformation sometimes

takes an over generalised meaning. It is therefore important to define the nature and perception

RI SDVW WUDQVIRUPDWLRQV DQG PricahpIKEsyV EPW HGE. RSO L
their presence (Thomas 20@290).

When materiality as a term is used within archaeological contexts two main approaches
emerge. One is that materiality denotes the physical qualities of the world, textures, weight,
colour and sodrth. The other definition is that materiality is the way in which we understand
the world around us and the perspectives which form our understanding of the physical and
immaterial world, focusing on how we experience material things. The latter is Seen a
discussion of metaphysics whilst the former is understood as the study of the qualities
possessed by materials. However, the focus upon material qualities isartselbplied
metaphysical approach. Such studies often employ scientific realism witus @ipon the
scientifically established structural compounds and chemical processes associated with an
object. In contrast a more overtly metaphysical approach such as phenomenology gives greater
attention to the sensory experience of material qualitied ss texture, temperature and
aesthetics.

In practice, division occurs between uses of the term materiality as a reference to specific
material, raw substance, and the understanding of materiality as a concept of the entirety of the
world. For exampleéhe human body which is of concern here, often enters into discussions of
materiality when trying to understand the body philosophically as a metaphysical phenomenon,
and inorder to deconstruction of the body/object divide. Yet within excavation reportarh

skeletal remains are generally discussed as separate from the artefact assemblage. Thus
separating the body from the material object. Additionally, there has been an unfortunate bond
made between the uniformity of matter as in reductive materialisnthasensory experience
explored through phenomenology. Thus creating the belief that as humans we can engage with
raw materials and that experience can be transposed into the past. Furthermore whilst many
archaeologists would claim they do not hold tovarsalisms there is a general application of
particular models of materiality. Whilst admirable for their deconstruction of modern western
and enlightenment views of materiality, the presumed conformity of the past tmpdstn

values is similarly presuptive. For example whilst we may argue that the transformation of
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cosmological system as an act of understanding in the past simply because it existed. Form and
meaning are matter of perspective. Character and meaning may be dramatically altered by a
simple shift in focus (Lewis 2004, 74). To include all action thought and matter under the
premise of materiality is quite clearly employing a materialist outlook. Howevéstwimay

understand materiality as all inclusive in the materialist sense, my interests are arguably more
idealist in their concern with perspective. Whilst we cannot presume a particular philosophical
outlook was held within the past, we also cannotaexwur philosophical approaches from our
interpretations, thus instead we choose to acknowledge and utilise these paradigms in our

interpretation of the past.

Archaeology as a discipline locates meaning within material culture. This is understood as the
primary means by which we can understand the past. Elements of a materialist outlook are
intrinsic to the manner by which we try to extract practices and beliefs from thé&/ paste

must consider nematerialist perspectives through this lens. Indeé8ediefs and concepts
would not be engaged with all at one point in time in any case. Positivist methodologies dictate
that we must organise and divide aspects of materiality in order for us to understand it.
Constructing categories such as landscapeptiy, objects, buildings, beliefs and bodily
practices. Yet we must also deconstruct these divides within our interpretation strategies so as
not to construct false dualities. It is essential to maintain a consideration of the potential for
permeability letween categories, whilst also not presuming permeability. Much of this
construction will be reliant on our ability to determine where boundaries are placed, and

whether these boundaries are strigp@meable

We must try and understand multiple waysiewing materiality as dependant on the context.

How objects, substances, structures, the landscape are treated are as important as the qualities
of the materials themselves. The electrostatic qualities of quartz or the gritty texture of clay are
irrelevant observations unless situated into a context and considered in terms of the manner in
which they are engaged. For example both the grinding of wheat and the smelting of bronze
involve a potentially important transformative process during the BronzeHayeever the
presence of transformation is not enough for us to conclude a conceptual correlation. Instead
we must draw upon nuances of practice which convey ctdpgeific contextual and physical
correlations. Examples of this might include correlationghe find sites, or similarities in

potential sensations brought on by chosen qualities in the materials used. Moreover, if they
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chose particular shared characteristics in their materials, the style and form of the tools used or

the settings chosen, arcelation between these practices may have been drawn.
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Chapter Three. Methods, Approaches and Data

3.1.Boundaries
The dataused within this thesis haveen compiled from sites found across Wé&esfigure
2.). Themodernboundaries of Wales ane part a product of the terraiMuch of Walegs at
a higher altitude to those parts of England along #stea boundary of Wales. Aoundary
also marked by the rivers Severn and Oée northerly, westerly and southern extent of Wales
is flanked by e Irish Sea and Bristol Channél should be noted that tH®undaies of
altitude river andsea shall not be presumed to have the same relevance to past societies as it
does today (Adams 200292. Indeed with the transportation of pottery, metalsaed across
the Irish Channel being well documented in the Bronze Age it brings to attention the concept
that the coastal counties of Walgsrewell connected to the coast of Ireland (Waddell 1993,
33; Savory 1963; Burgess 1980; Fox 1932; Lynch 199®)1The high density of monuments
along mountain ranges and along their trackways would also suggest levels of communication
and movement may have been haghoss upland areas (see figurg(8ynch 2000, 95)This
chosen area is arbitrary in the sensg thodern boundariegsaschosen in order to give some
limitation to the huge quantity of archaeological sites available for sfinlyis not to say that
boundaries in some form or another did not exist, rather that they cannot be presumed to be the
sameas our ownAn updated exploration dhe connections and divisions of these regions
would be a worthwhile studyhoweverit is not the aim of this thesis.nonetheleshave
approackdmy data with an awareness of cultural variability, division and uniboundary

perspectives which may not conform to my own.
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Figure 2. Location of Bronze Age excavated sites within Wales as lmahwgthin my Database
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Figure 3. Relief Map of Wale@rdinance SurveyGCrown Copyright, 2009).
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3.2.Terrain
The terrain of the westerly counties of Wales varies greatly and encompasses the mountainous
region of Snowdonia, the gentler hills of Pembrokeshire, and the various beachesiveists,
marshes, open plains awdooded areas which appear in all areas to varying degrees.
Topographically Pembrokeshire and Angleseygth their small hills and plainstand apart
from the higher mountains and deeper valleys eft@l and parts of North Wales
Reconstructions of the Bnze Age climate and terrain in Wales is based on various
palaeoenvironmentahvestigation of sediments by T. M. Mighall et al. (2002), Petra Dark
(2006), A. E. Caseldine and C. J. Griffiths (2004, 2006a, 2006b) and oftmesslargely
consists of the aysis of peat and soil samples for palynological evidence, using such methods

as pollen analysis, stratigraphy and radiocarbon dating.

3.3. The Dataset

The dataset of sitesised to produce site distribution méfpgures 18, 19 & 2Pwerecompiled

from the Historical Environment RecorddER), National Monuments RecordsIMR) and
published surveys produced by the Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Wales (RCAHMW 1937, 1964@, 1976), and county based archaeological
field survey undertaken by each of the Welsh trusts; the Gwynedd Archaeological Trust
(Smith 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004), Clwibwys Archaeological Trust (Jones 1999b, 2004b;
2004c; 2005, 2007; Lynch 2003; Gibson 1998). Dyfed Archaeological Trust (Cook 2006, 2008;
Cook,Hughes, Page and Ramsey 2002) and Glame@Byaent Archaeological Trust (Evans
and Lewis 2003).

These were produced in contribution to a-pdales study of prehistoric andrferary sites,
funded by CadwHistorical Monuments from 1998 to 2008 (Cook 200008). These surveys

are largely based on namtrusive field observations and thus the number of sites identified
should be considered as approximations due to the potential for misidentifi€atittrermore

whilst some variation within the distributioncrass Wales may be of archaeological
significance other influences may be at play. For example the lack of aerial photography within
Gwynedd, the intense agricultural use of Anglesey and other lowland areas (Smith 2002; 2003,
4) Furthermore, the data prashd by those studies within Ceredigion, Carmarthenshire,
Pembrokeshire Wrexham and Flintshire do not define between the numerous forms which

round barrows are found and thus have been supplemented with those HER records which
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make this definition (Cook 2@) 2008; Cook, Hughes, Page & Ramsey 2003, Lynch 2003).
As only select HER records provide sufficient dethié number of entries for round barmw
doesnot match the exact number of round barrow monuments as provided by the surveys. The
data based upaddER records rathahanthe referenced surveysnoted within the tablem
Appendix 2.Due to discrepancies between HER record and the surveys it is reiterated that this
data sould be taken as approximatBiscussion of the distribution and accompanying

distribution maps can be found in Chapter Five.

The data collected for the dextual analysis of artefacts discussed withithe finalchapters

of this thesiswas sourced largely from published excavation reports within those principal
journals forWeN K DUFKDHRFKXFDIHRO RJLD &R HAEUMHEWDIMIO RIA RI :DOF
WKHWHRDUG RI % ULW L VAKsndaHl aukivbleFaré s @urd ¥fdm alternative sources

such as local bulletins, national journals and unpublished excavation reports. Tiedselec
publications span the period of 183610, and reflect the changes in archaeological practice

over this period; there are few intensively excavated and recorded sites from the beginning of

this episode, whilst there are also a large number of excasatfgarticular size and thorough
GRFXPHQWDWLRQ GXULQJ WKH ODWH TV DQG Tv 7KLY\
of the work of George Williams, which includes the excavations and consequential publications

of Stackpole Warren, Pembrokesh{(SR98109506) (Benson et. al. 1990) and Longstone, St
Ishmaels, Pembrokeshire (SM84870842) standing stone sites (Williams 1989).

Excavations have been undertaken by numerous private and public organisations, however the
most contributing organisatiorsse those of the National Museum of Wal€adwand the

Four Welsh Archaeological Trusts: Dyfed Archaeology, Tieyd-Powys Archaeological

Trust (CPAT), The Glamorgan Gwent Archaeological Trust (GGAT) &uwynedd
Archaeological Trust (GAT). The work perimed by th(RCAHMW since 1901 must also be
mentioned for their contribution to the inventory of much of the archaeology within Wales.
Their early work resulted in the publication of a number of cobased inventories which
document all those known ar@wogical and historical sites of the chosen areas. Currently the
RCAHMW has a number of responsibilities but largely focuses on the production of national
and local surveys and the continual assemblage of the Coflein electronic resource which is
publically accessible online. Of those resources provided by the National Museum of Wales a
database of radiocarbon dates from sites within Wales and its borders has been particularly

useful within this thesis (Burrow and Williams 2008).
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The data acquired throhiganalysis of excavation reports has been supplemented with that
gained from the direction by the authottlvéexcavation of an area adjacent to a small standing
stone named Pencnwc Bach Farm located upon the edge of the Preseli Mountain area. At this
site an area of 5m x 2.5m was excavated after the results of a resistivity survey indicated the
possible presence of some pit like features. Whilst these were not discovered a number of stake
holes and pottery were identified. In addition to this | have edsdributed to my database
through the study of a number of the artefacts held within the archives of Scolton Manor
Museum and Tenby Museum in Pembrokeshire. This included the recording of details of form,

condition and colour of pottery and cremated maler

Survey work has been extensive within Wales. This material rarely deviates beyond detailing
the physical characteristics of the monuments and artefacts discovered. Those who have
attempted to interpret the material beyond classification and desoripive largely focused

upon the identification of preferences in location, characterised by altitude and position upon
or close to particular geographical features of the landscape and situation in relation to
contemporary or precursor archaeologicalssfgeich aRCAHMW 1964, lix; Roese 1985 and
Darvill and Wainwright 2003). Description efratigraphyfeatures, artefacts, chronology and
date are consistent aimsthin excavation reports. Bhmore rigorouseportscontextualising

the site within wider mactice within Wales and across Britain (for example Baynes 1909;
OwenJohn 1986; Gibson 19825). Occasionally there is reference to the status of a burial or
its use as a signifier of a particular cultural group (for example Smith 2006, 19; ApSimagn 1973
47).

Those occasions where-depth interpretation is demonstrated tends to be found within those
excavation reports written by authors who have also produced general compiling texts on this
particular period and area. Examples include Mortimer Wheeler :LOOLDP *ULPHV
(1936a),Franced.ynch (1970) and Herbert Savory (1972). The majority aim to construct an
understanding of continuation of practices from the Neolithic period and the geographical and
cultural origin of trends from other areas Rifitain and Europe. In some cases contrasting
contextual practices are explored in much detail, for example as a result of archaeological
excavation Savory (1972) constructs a lengthy sequence of the events which took place at
Ysgwennant Barrow, LlansilirGlwyd, including the identification of the manner in which acts
were performed. For example he interprets an area of pottery sherds of ERlaogedessel
Collared urn, Beaker and unidentified sherds, as an arc distributed by a single person standing

onor near an adjacent pit (ibid., 35).
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The techniques and remit of research in Wales follow the general archaeological trends in
Britain through the manner of excavation reports, surveys and authored research texts. There
was a gradual movement fromthe 1V WRZDUGV VFLHQWLILF ULJRXU DQG
had changed towards a representationalist agenda which pertained to objectivity in
interpretation (Brittain 2007, 14845). There are wider social trends within this history which
contributed to th characterisation of archaeology within Wales. The most comprehensive
discussion which involves the soqiolitics entangled within the interpretations of the
prehistory in Wales can be seen in the work of Marcus Brittain (2007). He explored this topic
in great depth in his PhD thesis and a later publication (Brittain 2007; unpublished 2008.
Brittain sees a dramatic change in the archaeology of Wales from tRé/pddtWar | period

(Britain 2007, 144). He argues that hope for global unification in theepterequired
legitimization in the past and thus interpretation was tailored to these interests (Brittain 2007,
144).

It is those authored research volumes which compile the archaeological evidence over large
geographical and chronological areas which also generally the works which attempt
interpretation beyond classificatid¢e.g. Grimes 1951111, Savory 1965; Lynch 1991; 2000)

There is a preference within these volumes for broad scales of interest and subsequently often
addressing issues of moven, development and social structures. HeRleapter Fouvill

largely be concerned with such research and in reflection of this will be structured in relation
to the material historically chosen to interpret this period of the past. Within this nektrchap

| have arguel that many archaeologists addressing this material have made a number of
presumptions which characterised this area of resdarckome time and in some cases
continued to influence interpretations of this material. Historically withicha#ology
interpretation of Welsh material has been dominated by the interpretation of material from
elsewhere in Britain. When recognised, the unique qualities of the material from Wales have
led to an interpretation of the area as composed of isolatedraterprivileged communities
during the Early Bronze Agdhis interpretatiorhas undervalued the cultural nuances and
values of the region and the pivotal position of Wales during the Early Bronze Age within the
Irish Sea Zone (Burrow 2012, 172). Furtinere, whilst there have been some important
modern studies set within this region, there is a general deficiency of modern theoretical

discussion.
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3.3.1.Site Categories
This researctand my databas@cludes sites from all over theountry of Wales The sites

compiled within mydata setnclude:

30 excavated earthen barrows, 29 stone cairns, 24 standing stones sites, 15 ring ditches un
associated with mounds, 12 ring ditches associated with mounds, 13 ring cairns, 13 ramparts
and raised enclosurek? stonecore composite mounds, 8 earthmre composite mounds,
urn/cremation cemeterie§ burnt mounds, 7 post structures associated with ceremonial
structures (excluding those which are part of the construction of barrows), 7 post structures un
associatedvith monuments, 5 pit/timber circles, 5 stone circles, 4 kerb cairns and just 2
platform cairngsee Appendix 4. for the full database)

Each site typean be foundicross Walealthough in varyingjuantities(Appendix 2). With

further excavation matei it may be possible to find points of distinction in the use of these
monuments. It was not possible within the constraints of material curesatitable. Areffort

has been made to include those sites types which are known to have include theodeyositi
human remains, thus the number of burnt mounds, ramparts and raised enclosures included are

only a small sample of those excavated.

These site types are constructs of our own understanding of the architecture, place and
technology of the past and tieéore we must take care to remain flexible and consider not only
permeation between these categories but the arbitrary nature of such catBgoeetheless,

site categorisation is still an important methodological tool and those categories to which
prehistorians are familiar with will be used. In particuldrave drawnXSRQ JUDQFHV /\QFK
(1979, 3; 1993) monument categorisation of round barr@asegorisations reviewed in

relation toassociated material culture and treatment to shed light on theemia which these

categories were related to during their use duringéhni®dc.22061500 BC. Associations and

divisions between the understanding and activity associated with these different siteat/pes

thus been drawn

| have chosen to focus uptimose accounts of the deposition of human remains or those sites
and their practices which are traditionally associated with burial and maintain those
characteristics of a ceremonial monument, but where no human remains have beenocated.
this region lmman remains are predominantly found intact wig@arthen barrows, stone cairns,

kerb cairn, ring barrows, platform cairns, structured cairns, ring ditches, standing stones, cairn

circles, stone circles, stone pairs, stone rows, stone setting/groupsreisiation cemeteries,
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isolated burials, piaivenues, pit circles and timber circlés order to investigate a human
perception of the world | wish to centre this axis of understanding upon appropriations of
human remains and situate this within thespectives of Bronze Age peopléis useful to
consider site types as a composition of elements which relate and interact in the past and
present. So for example a barrow may be an assemblage of its constituting parts such as sail,
stone, pottery and ameation but also those personable interrelations such as the strain of

digging, the cradk of burning wood, the exposure to wind and rain and so forth.

3.3.2.Short Definitions
The main categoridsr the funerary and ceremonial related saesoutlingl below as defined
within the extensive survey work fiermed across Wales by the Cadwnd those definitions
outlined by Frances Lynch (1979, 3). These categories will be used within my work with the
addition of the terrsy composite monuments defined @ath-first compositemounds and
stonefirst compositemounds.

Round Barrows

The most abundant Bronze Age funerary of ceremonial site type within Wales is that of the
round barrow which includes the subtypes of earthen barrows, cairns, ring cairns, kexb cai
and platform cairns. They are oval or circular mounds of stone and/or earth, and can typically
range in diameter from30 meters and approximately €88 in height (Jones 1999b, 15he

most common diameter varies between areas, beir@P20in Anglesey, Wrexham and
Flintshire, 59m in WestGwynedd North Gwynedd, West ConwyMerioneth 10-19m
Denbighshire, East Conwy, North Powys and Mid Po@@aith 2003, 28; Jones 2004b, 164;
Lynch 2003, 28).

Earthen Barrows

Earthen barrows are composed of a mibof earth, sometimes including a mix of stones,
although frequently consisted of largely stone free layers of laid turf. Theyceasionally
surrounded by a ring ditch, often considered the source of the material for the mound. They
can often includetsne cists of similar form to those found within cairns. Whilst less common,

they can include inner and outer stone kerbs, orthostats and in rare cases traces of woven
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hurdles have been discovered. Clay capping and differing layers of earthearéoohd In
some cases these appear to be exotic to the site. They are sometimes found in pairs or as larger

groups oftemreferred to asemeteriegJones 1999b, 34

Stone Cairns

Stone cairns are composed of a circular mound of stones and can be refesredgitoe

cairnto distinguish it from those with dominant structural features such as kerbs and orthostats.
Cists, small rectangular stone boxes, can be found within the mound material and beneath the
mound. They are generally composed of stone slatesy of some irregular form and the do

not always include a stone slab base or lid. A cairn may also include outer and inner kerbs,
orthostats and the careful ordering of stones. It is often the lack of such structural features,
portable material culture dnhuman remains which cause such cairns to be designated as
clearance cairns, although these can share the same manner of construction as a funerary cairn,

sometimes including the construction of a kerb and practices of burning and pit digging.

Ring Ditches

Ring ditches are formed of one or more circular or oval ditches, typically between 10m to 25m
in diameter. Whilst no visibly surviving mound is present they are commonly considered to be
the ploughed out remains of a round barrows (Evans and Lewis 28D3rehistoric Ring
ditches of a greater diameter are rare and generally interpreted as settlement enclosures.

Composite Mounds

Composite mounds are mounds which on excavation have proved not to fit strictly within either
cairn or barrow site categoas the material at their core differs from that to their outer layer.
These will be referred to asarthencore moundsand stonecore mounds Earthercore
moundsare generally composed of an earth mound with a stone capping which creates the
appearancef@ cairn. Stoneore mounds ae made from a mound of stone which is later capped
with earth. Nine stoneore composite mounds, and eight eartbere composite mounds have

been included within the data of this research.
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Kerb cairns

Kerb cairns are cirdar or oval mounds of stones with an outer kerb of disproportionally large

stones (Evans and Lewis 2003, 28).

Platform cairns

Platform cairns are circular or oval mounds with a levelled flat top (Evans and Lewis 2003,
28).

Ring Cairns

Ring cairns are aoposed of a circular bank of stones with a hollow central area. Spaced stones
or a stone kerb can be found within the circle, along the inner and/or outer edges of the bank
(Evans and Lewis 2003, 28). Lynch defines those with an inner ring of orthostatsraplex

ring cairn (1972 3). When an oval bank with a ring of orthostats set within the bank and a

stone lined entrance they are knowreaganked stone circlésynch 1979, 3).

Structured Cairns

Structured cairns refers to those circular or oval estorounds which includes additional
features sth as a kerb or stone settingerl§ cairns can often be referred to as structured cairns
(Evans and Lewis 2003, 28). A cairn with a ring of orthostats within the mound is referred to

as acairn circleby Lynch(1972).

Standing Sones

Stones set upright, or originally upright, within a stdvode or set upon the ground surface.
They can bdound singularly, within pairssmall groupsor in rows(Evans and Lewis 2003,

28). They can vary greatly in height althbugommonly fall between 0.5@8m. A small
proportion have also been incorporated into round barrows and ceremonial complexes. Finds
within stone sockets are rare and include flint flakes, whet stones, degraded prehistoric pottery
and human cremation (Lewis966, 2504; Vyner 1978; Williams 1989)Stone rows are
defined asone or more parallel rows of three or more upright stones set at intervals within

stoneholes or set upon the old ground surface (Evans and Lewis 2003, 29).
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Stone Circles

A group of stoneset upright within storé@oles or upon the old ground surface to form a circle

or oval (Evans and Lewis 2003, 29). Commonly they are formed of low orthostats of heights
between 0.3m and 2m in height. When surrounded with an abutting bank this is rtefesed

an embanked circle by Lynch (1972) and may include a break in theasictleank faced with
orthostats.

Kerb Circle

A ring of upright stones closely abutting one anotherimfa circle or oval. This isomsidered
a subgroup of the stone circl€entral mounds, pits, external ring banks and an orthostat faced

break in the circle can be present (Evans and Lewis 2003, 29).

Cremation Ccmetery

Cremation cemeteries or Urn cemeteries are groups of urnedusned cremation deposits,
commonly withinpits or cists. Whilst most frequently referring to those sites without associate
monuments, they can be found associated with round barrows or standing stones. The
cremations can be found beneath barrows as a distinct phase of activity or be closeliedssoci

with the construction of the mound or indeed incorporatemthe material of the mound.

Pit avenue, Pit circles and Timber circles

Pit avenues refers to the parallel alignment of two rows of pits. Pit circles are a circular form
of pits. When exoaated, pit circles have in some cases been defined as timber circles if the
depth and form of the pits suggest that posts where once inserted to form a circle of largely
contemporary posts. Timber circles can also form part of the structure of a roun asra
facade (Lynch 1993, 119). Each of these struets are rarely found in Wales.

Stone Cists

Stone cists are found as stone slabs or boulders placed in upright positions commonly forming

square, sulbectangular or rectangular shape although tiana occur (Roese 1985). They can
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be inserted into an isolated pit, a pit beneath a round barrow or built with the material of a

round barrow.

3.2.3 Data Collationand Presentation
The data has been collatedo tables which are psented in Appendi4. Approximately two
hundred and fifty excavations, surveys and find spots were collated in the initial compilation
of material. This was then filtered down to excavations alone, numbering approximately one
hundred and fifty sites, as the context of atésf is an important part of this analysis. It was
established which site typeagpically includedthe deposition of human remainganding
stonesparrows, cairns and urn fields. A small numbesitdsfrom thesecategorieslid not
include human remaing hese weréncludedin order to explore the extent and nature of the
relationship of these site types with human remains and identify the significartbeirof
absence. An additional small selection was made of those sites types whererbomains
were uniformly absentburnt mounds, clearance cairns, hoards and the rare occurrence of
buildings which had not been identified as relating to practices of human deposition. This
providal the opportunity to identify contrasts and similarities between those a#tsociated
and disassociated with human remains whilst also contextualising these practices within wider
social trends. Additionallya small selection of sitesssociatedvith human remains were
included toaccommodate the possibility that some siteg beassociated with ceremonial or
funerary practice without the prémg of depositing human remainsRRU H[D BrgpgB/H u
clearance cairns may be more than glnduct of field clearance and have similar if not the

same meaningful significance as otharrbws and cairns when built.

The main categories initially employed within my databasere name, site type, source,
author, environs, geology and materials, structure and architecture, finds, dating and project
type. However, for the purpose of analyisiater rebuilt my database to distinguish between

the different artefacts and their contexts within each sites to allow for greater contextual
comparisonThe main database is presented to include the key contexts differentiated by the
excavator. Thus aite may be represented as a number of rows with that unique context
identified and the presence of the different artefactsvaatdrialsndicated within the relevant

cells. It should be noted that it is the presence of an artefact within a contexthath¢he
number of artefacts within each context which is indicated. This is to allow for later comparison

of artefacts at different sites without an exaggeration of results caused by a Bifgtder
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assemblagef objects. For illustration purposestbatahas been in some casevalgamated

into their differentcontext types andite categoriesWithin my data set | have selected
particular contexts focomparisorngraphically. The pits and surface area beneath mounds or
associated with other Braa@ Age structures, the mound material from round barrows, pits
cutting the mound material, ring ditches and post holes. The form of each may vary and should
not be considered as unified entirely consistent erfthign the percentage obntextswhich
containedeach artefact type within each specific site category was calculated for comparison
with other site categorie3his form of illustration is only useful when there is a sufficient
number of sites present. Without a sufficient and comparable numbersptiségresence of

an artefact may appear exaggerated in proportion and thus significance. Thus | have been
selective in the use of this manner of presentation. Some sites will thus also be presented as the
numberrather than percentagé siteswithin ead category with such artefacts preséthilst

in some cases graphs have been avaidegoor illustration of the findings

Whilst such methods may appear to be attempting to obtain objectivity in analysis such a study
is innately subjective. The integdive process does not begin at the reading of a graph but in
the development and learning of its creator and the choices and allowances within the source

material.

Radiocarbon Dates

A large portion of the radiocarbon dates used within this study bega sourced from a
database of the radiocarbon dates from within Wales and its boarders compiled by Steve
Burrow and Williams (2008). | have calibrated the dates used @atlib. Radiocarbon
Calibration (version 4.0 and 5.0) (Stuiver and Reimer 1993iv8tuReimer and Reimer 2005).
Calibrated dates with a standard deviation greater than‘5gr<Chave been rounded to the
nearest 10 & yrs. In the creation of Appendix 8ates were largely selected which kept within

the range 2500900 Cal BC. However amall selection of additional dates have been selected
outside this range in order to illustrate the continued use of certain sites and contrasting
practices beyond the latter range. | have attempted to select those radiocarbon dates which are
consideredsecure and illustrate a particular phase of Bronze Age activity. In some instances
those dates procured may not represent the date of the associated artefacts and phase of activity.
This can occur when associated artefacts or the sample itself is resittuaiye or produced

from longlife materials such as oak timbers (Burrow 2012, 173). Carbonised twigs and small
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EUDQFKHYVY DUH OHVV OLN H OoldWdrd EffécFARdtBRAIR e AfdHWGOoE\ WK H p
effectis less compromising whestates used tdemonstrate the later extent of a date range.
However, when compiling the start period of certain activity, the potential aging of samples

must be considere&imilarly, recent research suggests that human remainspotestially

curated for some time & HU D SHUVRQYVY GHDWK GXULQJ WKH %URQ]
2005, 531). Thus deposition may have taken place at a later date than produced from
radiocarbon dates. AMS dates from cremated remains are however considered more accurate
than procured fnm charcoal samples as there is less chance they are sampled from residual
material (Burron2012 173)

In terms of the presentation of radiocarbon dates, the flexible model A. F. Harding (2000) has
produced appears to account for the contemporaneitsenfis and thus reflects the many
changes and transitions which take place over the period studigr(Harding 200Q.8). Thus

| have followed a similar framework through the creation of a floating bar chart for the dating
evidence for the arious site typs (see figure 1B.Problematically compartmentalisation
around any one monument typeoritisescertain structural qualities over otheY®t we also

wish to establish trends within the data in our preference to establish cultural bodies or
packageskFurthermore contextual relationships are greatly focused on large scale trends with
less interest in those particular practices and site contexts involved. | have also produced a very
large compilation of radiocarbon dates with associated symbols to diseot®ntext and
associated material culture @his presented within Appendix).3This is best viewed
electronically rather than within the printed appendix, thus a CD is provided at the back of this
thesis which contains this illustration). There are sanmaw backs to the scale of the image but

it is hoped that experimentatiovill lead to improvednethods of presentation.

Site Selection

This study does not represeaait of the excavated Bronze Age sites within Wales. | have
howeverjncluded as mangitesas possibléo avoid a confirmation bias. | have selective those

sites which provide a sufficient amount of information for my analysis and shown a preference

for those which are published QXPEHU RI VLWHV H[FDYDWHG SULRU
unpublisted excavation reports have not been incorporated into this study. This

provides opportunity for future study which time constraints have inhibited me from

completing within this thesis. As a result of the afore mentioned selection process | have not
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included hoards and find spots in my database. Excavations of find spots are rare and such sites
tend to be urassociated with other activity and rarely show more than a scatter of flints or a
pit containing metal finds predominantly of a later date than theesuof this study. Further

study of such find spots would be a valuable contribution to the understanding of Bronze Age

society within Waleshutit does not form a significant part of this research.

An additional factor to be considered within my lgses will be the extent of excavation
undertaken at each site in question. Whilst some sites have been extensively excavated others
have seen only small areas investigated and therefore the full extent of material culture
deposited is still not known tosuThis could be problematic if some site types are excavated

in greater proportion than others. In particular the possibility that the standing stones and
rotunda monuments have been excavated to different extents due to their form could affect the

data.Therefore, a strict awareness of this must be maintained when interpreting such data.

Theexcavation procedure @ry selective and dependantthie policies and interests of the
excavators. Such selection may well have led to particular omissiomsdatthavailabléost

notably stone circle sites have rarely been excavated in Wales motivation for the
excavation at Pencnwc Bach Farm, Eglwyswrw, Pembrokeshire was to contribute to an
understanding of the small standing stones sites found. Fawloksall standing stone sites

have been excavated, potentially as larger stones have provoked more interest due to the

eqguation of size with prehistoric importance and potential for prehistoric remains.

Additionally through the selection of the maimeéexts within the sites | have attempted to be
inclusive of those contexts where material culture is not present to better demonstrate the
exclusion as much as presence of material things. However, as it is often through the deposition
of material culturdoy which a context is considered notable by the excavators there is expected
to be some small level of preference given to those contexts which contain some form of

distinguishable material culture.
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Chapter Four. A History and Analysis of Bronze AgélNales

porth Pembrokeshire is something of an archaeological backwater despite its wealth of
upstanding monuments and huge potenf{@larvill and Wainwright 2003, 10)

put the study of Bronze Age Wales seems to the writer to reveal not so much adyaackwat
a frontier zone, a battleground for cultural elements derived respectively from the east and
thewestY 6DYRU\

4.1. The History of the Archaeological Study of the Bronze Age in Wales

U $EHUFURPELHYV GHILQLWILRP® BNNHWVHPYDEH B DWXMH- R IRW K
features may not be entirely justifigd. *ULP HV

Within Wales the antiquarians of the ri@th century either concerned themselves with the
basic identification and observation of ancient sites througld fvalking with the aim of
ensuring their preservation, the digging of barrows in order to claim the ancient bones or the
study of the ancient origins of language (Jones 185878 Roese 1987, 238parrows and

cairns were considered to be fiteman cheftain burials, whilst standing stones and stone
circles were often, although not exclusively, considered to be druidic sites of worship (Rees
1854, 125136; Robson, 1854, 209; Wakeman 1855, 120). Druidism appealed particularly to
Welsh patriots and many WUH LQIOXHQFHG E\ ,ROR ORUJDQZJYV DQFI
were later discredited as forgeries (Jenkins 1979, 45). Within these works an interest in the
origins of the ancient Welsh society is apparent, and within Wales the perceived continuity
from ancent times to the modern day was of great interest and had political traction (Stout
2004 unpublished, 109). This was not restricted to Wales and Almond (2000) considers the
creation of an ancestral druidism to have greatly contributed to a sense ofriiistal sel

identity during the second half of the eighteenth century.
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