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INTRODUCTION

In this paper, Barbara Bender’s conception of contested space and Christopher Tilly’s phenomenological approach to landscape will be explored with reference to specific texts published in 1992, 1994 and 1998.
  Two texts by Bender are included to incorporate fully her ideas.  Both authors are introduced in terms of their academic background, publications, scope of their work and their research collaborations, before offering a summary of Tilley’s and Bender’s approach in the articles under consideration.  An analysis follows of the conceptual and methodological landscape of both approaches which points to the question:  might it be better to ask if Tilley’s theory is complemented by Bender’s model of contested space?  The paper proceeds with an exploration of how Bender’s approach adds flesh to Tilley’s model and how this complementarity points to omissions in both.  The analysis concludes with some thoughts on other potential applications of both approaches.

ACADEMIC BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT
Tilley received his doctorate in Archaeology and Anthropology from University College Cambridge and is currently professor of Anthropology and Archaeology in University College, London (UCL).   He describes his research interests as eclectic within broad themes of archaeology, material culture and social identity.
  He is author or co-author of 120 publications including books, book chapters and articles.
  
Bender obtained her PhD from the Institute of Archaeology, London.  She is currently emeritus professor of Heritage Anthropology at UCL.
  While affiliated with UCL, she contributed to ten publications between 1995-2016.
 
Context for collaboration.  
Bender and Tilly have collaborated and informed each other’s work and theoretical approaches over a considerable length of time. They were colleagues in UCL and in addition to researching Stonehenge, worked on an extensive multidisciplinary archaeological project involving the exploration of neolithic and iron age sites on Bodmin moor from the mid 1990’s, culminating in a book publication in 2007.
 They have coauthored at least eight articles over a ten-year period between 1995-2016. In addition, their non-coauthored articles often reference the other. 
 

SUMMARY OF THEORIES/CONCEPTS
Phenomenological perspective 
Tilley presents his phenomenological approach in the first chapter of his book as one which offers to transcend the rational objective conception of space in human geography and archaeology as abstracted from human affairs.  He describes phenomenology as involving the way ‘…people experience and understand the world.’
 He grounds his theoretical thinking in the philosophies of Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty, and the sociology of Anthony Giddens. The remainder of his book explores his phenomenological approach to neolithic sites using photographs and text. Tilley’s phenomenological  approach is summarised below.

1. The centrality of human consciousness and intentionality in any discussion of space. Space always has a subjective dimension.  Humans bestow significance upon space, transforming “…an abstract homogeneous space into place.” 
‘…[T]he limits of space are grounded in the limits of human consciousness’.
 Tilley’s primary focus is on the reasons prehistoric people engaged with the landscape in the way they did.

2. Human beings as indivisible from place, both being components the same world, habitually engaged in a dialectical relationship. The phenomenological approach is concerned with the relationship between Being and being in the world (following Heidegger).  Part of being human is to build a bridge from awareness of separateness back into environment through sensation, movement, memory and narrative.  Humans are shaped by their environment as they and in turn shaped by it. 

3. Embodied sensory awareness as the primary means humans distinguish self from environment to then engage with it.  The senses are the first interface between human and environment. 

4. Place as a relational medium fundamental to the establishment of personal existential and group identity which, through being lived in, worked and named, provides attachment, substance, belonging.

5. Place as experienced and understood differentially both individually and collectively. It follows that ‘spatial experience is … invested with power relating to age, gender, social position and relationship with others.’
 therefore becoming a potential source of conflict and contestation. 

6. The temporality of landscape at the individual and collective level. Places acquire a history comprising complex layers of meaning, and individual experience of place is continuously shaped by memories of previous encounter with place. 
Contested space

Bender links a phenomenological approach to landscape archaeology with a Marxist framework which views landscape through the lens of structural inequalities.  She introduced the concept of contested space, drawing on the work of art critic, Raymond Williams, in an article on Stonehenge two years before the publication of Tilley’s book. In her 1998 article, she presents historical evidence to illustrate the way the landscape and environs of Stonehenge had been contested from the prehistoric era to the present. 
 

It is possible to distinguish four facets of contested space:  

1. Place is experienced and interpreted differentially on multiple, often contradictory levels.  

2. The indivisibility of nature and culture. Landscape is not simply topography. Humans imbue aspects of landscape with meaning, thus influencing how they perceive and interact with it.   Contested space can only be understood in the context of the symbolic meanings and attributed values of what is being contested.  

3. The prevailing social and economic institutional milieu and power structures mediate individual and collective experience of and access to space.  

4. Finally, landscape is not fixed but constantly in flux, shaped by and shaping human activity and appropriated and reappropriated historically both ideologically and materially by the dominant class structures.  

ANALYSIS
Utilising Tilley’s category, cognitive space as the milieu in which reflection and discussion occurs,
 we will walk through the theoretical landscapes of the authors identifying their complementarity and divergence and highlighting areas which these theoretical landscapes underplay or overlook. Consistent with the phenomenological approach, I employ a subjective visual lens to add depth to the analysis.  
It seems important to define what is meant by a theory.  Fried describes theory as body of knowledge that is broad in scope and aims to explain robust phenomena.  He distinguishes this from models which are ‘…instantiations of theories, narrower in scope and often more concrete, commonly applied to a particular aspect of a given theory...’
  I propose that Tilley’s approach is more akin to a theory, offering a broader explanatory context into which Bender’s model of contested space fits where it contributes a counterbalance to Tilley’s focus on individual subjective experience of landscape. 

Context and theoretical framework 
Crossing the threshold, we stand at the viewpoint shared by both Tilley and Bender. We see an English rural setting punctuated by the remains of prehistoric human activity.  A wide vista incorporates subjective experience and the influence of cultural and socioeconomic institutions on this experience. At the forefront we see humans, who through their conscious activity shape the landscape endowing it with significance.  While Tilley’s theory offers the potential for investigating alternative precapitalist viewpoints of the meaning and significance of space
,  both authors to view landscape through a western dualistic lens as something other from self which is then experienced and acted on. Through Tilley’s lens we view space through a lens as power-laden and ‘a conflict-ridden medium’
 but Bender who had introduced this concept is not referenced.
 We might wonder if this omission is itself a cognitive appropriation. 

Looking through Bender’s lens, superimposed on Tilley’s schema, a different scene emerges. There stand ghostly shapes of capitalist institutions, controlling and shaping human engagement with environment. We witness the unfolding history of ideological and economic conflict, and appropriation and reappropriation of the landscape.  Outside the boundaries, in the distance, huddle groups of humans excluded by power, race, class, religion and gender from physical access to its material resources and from participating in the creation of cultural meanings ascribed to the place.  

We notice Tilley’s signposts for various concepts - space, place, locale and landscape, and some named but undefined terms - environment and site - but these coalesce into the overarching term, ‘landscape’. For Bender the word landscape is class laden – encouraging a sense of separation between observer and a rolling landscape owned or controlled by those high in the power hierarchy. 

Methodology: 

In the foreground, Tilley and Bender are absorbed in their archaeological endeavours at Stonehenge.  Tilley focuses on the feel of wet rock, mostly looking down or ahead and walking between loci where prehistoric humans have left their mark. He is absorbed, making notes, and seeking to replicate through his senses, the experience of their symbolic world. He uses his body as a ‘primary research tool’.
 This sensory data is filtered through his cognitive map of the temporal nature of the dialectic between human symbolic connection with and activity on place, and the effect of this worked upon landscape on humans.   Bender also engages somatically, but her focus is on the environs, ascertaining how others past and present, have interpreted, engaged with and contested the meanings and usages of this place.  She consults historical documents, maps, newspaper accounts and secondary sources to document a picture of the layered meanings and conflicts of interest surrounding the site.
We peruse their publications, noticing that both authors use photographs and illustrations. However, Tilley’s first chapter lacks illustrations and seems dense in relation to the remainder of his book which offers illustrated applications of his phenomenological approach.  Bender’s style particularly in her 1998 article, is engaging and, as she admits, emotional and polemic at times.
   

Finally, gazing into the future beyond the scope of these texts under discussion, we see that both researchers will become more involved in collaborative projects with others, involving multidisciplinary investigations of ancient sites which incorporate the contemporary experience and beliefs of stakeholders in relation to these places.
  

Having shown how Tilley’s phenomenological theory, while accommodating the impact of culture on that experience, leans towards subjective experience of landscape, and Bender’s model highlights the influence and conflictual dynamics of class and power regarding the former, thus correcting Tilley’s subjective bias, we proceed to offer a critique in relation to Tilley’s approach, and what might be overlooked in both.
CRITIQUE
In relation to Tilley’s use of the body as a research tool, it is questionable how it is possible, to interpret through the senses, the prehistoric mind without recourse to contemporaneous data that can be translated into language.
Both archaeologists portray an anthropocentric mindset where space is to be understood as a human social construct.  Bintliff suggests an alternative - humans as, ‘….one player in an ecology with other animal, plant and physical landscape components.’
 If we replace the culturally biased term ‘landscape’ with environment, then into view emerges a rich and complex dialectic of non-human plant and animal life and elemental forces of water, air, fire and weather.  The indigenous human was enmeshed in such a milieu and may have experienced Self more as participant and co-creator with environment and the non-human entities whose cultures and voices held considerable weight.

We notice that neither Tilley or Bender looks up as they conduct their fieldwork and make no mention of the day and night sky as a significant factor in the human relationship with landscape.

While Tilley acknowledges temporality as a feature of landscape archaeology, he proceeds to generate information about the past without apparent reference to the changing face of the landscape in history. Perhaps what he sees now was once shrouded in dense forest, the climate significantly different, and the environment more dangerous, and perhaps the ancestor under study had a deeper sensory awareness outside of the range of Tilley’s capabilities dampened by immersion in western culture.

Scanning both archaeologists’ shared conceptual landscape, we notice they have made scant space for viewing the naturally cooperative caring endeavours of humans in their relation to each other and in their dealings with their environment.   Kelter et al suggest that ‘Empathy, gratitude, compassion, altruism, fairness, trust and cooperation, once thought to be aberrations from the tooth-and-claw natural order of things, are now being revealed as core features of primate evolution’

FUTURE APPLICATIONS 
In the texts discussed, there is a sense that we are looking at rural settings with scant evidence of contemporary buildings or monuments.  Tilley and Bender’s archaeological approaches could be applied in the exploration of human relationships to artefacts in urban environments.  While Tilley’s approach has been challenged in relation to uncovering prehistoric intentionality, I suggest it has value in contemporary research in the social sciences for presenting a methodology which encourages subjective, embodied engagement with the environment.  This is especially relevant given that the dominant western culture has, ‘…tended to separate us in the last century from the three-dimensional realities of our world.  We feel out of touch, without a place’
 Finally Bender’s contested space remains relevant in contemporary contestations which are currently evident globally in large scale, violent conflict where power dynamics and complex, conflicting ideologies erupt from the long legacy of colonialism. Articulating the contestations of those groups on the margins of power is a growing theme in conversations about the devastating legacies of colonialism and modernity.

CONCLUSION
I have summarised the main features of Tilley and Bender’s theoretical approaches and located these in the context of their shared academic backgrounds and long history of collaboration and mutual influence.  I have suggested that Tilley’s phenomenological theory straddles individual subjective experience and collective socio-cultural factors in explorations of place.  It has the potential to explain both capitalist and precapitalist engagement with landscape as well as the influence of culture and socioeconomic institutions on individuals’ phenomenological experience.  However, his focus is slanted towards subjective experience in the dialectic between human and environment both in his phenomenological theory, and in his methodology which uses embodied experience as a primary research tool.  I suggest that Bender’s model of contested space is a specific instantiation of Tilley’s theory, and her research offers an empirical account of how landscape was subjectively constituted and contested in Stonehenge.  In doing this, she corrects Tilley’s bias towards subjective experience by accentuating the role of power relations and access to resources in how landscape and place is experienced by the individual. I suggest a fundamental problem  in Tilley’s claim to be able to interpret the minds of prehistoric humans through the senses of the researcher, and have pointed to several omissions in their convergent theoretical positions including anthropocentricity, and cooperation as an integral facet of the individual and collective human condition.  I conclude by suggesting both Tilley and Bender offer complementary potentials in contemporary research in the broader social science arena.
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