[image: ]


Postgraduate/Distance Learning 
Assignment coversheet & feedback form

THIS SHEET MUST BE THE FIRST PAGE OF THE ASSIGNMENT YOU ARE SUBMITTING  (DO NOT SEND AS A SEPARATE FILE)

	For completion by the student:

	Student Name: Kelly Morrison

Student University Email: 2216391@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Module code: HPCA7014

Module title: Sacred Geography


	Student ID number: 2216391
	Educational support needs:
Yes/No

	Assignment title: Assignment 1


Assignment due date: 14 November 2022

	[bookmark: Check13][bookmark: Check14][bookmark: Check15][bookmark: Check16][bookmark: Check17][bookmark: Check18]This assignment is for the       1st |_|    2nd  |_|     3rd  |_|      4th |_|      5th |_|      6th |_|   module of the degree

	I confirm that this is my original work and that I have adhered to the University policy on plagiarism.
Signed …………………Kelly Morrison…………………………………………
Email submission:if you are submitting this form via email, please tick this box □
(as a substitute for your signature) to confirm that you agree to the above declaration.

	
Assignment Mark
	
1st Marker’s Provisional mark
	

	
2nd Marker’s/Moderator’s provisional mark
	

	
External Examiner’s mark (if relevant)
	

	
Final Mark

	



NB.  All marks are provisional until confirmed by the Final Examination Board.





For completion by Marker 1 :
Comments:


	Marker’s signature:
	Date:

	
For completion by Marker 2/Moderator:

Comments:













	Marker’s Signature:
	Date:

	External Examiner’s comments (if relevant)












	External Examiner’s Signature:
	Date:





Assignment 1 Sacred Geography HPCA7014
Kelly Morrison
2216391
14 November 2022
Phenomenology of Contested Space
This essay compares and contrasts Barbara Bender’s theory of contested space presented in her book chapter “Contested Landscapes: Medieval to Present Day,” found in the book Stonehenge: Making Space, and the phenomenological perspective of Christopher Tilley found in chapter one of his book A Phenomenology of Landscape Places, Paths and Monuments entitled “Space, Place, Landscape and Perception: Phenomenological Perspectives.” Barbara Bender writes about the history of Stonehenge and the standing stones at nearby Avebury in the context of the landscape belonging to all those who have encountered it. Christopher Tilley writes on the nature of landscapes, but in the specific context of the ways in which landscapes are experienced as people move through and interact with them. Bender and Tilley’s approaches are complimentary in many ways.
Barbara Bender is a Professor of Heritage Anthropology at University College London. She has written extensively on landscapes in recursive relationships with the humans who experience, create, and are created by the places where they live (Bender 2002: 104). Her thesis here “that one can only understand the contestations and appropriations of a landscape by careful historical contextualization” may at first glance seem at odds with Tilley’s phenomenological approach, but Bender’s focus is largely on phenomenology of the landscape as well, just taking into account how people have experienced it over the course of time (Bender 1998: 100).
Christopher Tilley is a Professor of Anthropology and Archaeology at University College London. He and Bender work in the same department of the same institution and have collaborated on projects since these pieces were written (Hicks 2009, 590). His argument here in favour of “an ontological grounding of space in the differential structuring of human experience and action in the world” is compatible with Bender’s focus on human experience and action in the world over time (Tilley 1994: 11). It is primarily the timeline of experience that sets the two approaches apart. 
Tilley focuses on the human interaction that takes place in a given locale coming to define that landscape. He writes that “locales are settings in which interaction takes place” (Tilley 1994: 19). It is the physical and spiritual communication between place and people that create a meaningful landscape or locale. Bender’s case study of the standing stones at Stonehenge and Avebury are examples of locales within the broader landscape. The stone circles were placed there by humans and in the centuries since have served as focal points for stories and experiences. The peasantry told stories about the stones from long before records were kept of those tales, and by the recorded history of the medieval period there was contestation over who the stones belonged to and what they symbolized. As “the medieval Church vacillated between attempting to appropriate the stones, and destroying them”, wanting both the prestige and power of the symbol and also to be rid of its pagan past and associations (Bender 1998: 103). This attempt to both claim and negate the stones continues from the earliest records through to the present time as the governing bodies, whether that be the church or parliament, try to control the public perception of the standing stones and the ways in which they can be used. If people’s experience of the landscape was not our most significant method of understanding place and our own identity, as Tilley claims, then those in power would not have the impetus to control the access to said experiences. The motivation to control access and experience is potential proof of both Tilley’s and Bender’s arguments.
	People in power have a long history of trying to control the stories associated with Stonehenge. The church was torn between claiming them and destroying them, and when they did make up their minds about the stones at Avebury and ordered them destroyed, the common people carefully buried them instead of breaking them apart, so as not to anger the devil to whom they believed the stone circle belonged (Bender 1998: 104). This complicated relationship to the spirituality of the stones is explained by Tilley when he writes that “people routinely draw on their stocks of knowledge of the landscape and the locales in which they act to give meaning, assurance and significance to their lives. The place acts dialectically so as to create the people who are of that place. These qualities of locales and landscapes give rise to a feeling of belonging and rootedness and a familiarity, which is not born just out of knowledge, but of concern that provides ontological security” (Tilley 1994: 26). The peoples’ understanding of the landscape and their place in it didn’t allow for them to disobey the orders of the church, but it also did not allow them to believe in the righteousness of their actions as the church likely expected, but rather they had to carefully tread the middle path between spiritual forces to not turn the landscape against them; because, “for the medieval commoner, the landscape, both familiar and unfamiliar, was imbued with magic – half-pagan, half-Christian” (Bender 1998: 101).
	The stories that are told about a landscape, both Tilley and Bender agree, are of the utmost importance. Tilley writes that “to understand a landscape truly it must be felt, but to convey some of this feeling to others it has to be talked about, recounted, or written and depicted” (Tilley 1994: 31). To share the experience of a landscape it has to be communicated to others somehow, and in the sharing it becomes a story, just like the ancient people crafted stories about the landscape to teach momentous pieces of a people’s history. Tilley makes the point that “expert knowledge of ancient paths is part of the responsibility of chiefs who can harness great power by narrating stories recounting previous patterns of ancestral movements” (Tilley 1994: 31). Bender gives us the case study of King James I, who, finding the stories of Merlin and giants and whatever other magical stories were circulating about the origins of Stonehenge unacceptable, demanded that his court architect, Inigo Jones, study it and find the true origins (Bender 1998: 108). James I knew the power of stories over a people. 
The desire to control the story of a place in order to control the people who relate to it is a powerful argument to support the importance of lived experiences of a landscape. The placed stories and likewise the storied places feed off each other and “become mutually supportive… stories acquire part of their mythic value and historical relevance if they are rooted in the concrete details of locales in the landscape” (Tilley 1994: 33). Beginning with the church, and followed by the government, people in power have tried to control the story of Stonehenge for centuries, and Bender’s history of the place continues to the present day.
	In the end, the common people did lose some of their relationship with the landscape because they were evicted from the land with which they had so carefully nurtured a balanced relationship with by the enclosure movement of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-centuries (Bender 1998: 110). They were cut off from their storied landscape and subsequently cordoned off from the stone circle itself by fences, entry fees and the laws of private property. Tilley quotes Edward Relph, “the paradox of modern landscapes is that they are dehumanising because they are excessively humanised,” which became the case with Stonehenge (Tilley 1994: 22). The barbed wire, high fences, and security checkpoints, tunnelled entry and interpretation center, all add something to the landscape, but they indisputably detract from it as well. The site has become more of an attraction for tourists than a living landscape in Tilley’s way of thinking where physical interaction with the landscape is “a fundamental part of daily experience” (Tilley 1994: 26). 
The type of interaction now allowed at Stonehenge is reduced to viewing from a distance with swarms of other tourists, restricted to visiting hours and herded through the fenced-off areas. The essence of the place is dulled beneath the chatter of hundreds of people and the stones far enough away so as to make the viewer lose all sense of scale. Tilley’s view of the landscape thus reduced would be that it loses its importance, to a degree, because “a landscape has ontological import because it is lived in and through… not just something looked at or thought about” (Tilley 1994: 26). Bender’s view differs slightly because tourism allows for a different kind of connection with the landscape. She writes that “‘sight-seeing’ – connecting up with the past (multiple fragmented pasts), creating memories, reminiscing – is also part of the way in which people construct a sense of identity” (Bender 1998: 123). The impact on the local people’s relationship with Stonehenge being restricted may have been severe, but also the landscape lives on in importance and has perhaps even become elevated in importance because of the people who now visit and pay it homage. Everyone who visits the site would have different experiences of the landscape as it is, and interact with the exhibits of the past uniquely. Bender comments that “people’s understandings of the places they visit are wound around with memories, resonances, and unpredictable connections” (Bender 1998: 125). 
The interaction of people with the landscape of Stonehenge in the present age demonstrates another of Tilley’s views: that of the significance of pathways. While people’s access directly to the stones is severely restricted, the path along which they travel to view the stone circle is well worn and heavily travelled. As Tilley writes, “a path brings forth possibilities for repeated actions within prescribed confines… The path may be a symbol not only of interconnectedness and social relations but of movement through life” (Tilley 1994: 30-31). With each visitor’s experience of the landscape of Stonehenge being unique to that person, we have no way of knowing how important and impactful the visit may be for any individual. 
So, while Tilley may sustain his argument that the over-humanization through additions and restrictions on the landscape have devalued Stonehenge, Bender argues that the multifarious perspectives of the new visitors add to the depth of contestation over the place and, in their existence, challenge the overarching political story told about the stones by the current interpretive plaques and signs. She writes that “the ‘views’ of the ‘footloose’ traveller/tourist will be impressionistic and comparative, and resonate curiously and variably with the heritage packaging of a deep-rooted and stable past” (Bender 1998: 125). The iconic and once-peopled site of Stonehenge is now “a museum exhibit, a place to be looked at… hence the incongruity of the marginalised travellers or Druids laying claim to the place and perceiving it as a ‘living’ space, a meeting-place, a ritual centre” (Bender 1998: 120). Bender’s argument seems to lie along the lines of ‘the more the merrier’ in a way because the mono-story of a sanitized ‘packaged’ and ‘official’ history does not do the place justice. 
In some ways, Bender appears hopeful for a return to the old ways where Stonehenge, and perhaps like places, are concerned. People in power in the Church in the medieval era told a certain story about the stones, but “where the Church saw the hand of God, the commoners, in their fearful encounter with the wilderness, confused Satan with Pan, and continued to relate hoary tales of the wild hunt” (Bender 1998: 102). Not that Bender advocates for superstition and fear, but the ambiguity of the old religion allowed for the stones to be both good and bad in the minds of the common people. They were contested from the beginning, and the story was never unanimous in the voices doing the telling. 
What disagreement there is between Bender and Tilley in approach lies in the fundamental perspective through which landscapes should be viewed. As Stephen Lekson comments, “Tilley’s answer… is ‘small’: the correct scale for thinking about landscapes is personal, eye-level, individual. He’s concerned with ‘humanized’ space” (Lekson 1996: 889). Bender is also concerned with how individuals perceive a place, but in historical context how they might have perceived the place given the trends of the time. Lekson accuses Tilley of “epistemological anarchy” because of his conclusion that “the past cannot be usefully known” (Lekson 1996: 890). Bender’s approach directly opposes that conclusion as well given that she attempts to situate Stonehenge historically in order to understand how it has been perceived and the complicated ways in which it can be perceived today. Denise Lawrence-Zuniga says of Bender that “she emphasizes a need for an ethnographically grounded phenomenological approach, noting that people’s engagement is always historically contingent and in-process” (Lawrence-Zuniga 2003: 639).  Whereas Bender’s focus is on the historically contingent element of landscape experience, Tilley’s focus is on the human embodied, personal and biological experience of a place. 
In conclusion, these texts and authors have complimentary perspectives in many ways. They approach the issue of understanding landscape through very similar methods, but differ somewhat in their conclusions. Where Bender finds the overarching picture of a landscape comes into focus through the multiple perspectives of historically informed and contentious past perceptions of a space, Tilley believes the past is unknowable and only the present lived experience is one we can understand. These conclusions, while different from each other, are not necessarily at odds. Agreement could be reached between them with an acknowledgement that we have better chances at understanding present lived experience than past experiences because of the chasm of time between us and the subject in the latter instance, however, we have better chances at understanding present lived experiences with knowledge of the past – regarding both the place and person in question. The ideas are not in conflict with each other, and, in fact, even the conclusions which seem at the surface to be different, are highly complimentary. 
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