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Introduction
This chapter explores the boundaries of the body and questions representations that present it as an autonomous bounded entity that exists in distinction from the environment. By paying particular attention to epidermal processes, this section of Body Matters explores how, other than being simply porous, one’s skin is in a state of persistently distributing itself through numerous physiological activities that culminate in bits of membrane being discarded, deposited, sloughed off and regularly shed in minute even microscopic portions – which, if visible, might form a cloud of swirling accretions.


This chapter also indirectly explores how bodies are in a constant state of becoming. The notion of becoming is one used regularly in an attempt to describe the multiple processes that constitute the relational complexities of being alive (Ingold 2000; Ingold and Palsson 2013). However, to state that being is a process of becoming suggests in the first instance a course of growth or even accumulation. This chapter to some extent upends this idea and problematizes it through demonstrating that the process of becoming demands significant disintegration and is not one of accumulation at all. Therefore, the notion of bodies-becoming does not refer to a process of growth but rather is one of recurring transformation that deposits bits of bodies randomly in the air and on the ground. Consequently, if we are to accept the notion that bodies become, we must also recognize that they simultaneously engage in a relentless shedding and discarding of bodily, ‘bits’, such as skin, nail, and hair to do so. Once detached, one’s skin, nails and hair lie uncomfortably between being you and the rest of the world – in one sense separated but still physically present and cohabiting in their seemingly unconnected state. Consequently, the material reality of our lives is one where we constantly live with discarded parts of ourselves, our shed-selves – that transform into shed-others on release. By adopting a New Materialities approach (cf. Bennett 2010; Coole and Frost 2010) to flesh, this chapter explores how bodies extend their influence materially into spaces – rooms, homes and the landscape.


Sheddings
The bits of shed-selves, once released from an obvious material connection to our bodies, continue to echo their past identity as they journey. However, before long, the shed-self is redefined, and having detached from the broader assemblage of a body becomes simultaneously held as you and part of a diverse melding body of swirling and settling detritus. The material separation between bits of bodies activates a new system of order that determines how one understands one’s body bits (Douglas 1966).


Douglas (1966) considers the social urge to order what sheds from us in her exploration of what constitutes ‘dirt’. She demonstrates the social significance of some matter being determined as out of place. The transition from ‘attached’ fingernail to detached part – shed-self – moves that bit of your body from an integral, valued aspect of who you are to a distasteful item in need of tidying up and cleaning away. As we become aware of our shed parts, we observe and attempt to move them (relentlessly and rather ineffectually) from where we accumulate environmentally into a receptacle, a bin, to the outdoors, or to another surface or corner. When unsuccessful in this endeavour the particles of us continue to float effortlessly around our milieu once more. 


Our bodies are not static in life. They are not bound by being ‘us’, but are our vestiges of us being constantly redistributed by us throughout our lifetimes. This shed material forms an atlas of detritus alongside other fibres of human and non-human animal origin found within the environment. Clothing fibres, insect remains, soil and sediment particles, pollen spores and plant macros, food particles, along with trace elements of non-toxic and toxic varieties, such as lead, (Chang Ho, et al. 2006) all mingle as the discarded flotsam and jetsam components of house dust. Unless looked at under a microscope the constituents of others become indistinguishable from the elements that are us. 


As an archaeological resource, dust does not cause great academic excitement in current archaeological literature. To the keepers and cleaners of our historic buildings and to conservators, house wardens, curators, or those with public access, dust causes a great deal of concern. Here identification, classification, distribution and percentage coverage on surfaces triggering cleaning regimes balanced against the cost of cleaning, issues relating to long-term conservation of vulnerable fabrics and public aesthetics, are of greatest importance (Lithgow et al. 2005; Lloyd et al. 2011). The discernible pattern is that human skin constitutes a larger percentage of house dust where most human activity is, with bedrooms, bathrooms and entrance ways emerging as the prime locations (Lloyd et al. 2011). My personal experience is that any location in a household seems to constitute a ‘prime’ location from the dust’s point of view! Regardless of how effective we are at dealing with it, our ever-present shed skin can form a large percentage of house dust, as it is mixes with other fabrics.


[bookmark: _Hlk500008641]Household dust is by no means only just made up of human skin cells, but until it is disposed of, bathed, swept or dusted away it is there, and ever present in our environment, even when we have engaged with cleaning regimes. While it is interesting to think about what percentage of household dust one makes up, more interesting is what percentage of each person creates dust over a lifetime. In some cases – particularly if one weighs somewhere between 47-52 kilos (around 105-114 lbs or 7.4-8.1 stones) – the answer could be ‘100’. In terms of body weight, this could be a whole ‘me’ or ‘you’ that has become part of the environment. Each of us has shed all (or almost all) of another ‘us’ in our lifetimes. A whole shed ‘us’ is in the environment, a sort of pseudo-doppelgänger, except that it does not actually look like us. These are a past us, a dead and shed us that we habitually co-exist with and have always done, wherever we have lived, but which we do not recognize as part of our bodily selves.


Human biology tells us that the epidermis, the outer layer of skin, forms a boundary, a tough bacteria-resisting, waterproof layer forming an impenetrable boundary between us and our environment. The outermost layer of the epidermis keeps us in, and attempts to keep the harmful elements of the environment out, with the cornified layer or stratum corneum being the boundary between the two. Unsupported directly by the life-giving blood vessels, this frontier of cornified epidermal tissue is dead, forming the vanguard of the defensive movement. Dead cells are constantly worn away and shed in a continuous cycle of skin sloughing within a process uninhibited by individual intentions, activity or actions. This relentless and exhaustless process of dermis, death and discard moves the live body to the realm of dead body parts without the demise of the protagonist.


Dust and dirt
The constituents of house dust and dirt was brought home to me most effectively when I undertook a ‘deep’ clean of a now old rug procured many years ago, and on which my family has grown up. The clean consisted of turning the priceless rug over and vacuuming it from underneath, on a recommendation from an authority on the preservation of priceless Afghan rugs. Out came piles, literally piles of detritus from our past lives (personal humiliation does not permit the publication of its quantification in weight), skin, food particles, sand from Pakistan and Afghanistan – the rug’s origins – sands from local beaches, fragments of degraded materials, the detritus of our lives, all mixed. Adults, children, dogs, as well as visitors to the house all immingled and suddenly ever-present in our lives again. This action had brought me face to face with our past selves. The rug was and remains a biography of our lives, or rather its life would be more precise. And in this the rug presents us with a dilemma: does one clean the rug, to preserve and conserve its life; or does one conserve the grit and debris that damages it, rather than destroy our combined historicity and its life expectancy? Either way the rug retains a biography; now I am more conscious of actively writing and influencing it. The rug contained parts of the past individuals who existed with it and in cleaning it, I cleaned out a part of us and our lives. Our shed selves were deeply embedded in plie and then lay in piles (equally deep) on the floor for all to see and experience again. 


[bookmark: _Hlk499990494]Marder (2016, 6) describes this ‘encounter with myself through dust’ experience, as ‘a face to face......meeting with myself, with parts of me that, though dead, lead to an uncanny afterlife in combination with other fragmentary and whole entities...’ But is this an afterlife experience? The dust I see that includes me is here, in plies, in the here and now, and is still in the rug it seems no matter how many times I clean it. I interact with the rug every day and it with me. I stand, sit or kneel on it every day, multiple times in a day. As I sink into the rug it becomes less clear where I stop and the rug begins. I am bounded by the dermis but it is the dermis that blurs the boundaries in this instance. The rug is full of me, the rug fibres stick to me forming a seamless boundary with no interface. I become less me as I sink into the rug and the rug less it as it sticks to me. As I sink deeper into it we become part of a mixed each other, not as an afterlife as Marder suggests above, but in present life as the ever present me interacts with the ever-present rug, both its fragmentary fibres and as a whole entity. The transition from the live dermis to the dead cornified dermis now mingle with the rug fibres on me; particles of it and particles of me are indiscernible, on a border that has no clear boundary.


The transition from me to rug could be presented as an archaeological typology sequence, or seriation dating where one ubiquitous form declines gradually and another appears, and increases gradually becoming the dominant form. It is never easy in such typological sequences to see the transition point nor the boundaries between the forms. As one material form diminishes, another appears and grows. The point of sequential typology is that it represents a transition of trends over time; it is longitudinal, not flat, surface to surface, a skin-surface to rug-surface transition. This day to day, surface to surface interaction is immediate, in the here and now, direct and instant – but there is a longitudinal dimension as well. 


The concept of shedding skin slowly over a lifetime, gradually building up a record of where we have been, a trail of us that is left in the landscape every time we move, contains both a temporal and spatial mode and tempo. The pattern is not haphazard. Accepting that the skin falls and rests in random, haphazard ways, floating down to whatever surface or corners it collects in or on, one must also accept that it represents the sum of the daily activity in a given space and also accumulatively represents the sum of that activity over a lifetime. Rather than the cohered body, this shed-self emerges as a dried representation of our life stories, our life histories and demonstrates our immediate material connection to a wider story of engaging bits. These are our personal trails, our footfall in the environment over time that with interrogation are not so haphazard but did have purpose and did have intent. Although not necessarily obvious at the time, in living our lives we had purpose to them, how we live, where we live, as our lives had a trajectory, but not so the shed-self. Its trajectory is just to fall and then rest as a testament to our life histories but are not ascribed a history. They become a trail, left behind, but a marker to our presence, like footprints left in sand. Barad (2003) questions to what degree does the matter of bodies have on their own historicity; the answer is that currently the shed-self is not recognized as bodily matter.


Dust as ‘thing’
That there is such a phenomenon as an equivalent to a shed body moving through time and space independent of its progenitor sits oddly with the human osteologist, pathologist or archaeologist, especially in England, Wales and Northern Ireland, and particularly since the introduction of the Human Tissue Act (2014). This Act, designed to regulate the removal, storage, use and disposal of human bodies, organs and tissues, does not seem to have reached the shed tissue that once formed and bounded our bodies. Meanwhile, our shed selves float, fall and accumulate freely around us, flagrantly disrespectful of the law and definitions therein. Not only do they seem to defy the niceties of the law, they seem evasive in other definitional domains as well. In the archaeological literature such remains are little considered, outside the curatorial and cleaning interests of the historic houses and buildings. Our shed tissues are not recognized as materiality. Human bones of past people are recognized, as are human bodies, but not the shed parts of them or us. Language also ignores shed human skin, which limits discourse. The shed skin cells and tissues have not been ‘thingified’, a process that at least allows language to accurately, or otherwise, represent a referent (Barad 2003). How can we heed Hodder’s call for the social sciences and humanities to ‘return to things’ (Hodder 2014) if the object of study is not recognized as a thing?


Moreover, the term ‘remains’ is the linguistic expression given over to the referent of the physical dead body under study. This in itself is widely used within osteoarchaeology or zooarchaeology, with the word being used for anything from disarticulated skeletal remains, isolated skeletal elements, fleshed body parts, through to fully articulated and complete skeletons or fleshed bodies of either humans or animals. These are literally the remains of what was once a whole individual alive and living, but do not equate with the remainders, the remnants, or the residues of that life. The object of scientific or social study is the leftovers from that life, represented by the hard, bony parts, but actually represent a once-living being, which has been given meaning beyond the physicality of such remains. The shed body during life has no such neologisms and, to take up Barad’s point, language has not afforded a platform for discourse for this matter, as it is not seen to matter. 


Archaeological bodies
As an archaeologist I am disciplined in the narratives pertaining to both the past living and past dead people and, as outlined by Sofaer (2006), am trained to approach the division of the study of human remains with distinct acts and practices supported by a series of underlying theoretical viewpoints and pedagogies. Such divisions are not restricted to archaeology, as Sofaer’s work echoes the ‘two bodies’ division into the social and cultural and that of the biological and physical. Within anthropology, this is outlined by Douglas (1973); however, here she asserts ‘that there can be no natural way of considering the body that does not involve at the same time a social dimension’ (Douglas 1973, 98). Sofaer (2006) documents the treatment of the body and the archaeological conventions governing the division into the largely atheoretical, empirically-embedded, technical treatment of the skeletal remains through osteological analysis vs. the exploration of the past lifeways through the dead in the more theoretical informed interpretative archaeology. Sofaer (2006, 32) develops the idea that there is a ‘clear and implicit distinction between understandings of the dead body and the living body which also frequently corresponds to a dichotomy between unfleshed and fleshed.’ Sofaer’s Cartesian division between the unfleshed, atheoretical, dead, inside views and the fleshed, theoretical, living, outside view however, leaves no place for a discussion of the shed dead flesh, falling neither in the category of bone and the inside because it sits outside and is flesh but also dead. Thus, this fabric sits outside discussions of the dead body within nature discourse nor does it sit within those pertaining to theoretical interpretation. 


Even if it remains an under-theorized area of study (Sofaer 2006), osteoarchaeologists and archaeologists alike accept that the archaeological dead body is represented by the skeleton, the hard, bony parts that survive the depositional and recovery process and form the data set for analysis. The reality is that we seldom deal with soft tissues as archaeologists; it is uncommon in the realm of the human osteology or archaeozoology to deal with body tissues beyond the oseto-donto-keratic (bone-teeth-horn) and into the dermis domain. The skeletal remains of human or non-human animals more typically constitute our data sets and they are instantly recognized as such by practitioners. Of dead bodies or bones thereof, Sofaer (2006, 1) is clear on the point that ‘We instinctively recognize their bodies as we recognize our own; they are essentially us’; whilst not disagreeing with this statement, our shed-selves are actually ‘us’ but we do not recognize them as such. Our shed-selves have no perceptive visibility, they are in the present but have no presence – a point that the New Materialities move is impressing upon us for reconsideration.


Materiality of shed selves in life and death
We do not engage in the emotive materiality of these shed human remains, not recognizing them as having an affective presence in the same way human bone may be recognized as such (Krmpotich, Fontein, and Harries, 2010, 371). This prompts a series of thoughts and questions regarding the very nature of human remains that are transformed from having a recognisable and therefore affective presence to an unrecognisable one – but arguably a more pervasive presence. In Ingold’s questioning of what materiality may mean conceptually, and the desire for materiality studies to be grounded in the materials and their properties, the inability to recognize some transformed human bodies as having an effective presence has become ‘a real obstacle to sensible enquiry into materials, their transformations and affordances’ (Ingold 2007, 3), particularly when applied to these shed-self materials. We may notice and recognize the dust as dirt and detritus to remove from our spaces – and attempt, fruitlessly, to deal with it as it accumulates around us silently settling across the furniture, balling up in corners, being breathed back in again (see Govier, this volume for carbon residues on bones) or re-ingested (see Attala, this volume and Edibility Approach 2017) and reincorporated in a cyclic becoming or recycling of materiality. We may recognize it as matter very much in a place, but we are blind to its essential materiality.


Archaeological past bodies can and do transcend being just the sum of their body parts. It is clear that they do transform in meaning from being just a past body or a bone in a past body to be manipulated as social and material statements, to become part of discussions within material culture studies. Archaeologists know well how animal bones transcend their meaning from being an identifiable part of an animal carcass to be inscribed, shaped and manipulated into a myriad of both useful objects that have function, to those that have no obvious function, but through social construction are deemed to have served a purpose, ritual or otherwise. Carved, inscribed and imbued with now lost meaning, such artefacts stretch back to the Palaeolithic within a European context. One such example from the Palaeolithic site of Robin Hood Cave, at Creswell Crags in Derbyshire is a carved animal bone rib. Depicted by Garrod (1926, fig. 31.) along with other bone and antler artefacts, it shows an identifiable horse head clearly inscribed which has then been stained with ochre. With whatever meaning the clearly carved and embellished bone is imbued, its biological history remains because it is still identifiable as an animal rib bone. One could equally point to just about any period to any place to find similar examples of inscribed but identifiable animal remains. For human remains, the phenomenon is less well documented with notable examples coming from the East Asia. In Tibet, as early as 1904 documented cases of human skulls and tibias being transformed into musical instruments, specifically drums and Kan-lin (Kangling) or leg trumpet, (Wright 1904) for which some can be highly decorated and incised. For all discussions may centre on the cultural meaning and significance of such objects as cultural objects, they are a broad cultural phenomenon, they are still recognisable as belonging to the biological and natural world in terms of their core fabric. That human bones are less frequently occurring as inscribed objects and transformed carved objects possibly indicates that past peoples instantly recognized them as their pasts personified in the same way. Sofaer (2006) suggests this to be the case, but see Steel (this volume) pertaining to manipulation of human skulls within ancestor cults. 


Human bone can also be transformed into objects with an accompanying transformed meaning and as such, are more emotive and more likely to become controversial. The use of human remains as objects of material culture can and does cause concern, raise issues of politics, control, ownership, and raise emotions from distaste to disgust, depending on the use and context.[endnoteRef:1] The transforming of bone, either human or animal, is not an issue for this chapter; the point is that the bones are recognized and identified as belonging to either a human or an animal. They do remain both part of the biological taxonomic classification as well as their many transformed meanings, regardless of whether we can read their messages. On the other hand, those shed-selves lost within the winds of time are assumed to hold little tangible value, and are literally swept away. Unrecognized as having value, the transformed meaning of the shed-self becomes dirt, dust, just so much environmental detritus. [1:  For such an account see Hansen’s 1996 discussion relating to the cultural context and impact of the ‘Dancing Lamas of Everest’ accompanying the 1925 showing of the Noel’s ground-breaking silent film, Epic of Everest, in Britain, where Dancing Lamas reputedly used human femurs as drum sticks as an accompanying attraction.] 



However, some human body parts are actively and deliberately transformed beyond our living corporeal boundaries to become more integrated and bound up in our material worlds and in the wider environment. This is particularly evident in the post-mortem treatment of human remains: cremation transforms the flesh and bones of the body in dusty ash which might be scattered to the winds in a place that is meaningful to the deceased and their loved ones or might otherwise be further altered into other matter People’s ashes have been transformed into diamonds (Heart in Diamond nd.) of mixed with vinyl to be made into records (Mihala 2017), or the ash might be encased in glass in memorial paperweights and jewellery (Ashes into Glass nd; BathaquaGlass nd). An afterlife as a memorial reef ball, a concrete admix of human cremated bone and pH balanced fabrics forming part of a ‘natural’ habitat for fish and other marine life is another such example such example. Here cremated remains become an intrinsic component of a construction designed to both support marine life and offer a ‘green’ and therefore, natural alternative burial. Here think of multifaceted globes with holes not unlike a very large golf ball (see Eternal Reefs nd.). Not only do such constructions serve to offer sanctuary to marine life and appeal within the more holistic and natural burial trends, they also serve against erosion of vulnerable coastlines and habitats. That such constructions do offer such protection is evidenced where, as part of a built environment, they serve the purpose of protecting and even regenerating the natural environment (see Black 2001). Humans can become a permanent part of this marine environment, becoming indistinguishable from the environment.


That bodies are reused within the environment is a material fact. That bodies can be reused within the environment is marketed in the green burial context as being both environmentally friendly and fully sustainable, but stops shy of purporting the attitude of nothing should go to waste and therefore draws a distinction between the post-mortem treatment of animals compared to humans. Our body parts like animal body parts, could be increasingly used within an environment albeit not as in a wide variety of ways like animals, but still used. The point here is that we become the environment. Once we are dead our body parts can merge seamlessly with other fabrics that constitute the environment – and that even more what is depicted as the finality of death, we are shedding ourselves as we journey through our lives. We become both alive and dead at the same time. People, when dead, no longer just inhabit the world of taxonomic classification, although in a reef ball’s case they do retain a role in the natural world. Bodies are no longer exclusively biological but are considered to be cultural and this is fine except that they (the cremated remains within a reef ball, vinyl records and glass objects, or the shed-self) are no longer recognisable as being human. To suture this rupture, we must see bodies or people as materials. If Ingold is right, human bodies as reef balls, or shed human skin, are active not because they have agency per se but because they are caught up in the currents of our life and death worlds (Ingold 2007).


Dead and dusted
Our relationship with the dust and dirt containing our past lives, including modern interactions with our cremated selves, does not have such academic recognition and is viewed differently within disciplines. In terms of transformation in meaning, the human-dust relationship has changed historically according to Amato (2000). Here technological change and atmospheric dust abundances produced through industrialization, led to an ever-increasing disquiet about dust. Technological change with the introduction of microscopes and other instruments of scientific enquiry, allowed a new view of dust to be created in the post-industrialized years. Now the ability to see the constituents of the microscopic has exposed society to a new ‘emotional fear of the smallest’ (Amato 2000,13), and that such new discoveries opened us up to new, and, by implication, irrational fears. In earlier historical periods, Amato argues, we coexisted in a more near-harmonious state of being; dust being one of the smallest things we could see, was every-day and common, and prior to that, lighting was so poor it lay in darkened corners where it could not be seen. The dermis became waste that, along with animal and human bodily functions, would have been swept on to the land as manure, to be reinterred into the environment. Again, a Cartesian duality of light and knowledge vs. dust, darkness and ignorance become metaphors.


Prior to industrialization and the ideas of the Enlightenment, the world view of order and chaos and our relationship with the animals and earthly elements is expressed, forged and governed within the Judean-Christian context though the Scala Naturae, the great chain of being. Within this hierarchical ordering with perfection at the top, minerals were of the lowest order due to their inability to reproduce and to grow, and because they lacked mental capacity. They languish at the bottom of the great chain with precious metals at the top of their sub-scale and the minute particles, found in dust and dirt, such as sands and soils, at the very bottom. Recognizing the dust and dirt’s role at the bottom of this chain, we are acutely aware that we come from the earth, the very dust that makes the earth and that we will return to it: ashes to ashes, dust to dust. Within this context, dust equates with dirt and is to be trodden on and washed from one’s feet in the ultimate act of cleanliness. Dust may be lowly, humbled and imbued with no specific power in itself within this order, but it is a starting point, an origin, a source of life and/or improvement. That one returns to the dirt, not only is an end point in life with one’s death itself, but is a process that is on-going and ever present. Every day our shed dead selves become part of the left-overs of life to become dirt and dust to be swept, washed and cleansed away and to be relocated back into the environment, back to where it began and back to start its future.


That dust can be contextualized and explored within this socio-political or religious framework does not sit well within all disciplines. Mary Douglas (1962, 2) declares that ‘There is no such thing as absolute dirt, it is in the eye of the beholder’, and equates our need to clean and remove dirt not at the mercy of our irrational fears of it, but at our desire to order our environment.
‘Dirt offends against order. Eliminating it is not a negative movement, but a positive effort to organise the environment’
Douglas (1966, 2).
It is not dread or fear of disease that dictates our response to dust in this context, but a desire to keep our house in order. These seemingly polarized views, of intellectual and technological manipulation over our fear of the minute and the desire to shape and maintain one’s environment, both have the elements of control at their heart. Whether it is to control the dark dusty areas with light and knowledge, or to control and order our environment in our daily lives, it is something of a losing battle. We may control it one minute but dirt and dust go back to the environment, to be swept right back in by wind, rain, atmospheric pressure or just by capriciousness, or so it feels. Is it this lack of control over this dermis-detritus domain that lies at the heart of us simply not acknowledging it or placing value on it as we do other body parts within discussions of material remains? Dust may be in there with dirt at the bottom of the chain of being, it may well have been classified there due to its lack of mental capacity, but that does not keep it there in reality. It certainly appears to have a will of its own.


Conclusions
Why is human shed skin not recognized? It is not just because it is our shed-selves, sitting outside definition or descriptive language, and because it forms dust and dirt, with dust itself being under-recognized as being minute and associated with smallness (Amato 2000). But size cannot be the only reason; academia can certainly deal with the small and particulate by now. By extending into and becoming part of the environment, dust’s co-mingling and immingling with other environmental debris certainly blurs the boundaries. Therein, there is neither a margin to be recognized nor an allegiance to be had with this matter. In this respect there is ‘entanglement’ with materials in the material world, but in the sense of Hodder (2014) there is no symmetry, no equality, no equal partners or partnerships to be had. 


Does the lack of recognition stem from us simply not knowing if we are or are not aware of where our bodies end and start, where our live bodies start and finish, where the boundary is between life and death? There is certainly ambiguity in the treatment of our dusty shed-selves: do we leave it in the environment to collect, or lose it to the environment by throwing it away? This ambiguity of treatment of either tolerate it or toss it, is matched by an equal inability of how to deal with our shed-selves in the academic sphere because of the uncertainty of where and how body boundaries lie. Within dust the shed human particles have no academic seat or root as a point of discussion. Equally inadequate are the lack of words to describe the shed bodily self. They are the remains and detritus of human bodies, but are not human remains.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
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