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Section A: Text 1

	Though there are many theories that the author of this text could be using, I believe that the author is analysing the site though the lens of Structuralism and semiotics. Johnson defines semiotics as “The study of signs” and structuralism as “The belief that culture is governed by rules analogous to those of language” (Johnson 2010: 243). This is to say that we can define cultures by looking at symbols and signs, and seeing how they represent ideas that can be used to interpret the culture. 

[bookmark: _Hlk497408852]In terms of this text we can see that Leroi-Gourhan begins his analysis of the cave art by quantifying the amount of ‘signs’ (rock art images) and their relationships. In this first analysis we can see that Leroi-Gourhan identifies not only certain features but also attributes those which could be seen as ‘binary opposites’ or ‘dualisms’ (e.g. Male/Female, Nature/Culture) (Cipolla and Harris 2017: 5) such as attributing different animal species to either Male (horses, ibex and cervids) or Female (bison and cattle) and how these aspects are situated in the context of the cave system. Leroi-Gourhan also mentions how these gendered signs of animals are found on artefacts that could be associated with each gender: “spears, harpoons, spear-throwers, and pierced staff-handles” which are all associated with Males, in Leroi-Gourhan’s analysis This use of creating signifiers from signs alludes to the use of semiotics, and therefore structuralism, as a theoretical basis for this work. Leroi-Gourhan appears to focus how attributing sex/gender to symbols can affect their meanings, going so far to geometric patterns in the caves to specific genders, and marking the caves themselves as Female. Leroi-Gourhan derives that the caves can be seen as an expression of life, death, and rebirth, using the pieces of art in and on the caves as symbols for this.

There is great merit in using the theory of structuralism, as it can provide a solid basis for analysis of signs and symbols. However, these identifiers are often created from modern perceptions and ideas and therefore may not be applicable to ancient societies (indeed, modern society and culture is far different from that of the society a mere 50 or 100 years ago). This is problematic as it impedes our ability to truly analyse a forgotten culture due to our own mindset and ideas effecting how we perceive certain aspects leading to a lesser evaluation. Unfortunately, we can never know what those cultures where like; so, structuralism is in truth a very useful tool to give us a good representation of the past, their cultures, and how they viewed signs.

	In conclusion this text uses structuralism and semiotics to identify signs and then create signifiers and meanings from these. These included ‘Male’ and ‘Female’ animal signs and geometric patterns, whilst theorising that the whole space itself could be a signifier itself of ‘Female’ and a sense of ‘life, death, and rebirth’.
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Section B: Image 1


[bookmark: _GoBack]	This image speaks volumes of how people use Archaeology to create representations of the past, even when these may not be entirely correct.  This image portrays Humans as hunters, it gives the viewer some idea of what our ancestors may have been like. It also portrays a vast array of animals, from elk to elephants to hyenas, all in this one ‘snapshot’ of the past. These ideas of what prehistoric humans may have been like can only come from the Archaeological record, with possible analogy to modern Hunter-Gatherer societies. 

	The image alludes to a way of life in prehistory that is a relic to societies in the western hemisphere. It portrays a society of hunter-gatherers using rock tools and wooden spears to kill and butcher animals, and suggests a plethora of animals present in one scene, that in truth would rarely be in the same area at any given time. This information about the past will have come from not only the archaeological record (from bones of animals, stone tools and butcher marker) but also from ethnographic examples, as objects such as wooden tools and organic material would have decayed (if not in extreme dry or wet areas). I feel as if the image gives a semi-accurate ‘snapshot’ of what the landscape life may have been like, though only in this one moment. The use of environmental archaeology, through pollen and mollusc samples (Bates 2017), can tell us about the type of landscape in which people inhabited, which can lead to a clear idea of how, where, and possibly why people where living and hunting in these areas.

	Ethnography can give us a representation of the past that can be useful, but alternately problematic. Some archaeologists suggest that “interpretation is founded on and ultimately depends upon analogy” (David and Kramer 2001: 1); and this is what we can describe to be a basis for Ethnoarchaeology, comparing ancient societies with modern ones. The use of this theory and method has been used to create idea of past/prehistoric societies. This is both useful and problematic. The problems with using Ethnoarchaeology is that by assuming that modern hunter-gatherer societies are ‘the same’ as prehistoric one you assume that the ‘physical elements’ of that society have not changed. Binford (Binford 1978) studied the Nunamiut people in Alaska and used their way of life in making comparisons to Mousterian hominins, in an effort to better understand the societies, making comparisons to the ‘Toss and Drop’ zone. However, this fails to realise that the modern Nunamiut people had Snow mobiles and rifles to hand, and modern western society had, in ways large and small, affected the way in which they lived. Though this method can, and has, been used in ways which allows us to understand material culture in a way that we would not be able to otherwise (such as the aforementioned ‘Toss and Drop’ zone). However, when comparing contemporary Hunter groups to prehistoric society it can lead to problems, such as leading to ideas of cultural superiority and assumed ‘cultural/societal intelligence’ (an idea that a society is ‘less developed’ as its uses technology that could be considered ‘primitive’ and ‘prehistoric’ though I doubt very much that this would happen in todays society)

	In conclusion I feel this image does show how archaeology can be used to make interpretations of past societies and environments, though how these conclusions and interpretations are made can be problematic in their method.
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