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Module Outline

Archaeology is an exciting and fast-moving study of humanity.  This module provides a wide-ranging introduction to archaeological theories, methods and practices, emphasising the diversity, distinctiveness and scope of the subject within the wider humanities and human sciences.  Students can expect to gain familiarity with the main concepts of the discipline and to develop an awareness of the major issues and debates which characterise current archaeological thinking and practice.

A key aim of the module is to lay out the central features which distinguish archaeology as a way of investigating the human past, and to demonstrate the ways in which it differs from, yet complements, disciplines such as history, sociology, geography, philosophy and anthropology.  As such, this module is conceived as the central foundation for all other archaeology modules.

Aims

This module is designed to provide conditions in which students (a) can acquire a set of concepts for understanding and assessing the main debates of the discipline, (b) can move towards independent opinion on some of these major issues and (c) can display an ability to share intelligent and informed discussion of archaeological matters and their place in the human sciences.

Module Delivery

This module is organized around four sections.  The first of these – ‘What is archaeology?’ – outlines the broad character and history of the discipline, concentrating on the assumptions which archaeologists use in attempting to understand the past.  Section 2 is a discussion of the methods by which archaeological evidence is acquired – discovery and excavation.  Section 3 looks at some of the common topics of analysis in archaeology, which explore the nature of the archaeological evidence.  Section 4 moves away from the archaeological evidence to explore how we make sense of it as interpretation in the contemporary world. There are also a further 10 sessions that run through the whole module that introduce the student to the archaeological chronology of Britain.  
Key Texts
Colin Renfrew & Paul Bahn  2004.  Archaeology: Theories, Methods and Practice.  Fourth Edition.  Thames & Hudson: London.
Martin Carver 2009.  Archaeological Investigation.  Routledge

Please note that the numbers which appear in the sub-sections i.e. (6-8) refer to page numbers in this key text unless otherwise stated. 

Assessment

2 x 2000 word essays (50% each)
There are a number of exercises and activities for you to complete throughout this module, please note that these are not to be submitted for assessment, they are purely for your own use.

Lecture programme:

Section 1: What is Archaeology?

2nd Oct
1.1) What is archaeology? (QD)

2nd Oct
1.2) A brief history of archaeology (QD)

5th Oct
Introduction to British chronology (QD)
9th Oct
1.3) The concept of time in archaeology (QD)

9th Oct
1.4) Dating methods in archaeology (E G-B)

12th Oct
The earliest occupation of Britain (RC)

16th Oct
1.5) How do we know what we know? (RC)
Section 2: In The Field
16th Oct
2.1) Archaeological stratigraphy (E G-B)

19th Oct
The Upper Palaeolithic: caves and art (RC)

23rd Oct
2.2) How archaeological sites are discovered (MRB)

23rd Oct
2.3) The formation of the archaeological record (MRB)

26th Oct
The Mesolithic: occupation & adaptation to climate warming (MRB)

30th Oct
2.4) Excavation methodologies (E G-B)

Section 3: The Nature Of Archaeological Evidence

30th Oct
3.1) The Living and the Dead (RC)

2nd Nov
The Neolithic: changing diets and monuments (E G-B)

6th Nov
3.2) The Archaeology of Art (RC)

6th Nov
3.3) From artefacts to technologies (RC)

9th Nov
Bronze Age to Iron Age: hillforts and power (E G-B)

13th Nov
3.4) The archaeology of food (LS)

13th Nov
3.5) Architecture/Space (LS)

14th Nov
ESSAY 1 DUE
16th Nov
Britain and Rome (LS) 

Section 4: Interpreting archaeology

20th Nov
4.1) Archaeological cultures (QD)

20th Nov
4.2) Interpretation in archaeology (LS)

23rd Nov
Early Middle Ages (JBz)

27th Nov
4.3) Archaeology and other disciplines (JBz)

27th Nov
4.4) Writing archaeology (JBz)

30th Nov
Medieval (JBz)
4th Dec
4.5) Archaeology and politics (QD)

7th Dec
The industrial Age: Empire and revolution 1600-present (QD)
11th Dec
Overview

15th Jan
ESSAY 2 DUE

Essay 1 due 14.11.11.

You must answer one of the following essay questions.  The essay length should be approximately 2000 words.  See your handbook for guidance in essay writing and please take particular note in regard to the guidelines for referencing.

1) Is archaeology a science?

2) “All human groups appear to have some curiosity about the past” (Trigger, 1989).  Is such curiosity satisfied in all human groups through uniformitarian explanations?

3) What is the difference between antiquarianism and archaeology?

4) Discuss the ways in which the scientific dating methods have contributed to our understanding of archaeology, illustrating your answer with specific reference to examples from a range of archaeological sites.

5) Discuss the ways in which natural processes and environmental conditions affect the preservation of the archaeological record, illustrating your answer with reference to a wide range of archaeological sites.
6) Give an explanatory account of the use of air photos in archaeological reconnaissance, illustrating your answer with reference to a wide range of case studies.

7) With reference to one specific excavation of your choice, describe and illustrate the various components of the excavation process and the way in which the results of the work have been published.

Essay 2 due 15.01.12.

You must answer one of the following essay questions.  The essay length should be approximately 2000 words.  See your handbook for guidance in essay writing and please take particular note in regard to the guidelines for referencing.

1) What are artefacts?  Using specific examples show how archaeologists use artefacts to interpret archaeological sites.

2) How can burials be used by archaeologists to construct notions of past social organisation?

3) How can ‘rock art’ change the social geography of a place?

4) Archaeologists have found many indicators of subsistence practices for particular places and times in the past, but how may they identify the diet of specific individuals?  Describe with examples.

5) How may architecture order the human use of space?  Use examples from archaeology and related disciplines to support your answer.

6) Describe how the concept of ‘culture’ has been used in archaeology.  Is it a useful concept?

7) In their interpretations of past material culture, do you think archaeologists should make use of history and social anthropology?

8) Is archaeology a political practice?

9) What different forms can writing in archaeology take?  Do you think it possible to satisfy the needs of all readers in a single text?

Section 1

1.1) What is archaeology?

Introduction
Archaeology is probably the most complex and challenging of all the disciplines that study humanity. Its’ scope is certainly the widest: to understand the human past from its very beginnings 3-4 million years ago up to the present-day. This is a world-wide project, focussing on large-scale processes such as the origins and development of humanity, language, agriculture, urbanism, city states, industrialisation. And yet it also attempts to focus on the local, the everyday, the intimate: an exquisitely-decorated brooch, the burial of a child, the remains of a meal, an ancient footprint in the mud. But how does archaeology differ from other enquiries into these aspects of humanity, such as anthropology and history? The answer is that archaeology attempts to address these issues through the material remains of the human past. That is, through the study of the remains of - for example - artefacts, buildings, food and, of course, the physical remains of people themselves. So, archaeology is about material remains, material culture.

But archaeology is more than that. It is not simply about recording and studying material. It is, above all, an interpretive discipline, concerned with interpreting the vast amounts of material recovered from archaeological sites and providing convincing histories – narratives – about that material. In this sense, archaeology is very much an historical endeavour. We write histories about our material and its significance in the human story. What did it mean in terms of the lives of the people who made and used such material; those people who once lived amongst those material contexts which we recover as remains today? In short, archaeology may be about material, but it is primarily concerned with the lives of the people who created that material.

Archaeology also has a scientific component. Archaeologists routinely employ an array of scientific methods and techniques to, for instance, provide radiocarbon (and many other types of) dates (121-174 and sub-section 1.5), to determine the chemistry of human bone in dietary studies (sub-section 3.4), or to trace the genetic history of particular groups of people (462-467). Some archaeologists use scientific procedures to interpret the significance of past material culture. They collect data, construct hypotheses about that data, and test those hypotheses against further appropriate data. They then produce a model which best accounts for the patterns observed in the original data.

Of much assistance in all types of interpretation is anthropology, both biological and social/cultural. The former relates to the study of human remains, the latter to human culture and society. Social anthropology (sub-section 4.3) has, over the last few decades, helped archaeologists appreciate the sheer diversity and variability of human practices across the globe. With its great time-depth, archaeology has been able to link what anthropologists say about humanity to societies and cultures both in ‘historic’ and ‘prehistoric’ periods.

Archaeology today

But archaeology is not only about studying the human past. It is also very much concerned with how the past – or certain ideas about the past – may be used in modern-day contexts, and how such use may be linked to modern-day political interests. For example, Stonehenge is ostensibly a Neolithic (‘stone age’) construction, and yet it is regularly held up as a symbol of ‘England’ by groups of people who have a political interest in pushing back notions of English nationalism into the prehistoric past. A more immediate example may be the destruction in 1997 of the 3000-year old Buddha monument in central Afghanistan by the Taliban regime in order to erase not only the significance of a dominant historical symbol, but also to weaken the political authority behind such a symbol.  Similarly, the use of archaeological interpretations of German origins was notoriously employed by the Nazi regime in their justification for the persecution of, what they regarded as, ‘lesser’ races, such as Jews, Gypsies and Slavs. There are many such examples throughout recent human history.

Modern archaeology has increasingly become concerned with issues of ‘cultural heritage’. This sub-discipline is occupied with a number of difficult issues including: presentation of ‘the past’ to the public in museums and heritage centres, the monitoring of the widespread illicit antiquities trade, and the preservation and conservation of the world’s (diminishing) cultural heritage. The high profile of archaeology in the media in recent years also serves to educate – and of course entertain – the public at large in such issues.

…and digging

Of course, at the ‘coal face’ of archaeology lies excavation. Once seen as the raison d’être of archaeology, excavation is now regarded by many as a last resort, only to be carried out if archaeological sites are threatened with destruction (such as ploughing, construction work, flooding, and so on), although many large-scale research excavations – such as Catalhöyuk (46-47) in modern-day Turkey – are seen as enhancing their country’s cultural heritage.

The interpretive challenge

This module aims to give you a flavour of the scope of archaeological enquiry. Archaeology is a multi-disciplinary subject, drawing upon perspectives from history, anthropology, the sciences, philosophy, and a variety of other subjects. Nevertheless, it retains its own particular identity, its own particular objectives. Part of the excitement of archaeology is that it allows you to focus on a specific interest: a period of time, a geographical area, a category of material, study each in detail and explore the social and cultural issues and implications of that interest. It is not an easy challenge, but it is certainly a rewarding and valuable experience. Enjoy the trip!

1.2) A brief history of archaeology 
Introduction

As we have already mentioned, archaeology concerns itself with an understanding of the past based upon its material remains. Our Western view is that people and processes in the past created the material record which we encounter through excavation, or which is accidentally uncovered through, for instance, ploughing, digging foundations for buildings, and so on. In other words, we rely upon the assumption that the past has a material trace which we can recognise. In many societies, however, the past is not understood through a material record. Instead, it is comprehended in terms of myths, legends, religious beliefs and oral histories (190). We can of course add written histories to this list in some circumstances. The idea that information about the past can be gleaned from under the ground surface was inconceivable to most people (including those in Western societies) until relatively recently. How did archaeology as a formal discipline concerned with the past as a material record come into existence?

The past in the past

It seems fair to say that a curiosity about the past, and about origins in particular, is a common feature of the human condition. One only has to consider the scores of ancient, classical and medieval texts concerned with family and dynastic lineages, king lists, epic poems and sagas, myths of origin, and so forth, to appreciate the depth of historical interest in past times. The works of Homer, the Bible, the Epic of Gilgamesh, The Anglo-Saxon Chronicles, the Norse sagas, all signify a widespread concern with recording or recounting events, peoples and their histories.

But we need to distinguish between a general interest in the past and the active pursuit of methods and techniques with which to discover and understand the past. In terms of an archaeological understanding of such things, it is well known that Helena, mother of Constantine the Great, travelled to Jerusalem in the 4th century AD in order to excavate for the ‘true cross’ upon which Jesus Christ was crucified, and there are a number of early historic and medieval examples of excavation (22). While these may not qualify as the first archaeological investigations, they at least indicate an awareness that subsoil evidence for the past actually existed. 
It is well documented that many ancient societies held a firm belief that humanity had a long history, perhaps even tens of thousands of years old. The means of demonstrating this, however, is a much more recent development. In the west, until the establishment of a sound archaeological chronology, it was widely accepted that the beginnings of humanity could only be conceived through Biblical evidence. Accordingly, Archbishop James Ussher, in 1650, calculated the date of the Creation to be 23 October 4004 BC. There were many other such 17th and 18th century estimates, all of which may seem naïve to us today, but their importance lies in the attempt to establish a firm chronology for the history of the world.

The discovery of ‘prehistory’

In terms of the development of the discipline of archaeology, the key turning point lay in the realisation that humankind had in fact existed for considerably longer than the accepted date of the Biblical creation. In your reading you may come across reference to 18th and early 19th century excavations by pioneers such as Thomas Jefferson in Virginia or Richard Colt Hoare in England (23). This type of work certainly marks a shift in the methods and techniques of archaeological excavation, but the interpretation of the material from these sites remained constrained by the ‘Biblical’ perspective. It was not until the mid-19th century that the true antiquity of humankind was appreciated. As we shall discover over the following sections, the late 18th and early 19th centuries saw a number of important scientific achievements which were to have a direct impact on people’s perceptions of the past (see ‘uniformitarianism’ and ‘stratification’ [26,110 and subsections 1.3, 2.3]). In the midst of all this, Jacques Boucher de Perthes (26), while carrying out work in the river gravels of the Somme, discovered and published evidence for the association of humanly-made stone tools and ancient animal bones within an obviously ancient geological strata. He argued that this was clear evidence for the existence of human beings long before the date of the Biblical Creation. Within 20 years, Boucher de Perthes’ view had won wide acceptance by the scientific community across Europe. The biblical view was largely rejected and the term ‘prehistory’ became widely used.

Added to this, the impact of Darwin’s concept of evolution (first published in 1959) (26), and the construction in 1936 of a chronological sequence for European prehistory known as the ‘Three Age System’ (27, 121) – Stone Age, Bronze Age, Iron Age – by the Danish scholar C.J. Thomsen allowed the establishment of a secure framework for the archaeological study of the prehistoric past. The late 19th century saw these ideas coincide with the discovery of early civilisations across Mesopotamia, North Africa, Egypt and the Levant, and in South America. The subject of archaeology had now become firmly established (28–35).

Different interpretive approaches

Since these initial developments, and as with most academic subjects, archaeology has gone through a number of distinct ‘phases’ in its historical development. We may, rather crudely, summarise these as follows:

(a) Cultural-historical: an artefact-dominated approach of the earlier 20th century concerned with, amongst other things, constructing chronological sequences of objects, identifying distinct ‘cultures’ through recurring material traits, tracing the movement of such cultures. Key figure: V. Gordon Childe (36-37).

(b) New Archaeology (often termed ‘Processual Archaeology’): first advocated in the early 1960s by Lewis Binford and others in the USA. Binford argued that archaeology should be both anthropological in its approach, and should use the methods of the natural sciences to construct and test hypotheses about the past. This approach has over the years been extremely influential and has developed in different ways in different parts of the world. In the U.K., there is now a school of thought known as ‘cognitive processualism’ which concerns itself with symbolic and cognitive aspects of early human societies (41-42).

(c) Post-Processual approaches: from the early 1980s onwards, a number of archaeologists have voiced a dissatisfaction with processualism and have instead developed a range of alternative approaches and critiques. Some of these involve incorporating perspectives from Marxism, phenomenology, social theory, hermeneutics, and gender studies in interpretations of past social life (44-45).

These are but a few simplified examples, but we are now in a situation where current archaeological research, fieldwork and debate are incredibly diverse, lively and exciting. We will develop many of the above points as we go through the module.

Further Reading
Bahn, P. G. (ed.) 1996 Cambridge Illustrated History of Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1.3) How do we know what we know? The archaeological record and the concept of uniformitarianism

Introduction
Archaeology operates on a number of assumptions about the past, about the present, and about the relationship between the past and the present. This sub-section looks at a number of important theoretical issues relating to how archaeological practice operates, the nature of the assumptions we make, and how we in the present make links with the past through these assumptions.

The general model

How does archaeological practice operate? What kinds of things do we take-for-granted when we carry out archaeological research? In other words, how do we know what we know?

To begin to answer these questions, let us start with a number of seemingly obvious inter-related points:

1. Archaeologists identify material remains which derive from the past.

2. Archaeologists can identify the processes which created those material remains because many of those processes are not unique to the past but are also observable as occurring in the present.

3. We therefore interpret those material remains by reference to our contemporary understandings of the nature of the human, physical world.

This is the generally accepted model with which archaeologists work. Lewis Binford, who we encountered in the previous sub-section, discusses this relationship between past and present in terms of ‘dynamics’ (past processes) and ‘statics’ (the contemporary archaeological record). So, our present-day archaeological record of static material was created by dynamic human processes in the past.

So far, so good. BUT, how do we actually know that the material remains we dig out of the ground derive from the past? We cannot physically see or observe the past – it no longer exists – so how do we know that the material residues we encounter were produced in the past? The answer to this is: we make assumptions. These assumptions are known as uniformitarian assumptions, and lie at the heart of archaeological inference and interpretation.

The concept of uniformitarianism

Uniformitarianism is a geological concept (26). It was first developed in the late 1700s, and suggests that catastrophic processes were not responsible for the landforms that exist on the Earth's surface. This idea was opposed to prevailing ideas which were based on biblical interpretations of the history of the Earth. Uniformitarianism suggested that the landscape developed over long periods of time through a variety of slow geological processes. The ideas behind it originated with the work of geologist James Hutton who argued that the Earth had a long history which could be interpreted in terms of processes currently observed. For example, he argued that deep soil profiles were formed by the weathering of bedrock over thousands of years. He also suggested that supernatural theories - i.e. biblical ideas of the creation - were not needed to explain the geological history of the Earth. Hutton's ideas did not gain much support until the publication of Charles Lyell’s ‘Principles of Geology’ (1830-1833). Lyell presented a variety of geological evidence from across Europe which proved Hutton's ideas correct.

So, in sum, uniformitarianism is based on the notion that the continuing uniformity of existing processes should be used as the framework for understanding the geological history of the Earth. Today, most theories of landscape evolution use the concept of uniformitarianism to describe how the various landforms of the Earth came to be.

Uniformitarianism and archaeological assumptions

How does this concept then relate to archaeological models for the formation of the archaeological record? Well, as Hutton and Lyell observed, the geological processes which formed the Earth millions of years ago are processes which are still going on today. These modern processes are thus uniform with past processes. And so, if we return to the general model outlined earlier,

‘Archaeologists can identify the processes which created those material remains because many of those processes are not unique to the past but are also observable as occurring in the present’.

In other words, as archaeologists, we assume that the processes which create material residues in the present are comparable to – uniform with – such processes in the past. In this way, we make uniformitarian links between past and present. We thereby construct a past: it has an uniformitarian familiarity and an alien peculiarity at the same time. We think we can recognise enough familiar processes in order to build up patterns, make connections, and so on, which hopefully have some interpretive integrity. But how certain can we be about these uniformitarian assumptions? Are we not simply embedding our modern-day 21st century (‘ethnocentric’) assumptions in the past? To take this further, let us think more closely about the relationship between the past and the present; in material terms, the relationship between ‘statics’ and ‘dynamics’. 

A useful starting point is Christopher Hawkes’ (1954) ‘ladder of inference’. Hawkes coined this term in order to express the idea which suggested that some processes (dynamics, in processual terms) have an unambiguous relationship with archaeological material (statics), whereas others have much more ambiguous links. Thus:

 - at the bottom of Hawkes’ ‘ladder’ are mechanical, technological processes, such as flint knapping. The relationship between the act of flint knapping and the debris produced is unambiguous. Flint has certain physical properties which have remained unchanged from the past to the present, and so we can be sure of the type of processes which caused the material residue we encounter as archaeologists. In other words, past technological processes have an uniformitarian predictability.

 - the further up the ‘ladder’ we go, however, the less certain our assumptions. For instance, economic processes - such as the Neolithic axe trade – may well leave a material residue. That is, an axe from one locality may be deposited in another. However, we do not actually see that process taking place. Exchange is an ‘above ground’ activity. What we actually see is the moment of deposition. And so, the assumption we make is more contentious than at the technological level. We know that flint knapping produced a flint scatter, but we assume that trade networks produced the axe deposit. The problem here is how to identify the organisation of such processes.

-at the top of the ‘ladder’ are questions of society and religion. The links between such processes and the material residues are just so ambiguous that we have reached, so Hawkes argued, the limits of archaeological inference.

So, some dynamics have obvious links with material residues, while others have far more ambiguous links and so highly contentious assumptions have to be made.

Summary of the problem

· the present-day material record is the result of past dynamic processes.

· archaeologists attempt to reconstruct the relationship between process and record.

· Some processes are mechanical, governed by physical laws, and have an obvious link between process and record.

· Other processes are social, religious, symbolic. These are not governed by physical laws, rather they are specific to particular social and historical relations. They have no obvious link between process and record.

· The problem now becomes: if we as archaeologists wish to investigate the whole range of human experience, not just the relationships between mechanical processes and their residues, how can we address questions of social relations, symbolism, ritual, and so on? 

This is the challenge to archaeologists today. We will investigate just how we can address these difficult issues in the latter half of the course.

1.4) The concept of time in archaeology

Introduction

Archaeology is obviously an historical discipline, being primarily concerned with the human past, and the relationship between that human past and the present. In other words, archaeologists are concerned with time. As we noted earlier, of all the social sciences and humanities, archaeology’s scope is by far the greatest in terms of time depth: from the earliest hominid presence around 4 or 5 million years ago, right up to the present day. Given this, one might expect archaeology to have a well-developed concept of time itself – or at least to have developed a keen understanding of how time may be perceived and conceptualised by different people in different social and cultural contexts. However, there has been relatively little reflection upon time as a concept in the discipline and, consequently, a concern with time as experienced in history (what we may call ‘lived time’) rather than as an objectified chronology is somewhat lacking. The next sub-section outlines how, in archaeology, time is primarily identified with chronology. In this sub-section, however, we are concerned with how understandings of time may differ from one society to another and how those understandings may change over time.

Measuring time

The history of time perception has usually been studied as a history of time measurement. In the modern West, particularly since the industrial revolution, our everyday lives are structured by what we may call ‘clock time’. We routinely awake by the alarm clock at the same time each day, we travel to work, school or college according to public transport timetables, we often ‘clock in’ to work, and the working day is structured around a legally proscribed number of labour hours and breaks. Appointments are made, deadlines are set. The clock is ever present, in both public and private places. Most of us even wear one on our wrists. Likewise, our social calendar is made up of arrangements to meet people at certain times and in certain places. Even our language is loaded with references to time and time metaphors. We are told to use our time effectively, to manage our time, not to ‘waste time’. Time flies, time waits for no one, time heals, time can even ‘stand still’. Furthermore, human time in the contemporary Western world is seen as linear and non-reversible. The path from birth to death. We perceive this linear path according to the Western scientific construct of the solar year, itself divided into months, weeks, days, hours, minutes and seconds. The past lies behind us, we live in the present, and the future lies ahead.

This modern linear perception of time, it was believed, developed from earlier perceptions of time in the ancient civilisations of Mesopotamia, Egypt, and the Greek and Roman worlds. Once Western science developed what were seen as exact methods of measuring linear time, other social explanations and regulators, such as ‘myth’, were seen as spurious and ‘primitive’. Underlying this approach is the assumption that non-modern/non-Western societies lacked a proper sense of linear time and an interest in time reckoning/time keeping. Of course, this is to judge other cultures against the ‘supremacy’ of modern Western values. Nowadays, it is generally realised and accepted that within other societies there exist different conceptions of time and different ways of measuring time. It appears that the Western concept of linearity is but one way of understanding the passage of time. Sociologists and anthropologists have long studied the social variability of understandings of time: Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) was one of the first scholars to explicitly acknowledge that time is a social construct rather than a natural condition. 

So, time is understood differently in different social contexts. Given this, we must also accept that there are different ways of constructing the past. Other societies may understand the past not according to linear time and written representations (what we call ‘history’), but according to, for example, cyclical time (life-death-rebirth), oral traditions, or through complex mythologies relating to gods and/or ancestors.

To give a specific example, let us look at how time is conceptualised on the island of Madagascar. For the Malagasy, time is often understood in terms of events (‘event-related time’), and structured according to socially important activities. People arise ‘when the rooster crows’; the time around 7pm is referred to as ‘the time when people begin to cook rice’, and so on. Similarly, if you were to ask how long a specific activity would take to carry out, the reply may be ‘the time it takes to cook rice’, or ‘the time it takes to roast a locust’. This is an example of using time metaphors. In terms of the ‘past-present-future’ sequence, which, as we have noted, is a linear construct in Western societies, the Malagasy often explain that the past and present are known, therefore they lie ‘in front of the eyes’, whereas the future is unknown and so ‘lies behind’. So, the future lies behind and gradually moves in front as time passes. Central to the Malagasy understanding of the ‘past-present-future’ relationship is a complex system of ancestor veneration and diviner-proscribed procedures.

Such perceptions may seem peculiar and alien to our Western understanding of our origins, our conception of time, and our sense of history, but let us recall our earlier discussion of the dating of the Biblical creation; a ‘myth of origin’ which was generally accepted by Western scholars until the late 19th century.

Archaeology and time: recent perspectives

The debate over different social perceptions and constructions of time has in recent years had a direct and important impact on archaeological thinking. Given that people in different modern-day societies construct a range of ways in which to measure and understand time and the past, then surely this observation must be equally if not more relevant to people in past societies and cultures. For instance, how did people in Neolithic Britain conceptualise the passing of time? Was everyday life structured according solely to the cycles of the agricultural year and, if so, how did the great stone monuments of this period, such as Stonehenge, relate to these daily routines? How did people come to know and understand their past? Another example: in what ways did the Romans – with their own Southern European/Mediterranean understandings of the world – attempt to make sense of the ancient monuments of Western Europe as they crossed the continent during their periods of imperial expansion?

These are the types of questions that are only now being addressed in archaeology, and are seen by many as providing the much-needed shift beyond studies of time which tend to focus simply on 'objective' time and scientific dating techniques. This emphasis on time as lived experience in the past will undoubtedly be the focus for a great deal of debate in archaeology in the coming years and should go some way to enriching our understandings of how people in past societies came to know and understand their origins, existence and place in the world.

1.5) Dating methods in archaeology

Introduction

It is crucially important for archaeologists to know the age of particular phenomena (e.g. individual structures on archaeological sites, hominid/human remains or artefacts) or events (e.g. introduction and development of particular tools in a given locality). This is vital if we are to gain a proper understanding, for example, of the movement of peoples in the past or the diffusion/adoption of ideas or new technologies. Ideally, we need an absolute calendar age (121 & 132-166), or failing that, a relative age (121-132).  The aim of this sub-section is to examine some of the scientific dating techniques that are currently used, to consider the age ranges and types of material on which they can be used, and to review their applications in archaeology. Broadly, the methods can be divided into three main types, according to the type of dating information they provide: (1) Absolute dates, (2) Age-equivalent horizons, and (3) Chemical indications of relative chronology. Examples of each type are considered. The establishment of relative age from stratigraphic relationships on archaeological sites is considered in sub-section 2.3. A full list of the principal methods and a summary of their age ranges and applications is presented in Table 1 on the following page.
Objectives

At the end of this sub-section you should be able to:

· Identify and outline the main characteristics and applications of the principal dating methods used in archaeology 

· Explain the underlying principles and limitations of five of these methods

Table 1: Summary of principal dating methods used:

(1) METHODS PROVIDING ABSOLUTE AGE ESTIMATES

a)
RADIOMETRIC METHODS: BASED ON RADIOACTIVE DECAY

Radiocarbon (14C)** [Dating of organic carbon – upper limit 40,000 yrs using standard method of radiation emission; 100,000 using accelerator mass spectrometry (AMS)] (140-149).
Potassium-Argon (K-Ar) ** [Volcanic rocks: range 50,000-100 million yrs] (149).
Uranium series [Limestone deposits (stalagmites, etc.) in caves: range 10,000-500,000 yrs] (149-152).
Fission track [Many rock types, inc. obsidian: range 100,000-2500 m yrs] (152-154).
b)
RADIOMETRIC METHODS: BASED ON TRAPPED ELECTRONS

Thermoluminescence (TL) ** [Pottery and other burnt minerogenic material: maximum 500,000 yrs] (155-157).
Optically stimulated luminescence (OSL) [Rock surfaces: maximum 500,000 yrs] (157-158).
Electron spin resonance (ESR) [Used especially for materials that break down at high temperatures, e.g. tooth enamel: 5,000-1 m yrs] (159).
c) ARCHAEOMAGNETIC DATING**

[Used for kilns and other in situ minerogenic material that has been heated to >700˚C: up to c. 2000 yrs] (163).
d) INCREMENTAL METHODS BASED ON ANNUAL CYCLES

Varve chronology** [Annual sediment cycles, e.g. in lakes: up to c. 10,000 yrs at present] (137).
Dendrochronology** [Dating of wood/timber: up to 6700 yrs for Arizona, USA] (137-141).
(2) AGE-EQUIVALENT HORIZONS

Tephrochronology** [Traces of volcanic ash within peat sequences, etc.] (164 & 166).
Reversals in the Earth's magnetic field** [In situ volcanic rocks: c. 5 m yrs] (165).
(3) CHEMICAL INDICATIONS OF RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY

Amino acid racemization [Bone: maximum 100,000 yrs] (160-161).
Fluorine/uranium/nitrogen** [Bone, e.g. used in establishing Piltdown skull as hoax] (123-124).
Obsidian hydration [Obsidian = volcanic glass, used like flint in stone tool manufacture: maximum 500,000 yrs] (160).
** Indicates those methods considered more fully in this sub-section.
Methods providing absolute age estimates

The majority of dating methods provide absolute age estimates. These are of three types: a) Radiometric methods - some (I) based directly on radioactive decay, others (II) on trapped electrons; b) Archaeomagnetic dating; and c) Incremental methods.  

a) Radiometric methods: based on radioactive decay

Radiometric dating methods are based on the rates of decay of unstable forms of elements. The nuclei of atoms largely comprise neutrons (no electrical charge) and protons (positive charge). All atoms of a given element (e.g. sodium [Na]) have the same number of protons and most atoms of a given element have the same number of neutrons. For example, the nucleus of an atom of Na contains 11 protons and 12 neutrons. The ‘atomic mass’ of an element is the sum of the number of protons and neutrons. By convention, individual elements can be represented as aX, where ‘X’ is the chemical symbol and ‘a’ is the atomic mass, e.g. Na = 23Na. 

Activity 1: Basic principles of atomic composition

Two examples of dating techniques based on radioactive decay are considered in this sub-section: Radiocarbon (or 14C) (involving carbon and nitrogen) and potassium-argon. Complete the following table for each of these elements and the unstable carbon and potassium isotopes, following the example for sodium. 

	Element (symbol)
	Protons
	Neutrons
	Atomic mass
	Representation

	Sodium (Na)
	11
	12
	23
	23Na

	Carbon (C)
	6
	
	12
	

	Carbon isotope
	6
	
	
	14C

	Nitrogen (N)
	7
	7
	
	

	Potassium (K)
	19
	
	39
	

	Potassium isotope
	19
	21
	
	40K

	Argon (Ar)
	 
	22
	40
	


The atoms of some elements can, however, contain additional neutrons (i.e. have different atomic masses). These different atomic forms of a given element are referred to as isotopes. Elements with additional neutrons tend to be unstable and ‘decay’ to a more stable form over time. In doing so they emit radiation. The rate of decay for a given isotope is constant and is expressed as a ‘half-life’ – the time taken for half of the isotope to decay. Materials can be dated by measuring either the rate of decay (as reflected in radiation emission) or the proportion of the isotope remaining.

· Radiocarbon or 14C dating 
This is the best known and most widely-used dating method – the basic principles of which were established by Libby in 1949.

Basic principles

The normal composition of the C (12C) and N (14N) nuclei have been established in Activity 1. Libby demonstrated that cosmic radiation in the upper atmosphere leads to the conversion of a very small proportion (1 in every 1012) of N atoms to form an isotope of C (14C) that contains 6 protons and 8 neutrons. 14C slowly converts back to 14N by radioactive decay. 14C has a half-life of 5730 ±40 yrs (141). The reason that 14C dating is so useful and widely used is that it can be used for dating all organic materials (i.e. things that have been alive). This is because all living matter absorbs carbon dioxide (which will include 14C) directly or indirectly from the atmosphere as part of its growth process, and therefore contains 14C in proportion to that present within the atmosphere. However, once the organism dies the 14C present will start to decay.

Until recently dating could only be undertaken by measuring radiation emission. Using this method the upper age limit is c. 40,000 yrs. Recent developments, using accelerator mass spectrometry (AMS), now enable the numbers of 14C atoms in a sample to be counted. This has enabled: (i) the time range to be extended to c. 100,000 yrs; and (ii) much smaller samples (flecks of charcoal, seeds, individual tree rings, etc.) to be dated. Most famously, AMS dating has established the Turin Shroud to be Medieval (1260-1390 AD) in age (148). 

Expression of 14C dates

Dates are reported in form: 10000 ± 200 yrs BP (Q-966), where: 

10000 = estimated age (mean value)


± 200 = confidence limits (standard deviation, SD)



- a 68% chance of true value being within 1 SD of mean (i.e. 9800-10200)



- a 95% chance of true value being within 2 SD of mean (i.e. 9600-10400)


BP = before present (taken as 1950)


Q-966 = lab code-sample number (e.g. Q = Cambridge)

Some complications/limitations

1. Temporal variations in 14C production 

Libby assumed 14C concentrations in the atmosphere to be constant over time. We now know, from calibrations with tree ring evidence that concentrations have varied. Consequently, there is not a direct correspondence between 14C dates and calendar dates (146). 14C dates are younger, e.g. 10000 yrs, which is conventionally taken to be the beginning of the Holocene, is 11500 Cal (i.e. ‘calibrated’) BP. 

2. Contamination

Problems can arise where samples become contaminated naturally with material that is of different age, e.g. older C from limestone groundwaters (hard water), which contain no 14C; or younger C from modern plant roots, etc. Care is needed to avoid contamination with modern material (e.g. paper, cardboard) during sampling and sample preparation.

· Potassium-Argon (K-Ar)

During the formation of igneous rocks, from the cooling and crystallization of molten magma or volcanic lava, a very small proportion of the 40K isotope is formed.  After formation, 40K is slowly (half-life: c. 1.3 x 109 yrs) converted to 40Ar, which can be measured in rock samples (see results of Activity 1). The technique has proved particularly valuable in the Rift Valley of East Africa, where archaeological remains have been found in layers between volcanic ash deposits of different ages – e.g. classic case of Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania, where the early skull of an adult australopithecine was dated at 1.8 m yrs.  

b) Radiometric methods: based on trapped electrons

In this case the amount of radiation that has been received can be used as a basis for dating. When crystalline minerals are exposed to radiation, electrons absorb energy and some become detached from their parent atoms and become ‘trapped’ within defects in the crystal lattice. If the amount of radiation received (i.e. the annual dose) remains constant over time, then the number of electrons trapped will increase linearly with time. From knowledge of the total radiation dose received and the annual dose, age can be calculated as total dose/annual dose. The best known and most widely used technique is thermoluminescence dating.

· Thermoluminescence (TL)

Trapped electrons can be released by heating a sample quickly to 500˚C. As they are released, they emit light radiation (termed 'thermoluminescence') in proportion to the number of trapped electrons. TL can easily be measured and hence provide a measure of the total dose. The fact that the electrons are fully released by heating to 500˚C means that the ‘clock’ is set back to zero when material is heated to this temperature – which has enormous potential for archaeological dating, in particular:

(1) Ceramics

TL is ideal for dating pottery (the most common anthropogenic material found on most archaeological sites). Clays, which are a key component of ceramics, contain small amounts of radioactive elements and therefore naturally contain trapped electrons. These, however, are all released during firing (i.e. the clock is restarted) (155). 

(2) Other materials that have been burnt

Often other materials on archaeological sites have been burnt, most notably stone. The technique is especially valuable on pre-ceramic sites and has been widely used in France to date sites occupied by Neanderthal people in the Middle Palaeozoic (c. 40,000-70,000 yrs BP) 

c) Archaeometric dating

The positions of the earth's magnetic poles (N and S) shift over time. The changing position of magnetic N over the past 2000 yrs is known for different parts of the world (163). This provides a basis for dating clay ovens/kilns, in that when the clay is baked to 650-700˚C it becomes demagnetized and on cooling permanently becomes remagnetized in the earth's existing magnetic field. Provided the clay is not re-heated to these temperatures, then that magnetism (termed 'thermoremanent magnetism' or TRM) is retained. Assuming that the oven/kiln is still in situ, then measurement of the direction of the magnetic field can be used to establish the age.

d) Incremental methods based on annual cycles

Annual cycles in climate provide the basis for incremental dating (i.e. a record in which the individual years can be counted). To be of value for absolute dating, a long continuous sequence that extends up until the present day is needed. Two phenomena fulfil this requirement: varves and tree rings.

· Varve chronology

‘Varves’ are annual layers of sediment laid down in lakes as a result of the seasonal melting of polar or glacial ice. Their thickness varies from year to year, with greater deposition taking place in warmer years as a result of greater volumes of sediment generated by more extensive thawing.  By measuring the thicknesses of the varves through a sequence of deposits (in some cases covering 1000s of years) it is possible to correlate them with other sequences and hence produce extended, composite records. For Scandinavia there is a complete record dating back to the end of the last Ice Age (137).

· Dendrochronology (i.e. tree ring dating)

Most trees produce an outer ring of new wood each year: the thickness varies from year to year, depending on weather conditions. Trees of the same species growing in a particular geographical area will all show a similar pattern of ring widths, and by using progressively older timbers it is possible to build up a long temporal sequence. The longest complete sequence (to 6700 BC) is for the California bristlecone pine in Arizona – individuals of which are nearly 5000 yrs old. For Northern Ireland, the record for oak extends back to 5300 BC. Long records such as these are used in calibrating 14C dates, but are also valuable for dating timbers associated with archaeological sites. A good example of the dating of a late Bronze Age settlement in Switzerland is reported in Renfrew & Bahn (2004: 139).

Age-equivalent horizons

Certain natural events can produce distinct, broadly synchronous marker horizons in sediments that are identifiable either worldwide or across extensive areas. If these can be dated, then they are valuable in dating particular points within sedimentary sequences, and allowing correlations between one sequence and another, e.g.:
· Tephrochronology

In this case the marker horizons are traces of ash from volcanic eruptions – chemical/mineralogical analysis of which can be linked to dated eruptions of particular volcanoes (e.g. Hekla, Iceland).

· Reversals in the earth's magnetic field

Periodically the earth's magnetic field reverses (i.e. magnetic north and south switch). This is particularly significant in the case of volcanic rocks, since they become magnetized according to the earth's magnetic field as they cool and crystallize. Such reversals can be dated using the K-Ar method. Importantly, from an archaeological viewpoint, these reversals bracket some key parts of the African Rift Valley sequence (e.g. Olduvai) and therefore provide an independent check on the dates derived from other methods. See box in Renfrew & Bahn (2004: 152-153).

Chemical indications of relative chronologies

· Fluorine/uranium/nitrogen content of fossil bones

Buried bones and teeth, which largely comprise the mineral hydroxyapatite, over time absorb fluorine (F) and uranium (U) from groundwaters. The amounts F and U in bones can therefore be used as an indication of the relative ages of a series of bones from a site – the higher the proportions of F and U, the older the bone is likely to be. Similarly, collagen, which is a major organic component of bone, is relatively rich in nitrogen (N). As the bone decomposes its N content diminishes, and this can again be used as a basis for relative dating. The method was most famously used to demonstrate that the Piltdown skull, claimed to have been discovered by Charles Dawson in the early 1900s, was in fact a hoax. Further details are presented in Renfrew & Bahn (2004: 123-124).

Activity 2: Dating different types of artefacts and natural materials.

On the basis of the methods introduced in the text and additional techniques discussed in Renfrew & Bahn (2004: Chapter 4), list the scientific dating technique(s) that could be used to determine the age of the following:

	
	Possible dating method or methods

	Timbers from a wooden boat
	

	Clay oven
	

	Volcanic lava 
	

	Obsidian tools
	

	Lake sediments
	

	Pottery
	

	Charcoal from a pit
	

	Rock surfaces
	

	Stalagmites on a cave floor
	

	Different layers within peat bog
	

	Rock art
	


Further reading:

Lowe, J. & Walker, M.J.C. 1997 Reconstructing Quaternary Environments.

London: Longman.

Roberts, N. 1998 The Holocene: an environmental history.

Oxford: Blackwell.
Section 2

Introduction: In the Field

As noted in the last section, the real challenges of archaeology (certainly from an academic viewpoint) lie in interpreting the material evidence of the ‘archaeological record’ in terms of the dynamics of human behaviour – i.e. in understanding how societies in the past functioned, how they were structured/organised, how people interacted with one another, why they did things in particular ways, what meanings they attached to particular phenomena, etc.

This section examines the nature of the material evidence that archaeologists have to work with, focusing specifically upon: (1) The formation of the archaeological record; (2) The discovery of archaeological sites; (3) Archaeological stratigraphy; and (4) Excavation methods and recording.

2.1) The formation of the archaeological record
This sub-section focuses on: (1) the nature of the archaeological record and its interpretation; (2) the depositional processes that lay down the record; and (3) the post-depositional processes that affect how much is actually preserved and in what form (read alongside Chapter 2 of Renfrew and Bahn, 2004).
It is important to appreciate at the outset that the ‘archaeological record’ is not really a ‘record’ per se, and is certainly not a record as we think of this today – e.g. in the way that minutes are taken as a formal and deliberate record of a meeting. The archaeological record is mute. It does not speak for itself. It cannot be ‘read’ in the same way as a set of minutes or a book – where the words and syntax are well known and understood. For the prehistoric period (where no written records exist) the record simply comprises ‘static’, material objects/features (postholes, remains of buildings, field boundaries, artefacts, etc.). Interpretation of such a record can perhaps be likened to an ancient script which is undeciphered. Archaeologists have to work out the grammar and syntax for themselves in order to make inferences about the dynamic processes that produced the material record. In doing this they draw on a variety of resources, including: existing knowledge about past societies; historical records and oral histories; experience of the present day; use of modern analogues (ethnoarchaeology, taphonomy, etc.); and modern experimentation.

Extending the analogy with the ancient script, the difficulties faced by archaeologists are further complicated by the fact that the record: (1) does not remain unchanged over time (i.e. it is not perfectly preserved) ​– some parts are, and will remain, undecipherable; and (2) is often incomplete (i.e. we know only parts of it) – large sections of the text are missing. 

What remains to be discovered today is dependent upon: the initial depositional processes (i.e. how the record came to be formed in the first place); and subsequent post-depositional changes (i.e. how it has been transformed/modified and, indeed, whether it has survived) – both of which are examined in the following sub-sections. The chain by which human activities in the past are linked to the present known archaeological record is presented in Figure 1 below.  It should be noted that we only know a small fraction of what remains of the archaeological record. Much of it is waiting to be discovered and investigated. It is also important to appreciate that the archaeological record is constantly being created and modified as a result of diverse human actions: new buildings and roads that are presently being constructed, the rubbish that is being dumped in landfill sites, etc. are tomorrow’s archaeology.

Figure 1: Formation of the archaeological record

Human activities (‘dynamics’)

↓

Depositional processes (formational)

↓

Post-depositional processes (transformational)

↓

Present day archaeological record (‘statics’)

↓

Known archaeological record (discovery and retrieval)

The processes by which the archaeological record has formed (here termed ‘depositional’ processes) vary very markedly according to the nature of the site and the types of material evidence that survive. This is best illustrated by considering a range of specific examples of the types of 'static' evidence that archaeologists encounter.

Specific examples:

· Towns and cities

New archaeological sites are regularly discovered as urban redevelopment projects take place, reflecting the long record of occupation of many towns and cities. Central London provides some good examples: the Roman amphitheatre in the vicinity of the present day Guildhall and the Rose Theatre (http://www.molas.org.uk/downloads/gag.pdf).  Such sites often reveal quite complex archaeological sequences resulting from multiple phases of occupation, with evidence in many instances of several cycles of building construction, use and destruction/abandonment – see for example the report on the No. 1 Poultry Street Excavation (on site where the old Mappin & Webb Building, near Bank of England, Cheapside, London has been demolished for re-development) (http://www.archaeology.co.uk/ca/timeline/roman/london/poultry.htm).  They also illustrate well the richness and diversity of the material evidence that may remain, particularly in circumstances where the environment of deposition is particularly favourable for preservation (e.g. the remains of the Jorvik Viking settlement at Coppergate, York (http://www.jorvik-viking-centre.co.uk). 
· Individual structures/buildings

Individual structures take an infinite number of forms. In many cases their function is obvious from their layout and/or from the material evidence associated with them, e.g. an Iron Age roundhouse with the remains of a central hearth. It is important to bear in mind, however, that some buildings may go through sequences of use and reuse, sometimes for radically different purposes. 
Complete Activity 3. 

Activity 3: Re-use of buildings

Make a list of present day examples of buildings that have been re-used for purposes other than those for which they were originally constructed. 

	Initial use
	Present use

	e.g. Dockland warehouse
	Residential apartments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Select any one of these and write brief notes on the way in which this change in use might, in due course, be reflected in the future archaeological record (e.g. if the site of the building were to be excavated in AD 4000).

In other cases, however, the function of a structure may be much less obvious. For example, Silbury Hill, Wiltshire (dated to the Neolithic, c. 2800 BC), the largest artificial mound in Europe, still remains enigmatic. Was it a ‘status symbol’, or elevated viewing platform? In this case we may never know for certain. What we do know, however, is that its construction must have involved an enormous amount of organized labour (estimated as 18 million person hours) and one must assume therefore that it was of immense significance to the people who built it.

· Human remains 

Human remains may be disposed of in a variety of ways: excarnation, cremation (maybe following excarnation), inhumation, mummification, etc. Sometimes the remains are buried with grave goods (e.g. in Ancient Egypt even the poor were often buried with clothes, food and wine to take with them into the ‘Next World’). In other cases, substantial burials are associated with substantial monuments (e.g. Bronze Age barrows). Consider what these different practices might tell us about the beliefs and the structure, organisation and hierarchies of earlier societies (see sub-section 3.1).

· Material goods

Material goods are made and used, then lost, discarded or deliberately buried (e.g. hoards of buried coins or heirlooms, possibly hidden for safe keeping at times of conflict). In the case of flint tools, for example, it is often possible to identify not only the tools themselves, but also quarry sites ​– e.g. Grimes Graves (295, 321), dating to the late Neolithic (c. 4000 yrs BP); and manufacture sites, with spreads of flint flakes). Sometimes the tools appear to have been used for ceremonial/religious purposes ​– e.g. apparently unused polished axe heads were sometimes deliberately buried in the ditches of Neolithic causeway enclosures.

· Disposal of waste
Midden deposits, comprising domestic refuse (food remains, hearth ash, pottery sherds, etc.) and possibly human and animal excrement, are a potentially valuable component of the archaeological record. In some cases the remains of substantial middens can be identified, whereas in other cases (some dating back to the Neolithic), there is evidence of material from middens being spread on land as a manure. 
Complete Activity 4. 

Activity 4: Modern landfill sites

Make a list of 6 different types of items that might be recovered from a modern day landfill site, and write brief notes on what archaeologists excavating such a site in 4000AD might learn about present day society from these individual finds.

	Item
	Notes

	1.
	

	2.
	

	3.
	

	4.
	

	5.
	

	6.
	


Once deposited, the archaeological record does not remain unchanged, but is distorted by post-depositional processes, which effectively determine what is preserved and in what form. These processes are both cultural and natural. Cultural processes include any forms of human activity that disturb the material record, e.g. ploughing, construction work or the cutting of later ditches, pits and wells. Natural processes are essentially of three types: decay or decomposition resulting from microbial activity or chemical action/leaching; bioturbation (mixing as a result of earthworm activity, animal burrowings, etc.), which can completely mix up any stratification within assemblages; and erosion and/or soil creep, which can destroy the original record, or cause significant displacement. Generally, it is natural processes that are the most important and ubiquitous in affecting what survives.

Factors affecting survival of the record

Four key factors are important in affecting what survives:

· Age
Other things being equal then, the older a particular archaeological deposit is, then the more likely it is to have been modified by post-depositional processes.

· Structures: size and materials used in construction

Clearly, other things being equal, then larger, more permanent structures are more likely to survive and be identifiable. For example, Iron Age (and earlier) wooden post/wattle and daub structures are not going to survive long in most circumstances, and all that may remain are post holes. In contrast, Neolithic barrows often still remain very much intact (though sadly the vast majority have been robbed of their contents).

· Circumstances of abandonment/burial 

Components of the archaeological record may be abandoned and/or buried in a range of different circumstances:

(1) Abandonment without burial

Often buildings or other structures are simply abandoned and left to the ravages of subaerial processes (weathering, etc.), bioturbation, ploughing, etc. In these cases they are likely to be subject to considerable damage, perhaps almost total destruction. In general, the upland sites in Britain tend to be better preserved than those in the lowlands, simply because the latter areas tend to have been much more intensively ploughed.

(2) Urban sites with multiple phases of activity

Inevitably, later phases may substantially damage earlier ones. Modern pile driving, for example, is particularly destructive. It should also be noted, however, that once later construction work is completed, it does often serve to seal archaeological layers and offer quite good protection.

(3) Burial as a result of cultural activity

Cultural activity can itself bury and hence help preserve features of the archaeological record. For example, barrows and other earthworks, while of archaeological significance in their own right, inevitably seal old ground surfaces which may provide evidence of earlier phases of activity.

(4) Burial as a result of natural processes 

A variety of natural processes can lead to burial. Some are quite slow/insidious processes ​– e.g. the accumulation of colluvial (slope wash) deposits at the base of slopes or behind walls, etc. Others, however, are much more rapid and spectacular: volcanic ash (e.g. the burial of Pompeii beneath ash from Mt Vesuvius [25-25]); wind-blown sand (e.g. the Neolithic settlement of Skara Brae, Orkney Islands) (http://www.orkneyjar.com/history/skarabrae/); and mudslides (e.g. 18th century whale-hunting village at Ozette, NW coast, USA [64]).
· Environmental conditions

Environmental conditions very markedly affect the survival of the particular components of the archaeological record. For example, organic materials (wood, nuts, seeds, leather, textiles, basketry, animal remains, etc.) are generally better preserved in waterlogged conditions, since microbial activity, which is largely responsible for organic decay, is inhibited in anaerobic (oxygen-deficient) environments (64-65). Very cold or dry conditions also favour organic preservation (66-74).  Bone, which largely comprises the mineral hydroxyapatite (a form of calcium phosphate) survives quite well in alkaline soils, but dissolves quite rapidly in acidic soils. Metals also tend to corrode more rapidly in acid conditions. Of the biological indicators commonly used in the investigation of palaeoenvironmental conditions, pollen, for example, is better preserved in waterlogged and acidic conditions (e.g. upland peat bogs), whereas molluscs only survive in alkaline conditions.  

Further reading

Barker, P. 1986 Understanding archaeological excavation. London: Batsford.

Current Archaeology. This journal provides excellent examples of a wide range of different archaeological sites/excavations in Britain. You are encouraged to look through several issues.

Drewett, P.L. 1999 Field archaeology: an introduction. London: UCL Press.
Evans, J.G. and O’Connor, T.P. 1999 Environmental archaeology: principles and methods. Stroud: Sutton.
2.2) How archaeological sites are discovered
Parts of the archaeological record have always been known to exist – e.g. large upstanding monuments, such as stone henges and hillforts. However, the majority of the record is ‘lost’, either buried and/or hidden. Discovery in these cases can be by chance or design. Chance finds typically emerge during development work (e.g. Medieval boat at Newport, Gwent, discovered in 2002 during the construction of a new arts theatre [http://www.thenewportship.com/ship/]; and the Terracotta army, China, was found in 1974 by peasants digging a well). Far more important, however, are purposeful/systematic surveys that set out to locate all the identifiable traces of archaeological remains within a specific area. Once discovered, various non-invasive, geophysical and chemical techniques can be used in order to gain additional information about a site. This sub-section examines: (1) the various methods employed in such systematic surveys; and (2) non-invasive methods of site investigation (read alongside Chapter Three of Renfrew and Bahn, 2004).

Discovery of new sites

Some new sites may simply be discovered by chance. Most, however, are discovered as a result of systematic surveys – using existing documentary evidence, and aerial reconnaissance and ground reconnaissance techniques (considered below). While these methods can dramatically revise distribution maps by revealing large numbers of new sites, it is important to note that what is actually generated by such surveys is no more than a sample of the archaeological record, reflecting what has survived in a form identifiable using available technologies. For example, we now take aerial photography for granted, but when it was first introduced it revolutionised the identification of sites. Future technological developments may have a similar impact.

a) Systematic survey methods

· Documentary evidence

Documentary records (texts, maps, etc.) can be invaluable in locating archaeological sites, and survey work in any area should begin with a thorough systematic review of the range of documentary evidence that is available. This takes various forms:

(1) Early documents/articles/texts

A wide range of different sources may be used, including: classical texts (e.g. Homer's Illiad helped lead Heinrich Schliemann to discover the ancient city of Troy in the 1880s); the Bible (evidence relating to civilizations in the Near East and Egypt); and the Domesday Book (compiled in 1086 not only documents the estates and buildings present in the late Middle Ages, but includes information on features within the landscape.

(2) Old maps

Some sites, known in the past and recorded on early maps, may have subsequently been ploughed out, become overgrown with vegetation, etc. Such sites are there to be ‘rediscovered’. Good sources include: Medieval town/castle plans, estate maps, tithe maps and early editions of Ordnance Survey maps. Place names may provide valuable clues about the existence of particular buildings and other features in the past.

(3) Drawings/paintings

Old drawings and paintings can provide useful insight into former settlements and landscapes.
(4) Previously-published archaeological work in the area 

Unfortunately, there are no records of many early excavations. Some, however, are reported in local Archaeological Society Transactions, and it is important that these records are checked.


· Aerial reconnaissance 
The potential of aerial photography in archaeology was first fully recognized in World War I – most notably by O.G.S. Crawford, a member of the Royal Flying Corps. After the War, under the patronage of Alexander Keiller (of marmalade fame!), he carried out a detailed survey of central southern England.  Sites show up in one of three ways:

(1) Shadow sites

Many archaeological sites manifest themselves as minor topographic irregularities. These are often too slight to be detected on the ground, but are significantly accentuated by highlights and shadows cast by a low, early morning or late evening, sun.  Features can also sometimes be picked out by standing water, windblown snow or differential snow/frost melt (http://sine.ncl.ac.uk/learning_journeys/generic.asp?albumid=36&slideid=1). 
(2) Soil mark sites

Soil marks on recently ploughed land are particularly useful where there is a marked contrast in colour between the topsoil and the subsoil or constructional materials. This is especially the case with chalk, where the characteristically dark soils contrast sharply with pale subsoil and white rock.  It should be noted that soil marks simply reflect what is exposed at the surface, which is dependent upon the extent to which ploughing has cut into the archaeology to bring things to the surface (http://sine.ncl.ac.uk/learning_journeys/generic.asp?albumid=35&slideid=1). 
(3) Crop mark sites 

Crop marks, in contrast, provide insight into what might be present at lower levels in the soil (and which do not have any clear surface manifestation in terms of soil colour).  They develop because crops often show quite marked variations in growth according to local variation in soil characteristics. Thus, shallow, stony soils (over walls, floors, road surfaces, etc.) will record poor, stunted growth because rooting will be inhibited and soil moisture/nutrients may be limited; whereas

deeper, richer (more fertile) soils (over pits, ditches, etc) will record enhanced, taller growth (http://sine.ncl.ac.uk/learning_journeys/generic.asp?albumid=32&slideid=1). 
Activity 5: Factors affecting the quality of crop mark evidence

Outline the ways in which the following factors are likely to affect the strength of the crop marks across an archaeological site

	Conditions
	Effects

	Soil characteristics
	

	Crop type


	

	Prior weather conditions
	


Traditionally, black/white photos have been used, but increasingly colour photos and multi-spectral images are being used. The latter can include electromagnetic radiation beyond the visible spectrum: infrared, for example, being useful in distinguishing plants that are growing healthily from those under stress.
· Ground reconnaissance 
This involves identifying features of archaeological interest on the ground, and would typically be done following searches for documentary evidence and air-photo interpretation. Ground reconnaissance attempts to provide a more complete picture of the archaeological record, in two main ways:

(1) Identification of new sites

This is especially important in areas where the ground surface is obscured from the air by woodland. Even in areas without such cover, some minor irregularities may simply be too small to be picked up from air photos.

(2) Location/mapping of artefact scatters: field walking

Not all of the archaeological record manifests itself in the form of standing monuments or (more minor) ‘humps and bumps’. For earlier periods, especially when people weren't living in permanent settlements, there is often no trace of former occupation in the microtopography – the only visible evidence at the surface is in the form of artefact scatters. In these cases, systematic field walking of recently ploughed land can provide valuable evidence of occupation.

b) Impact of systematic surveys

Systematic surveys have made an enormous impact upon our knowledge of the archaeological record, in terms of:

· Regional distribution maps

The undertaking of detailed regional surveys greatly increases our knowledge of the archaeological record. For example, the Northamptonshire Survey undertaken in the 1970s, revealed 900 new sites across the county.  In the Nene valley alone, the number of known Roman sites increased twelve fold. Such findings have enormous implications for understandings of landscape, demography and economy in Roman Britain.

· Providing 'off-site' information

Increasingly archaeologists are appreciating the need to study settlement sites within the context of the surrounding landscape. In this respect, air photo and ground reconnaissance have not only increased our knowledge of settlement sites, but also of their contemporary landscape: field systems, trackways, droveways, etc.
Non-invasive methods of site investigation

Discovery of sites is obviously the critical first step of archaeological investigation. Some sites may simply be discovered/identified and recorded in the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR). At the other extreme, they may be excavated. In many cases, however, either as a second and final stage of investigation or as a prelude to excavation, various non-invasive/non-destructive techniques (notably, geophysical and chemical) are employed in order to gain additional information. Indeed, excavation is rarely undertaken without recourse to some of these, especially in the case of quite extensive sites where they can provide valuable means of assessing the site layout and hence prioritising areas for excavation.

a) Geophysical techniques

These include:

· Resistivity

Resistivity surveys provide a measure of the resistance of a soil to an electrical current. In essence, the higher the moisture content of soil (e.g. in pits or ditches), the easier the current passes and the lower the resulting resistance. In contrast, buried structures (walls or roads), with their drier, stonier content, will have a higher resistance. The technique works especially well where the contrasts are greatest, e.g. ditches/pits cut into chalk or gravel; or masonry in a natural clay matrix. 

· Magnetometry

This works on the basis of detecting local distortions/patterns in the Earth’s underlying magnetic field. These occur principally as a result of thermoremanent magnetism. When magnetic minerals (e.g. in clays) are heated above about 700˚C (Curie point) they lose their magnetism, but then regain it as cooling takes place. In the original clay the magnetic particles have randomly-oriented magnetic fields, but following heating/cooling they become aligned with the Earth's magnetic field. This happens most notably with kilns, furnaces, hearths, etc.

Table 1: Typical magnetometry responses across an archaeological site

	
	

	Type of context
	Response

	
	

	
	

	Kiln
	Very strong +ve

	Pit filled with burnt material or ditches with substantial topsoil fill
	Strong +ve

	Hearth (effects of burning tend to be shallow and the response is often not as great as nearby pits or ditches)
	+ve

	Building foundations (except brick or iron-rich rocks, which will have +ve response)
	-ve

	
	


Good examples of the results of magnetometer surveys include Wroxeter Roman city, near Shrewsbury and Stanton Drew wooden henge, Somerset (104-6). 

· Magnetic susceptibility

This is a measure of the extent to which iron-containing minerals become magnetised when placed in a magnetic field. Certain iron-rich minerals have a much higher susceptibility than others. The development of these minerals (e.g. maghaemite) tends to be favoured by microbial activity within topsoils (cf. subsoils) and therefore topsoils generally have a higher susceptibility. Of particular significance from an archaeological viewpoint is the fact that maghaemite formation is particularly strong where a burning has taken place. 

· Ground-penetrating radar (GPR)

This method works on the basis of transmitting electromagnetic radio signals into the ground and measuring what echoes/bounces back to the receiver. It not only provides information on what is present, but (on basis of travel time) also its depth. Theoretically, therefore, it can be used to build up sequences of images from different depths.  Renfrew and Bahn (2004: 103). present a good example of the results of a GPR survey from the Forum Novum site, Italy.

b) Chemical methods (e.g. soil phosphate)

Of the many chemical properties of soils that might be determined, phosphate is the one that is by far the most widely used in site reconnaissance work. Phosphate is particularly significant from an archaeological viewpoint, for three reasons: (1) phosphate is present in all organic matter, e.g. excreta, plant materials (e.g. food waste) and, especially, bone; (2) it becomes concentrated in the soil as decomposition takes place; and (3) it forms relatively insoluble compounds and thus becomes ‘fixed’ within the soil, with areas of enrichment remaining detectable for 1000s of years under favourable circumstances. Phosphate surveys are therefore potentially useful in identifying middens, livestock enclosures, stables, graves, etc. They represent a valuable supplement to traditional field survey and geophysical techniques in that they can reveal patterns that are not visible to the eye – i.e. that cannot be ‘excavated’. Further details are presented by Renfrew & Bahn (2004: 109).
Activity 6: Hypothetical case study of the use of geophysical techniques and phosphate analysis on an archaeological site.

Figure 1 below (based on Clark, 1996: 126-7) shows a cross section through a multi-phase archaeological site illustrating the various structures and features that were previously present: A/B = Iron Age ditch/bank; C = midden dump; D = Iron Age roundhouse with central clay hearth; E = bell-shaped storage pit; F = shallow pit; G = fenced animal enclosure; H = Roman building with substantial outer wall foundations and lighter foundation of an inner wall; and J = pottery kiln of baked clay, with its stoke hole. The second diagram shows the site as it might appear today. Show, along the dotted lines, the way in which you would expect the resistivity, magnetometry, magnetic susceptibility and phosphate to vary along the transect line. 
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Further reading:

Barker, P.B. 1986 Understanding archaeological excavation. London:  Batsford.
Clark, A.J. 1996 Seeing beneath the soil: prospecting methods in archaeology. London: Routledge.
Drewett, P.L. 1999 Field archaeology: an introduction. London: UCL Press. 

Wilson, D.R. 2000 Air photo interpretation for archaeologists. Tempus.

2.3) Archaeological stratigraphy

Introduction

The final two sub-sections are concerned with archaeological stratigraphy and excavation methodologies. The principle of stratification is fundamental to the process of excavation, since all evidence on a site is enshrined in its accumulated deposits. It is vital therefore to consider stratigraphy first as a background to understanding the process of excavation.

Concept of stratification

Definition of terms used:

· Stratification – any sequence of layers (strata) superimposed one on top of another from earliest to latest.

· Stratigraphy – detailed record of the stratified deposits at a particular location.

· Stratigraphic sequence ​– relative chronology of any given site as deduced from its stratification.

Ideas concerning stratification and stratigraphy were first developed in geology. The fundamentals were first established in the 1830s by Lyell’s Principles of Geology, which formed the basis for dividing up geological time into ‘eras’ (Palaeozoic, Mesozoic, Cenozoic, etc.), each of which is subdivided into ‘periods’ (Jurassic, Cretaceous, Tertiary, etc.), each characterised by type fossils. 

As noted in Section 1, these ideas were very influential conceptually in the early development of archaeology (e.g. classification of the Stone Age into Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic); and as is explained below, they are critically important to the interpretation of archaeological sites.

If all rock strata were simply laid down horizontally, with the youngest at the top, and they retained that form through to the present day, then interpretation of geological stratigraphy would be very straightforward. However, not all rocks are laid down horizontally (e.g. coral reefs and volcanic rocks). More significantly, they have almost invariably been disturbed by the effects of folding and faulting during subsequent earth movements. As a consequence, geological stratigraphies are often very complex. This is also the case with archaeological stratigraphies. 

Processes of archaeological stratigraphy (110, 122-3)
Stratification on archaeological sites results from the cumulative build-up of material over time, as a result of two basic sets of processes: 

a) natural processes

Processes of deposition (and associated erosion processes) occur naturally as a result of wind, water, soil creep and marine/estuarine action. Clearly, if deposition has occurred in one area, then necessarily the material deposited must be a reflection of processes of erosion in another – i.e. part of the archaeological record, and any included artefacts, may have been disturbed/lost elsewhere and components of it may be incorporated within accumulating deposits. Such artefacts are no longer in the primary context where they were deposited, but in a secondary context. The early hominid site at Boxgrove, West Sussex (dated to c. 500,000 BP), for example, is located within a sequence of beach, estuarine and periglacial deposits.

Most natural deposits are laid down horizontally or subhorizontally, and tend to accumulate in layers, often with fine micro-laminations within individual stratigraphic units. It should be noted that sorting by earthworms can create distinct layers of finer soils/sediments within a sequence of accumulating deposits. Burrowing by earthworms also causes mixing and homogenization of deposits, thereby destroying any micro-laminations.

b) human alterations

Some strata produced by human activity are deliberately laid down horizontally, or at least create flat surfaces (road metalling, occupation floors, etc.). However, while these may be perfectly horizontal, they will not display the micro-laminated structure that is characteristic of many naturally-lain deposits. Often, human activity will create dumps of material in which the various components will have a highly irregular/mixed fabric, as, for example, in the construction of a barrow. Many forms of human activity disturb the existing stratification. Interpretation of the resulting stratigraphy is critical to an understanding of the development of archaeological sites.

Basic units of archaeological stratification (and recording)

Three basic types of unit can be recognised:

a) Layers

These are horizontal or subhorizontal, usually quite extensive in areal extent relative to their thickness, and have either accumulated naturally or been deliberately laid down. Most layers identified during an excavation represent particular phases of activity (natural or anthropogenic). An individual layer is regarded as being a specific ‘context’ and is given a context number.  Individual layers can be distinguished in the field on the basis of their characteristics. Often they are characterised in more detail through a programme of post-excavation laboratory analysis.

Boundaries between layers are often critical, and may represent significant changes in activity on, or in the vicinity of, a site. Identification of old ground surfaces within sequences of deposits is especially important since they represent surfaces upon which activities actually took place in the past. Such surfaces include: buried soils (e.g. beneath barrows or other dumped material) and floors of buildings. 

Activity 7: Make a list of five characteristics that might be used to distinguish different layers in the field and five based on the post-excavation analysis of samples taken from those layers 

	Field observation
	Post-excavation analysis

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


For two properties from each list, make brief notes on what insight they might provide into the origins of different layers

	Field observation
	Post-excavation analysis

	1.


	1.

	2.


	2.


b) Positive features

These comprise upstanding features such as the walls of a building, field boundaries, etc. Each is regarded as being a separate context and is numbered accordingly. Positive features are often very significant in the development of the stratigraphy of a site since they often form a boundary between different stratigraphic sequences– e.g. contrasts between the inside and outside of a building. For this reason, excavation trenches should always be cut through such features, and not along their length. 

Sometimes such structures simply collapse (e.g. the walls of many hillfort ramparts) and the resulting rubble becomes incorporated in other accumulating contexts. Often, however, particularly where there have been multiple phases of occupation on a site, the stones from the upper walls are re-used (‘robbed’), which in itself may represent an important phase in the evolution of a site. In these circumstances the top of the remaining foundations is also given a context number in order to identify it as being the result of robbing, rather than an original feature of construction. Indeed, in some cases, even the stone from foundation trenches has been robbed out (termed ‘robber trenches’) for use in later construction work.

c) Negative features

Features that have been cut/dug out in the past are just as important as positive features. In this respect it should be noted that wood was the main building material throughout prehistory (cf. stone, brick, mortar of later times). In many cases the wood has rotted away (or may have been removed or burnt if a building was demolished) and all that remains are the holes (post holes, etc.) in which the structural timbers were placed.  Indeed, on some prehistoric sites, such negative features may be the only things that survive. The cuts themselves have no associated physical strata, but are recorded as separate contexts.

Activity 8:  List three negative features, in addition to post holes, that might be found on an archaeological site and write brief notes on the ways in which the functions of these individual features might be established.

	Feature
	Notes

	Post hole


	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Cut features are also potentially significant in that they create localised artificial basins of deposition in close proximity to occupation areas in which new layers can accumulate long after the feature was first cut. Almost invariably such fills contain cultural materials and can therefore provide valuable insight into subsequent activity on the site. Some may have accumulated as a result of natural processes or inwash or collapse. Other fills may be the result of deliberate dumping, perhaps simply as a means of disposal (refuse tip) or alternatively as a means of levelling a site prior to a further phase of activity. In some cases an exceptionally good record has been preserved as, for example, in pit B6 at Maiden Castle, excavated by Mortimer Wheeler.

Finds within contexts (and dating)

The presence of artefacts is not critical to the interpretation of archaeological stratigraphies, in that sequences of development can be established without them. However, the presence of artefacts (apart from being interesting in its own right), can clearly provide some additional insight into the contexts in which they are found, e.g. into cultural or environmental episodes. 

Additionally, artefacts may provide some basis for dating. It must be noted, however, that finds cannot be regarded as ‘type fossils’ in a geological sense. This is because after their original deposition they can be transferred to other parts of a site by natural processes or human action, and thereby become incorporated into much later strata. When dating strata from finds, the following general rules apply: 

· successive strata will have been laid down in sequence (‘law of superposition’)

· layers on top will contain artefacts of later date than those below 

· individual strata are dated by latest associated artefact(s).

It should be noted that the process of dating is not as simple as this suggests, for two reasons. First, it is necessary to distinguish between three types of finds in a layer:

· indigenous – finds contemporary with layer 

· residual – finds of an earlier date incorporated higher up sequence as a result of human disturbance of underlying layers

· infiltrated – finds of a later date introduced into earlier layers by worm action, contamination, etc.

Secondly, provided any infiltrated material is isolated, the latest find (e.g. a coin) is at best a terminus post quem (TPQ) (‘date after which’) for any given layer – i.e. the layer cannot be any earlier. The difficulty, however, is that the earliest piece may well be residual and, therefore, be much earlier than the layer in which it is found. 

Further reading: 

Barker, P. 1986 Understanding archaeological excavation. London: Batsford.
Collis, J. 2001 Digging up the past. Stroud: Sutton.
2.4) Excavation methods 
Excavation has a central role in archaeological research since it potentially provides two main kinds of information that archaeologists are interested in:

· contemporary activities taking place at individual periods in the past through the identification and investigation of broadly synchronous contexts – i.e. investigation of spatial (horizontal) patterns of activity.

· changes in activities over time (as reflected in vertical sequences of strata of differing age)

Reading about excavations is no real substitute for ‘hands on’ experience, but it is useful nonetheless as a means of gaining some preliminary insight into what is involved (111-120). The following topics are covered in this sub-section:

(1) Underlying principles of excavation

(2) Importance of excavating sites stratigraphically

(3) Excavation strategies

(4) Excavation practice

(5) Recording procedures

(6) Value of a reflexive approach

Underlying principles of excavation

All excavation is destructive and should not be done lightly. Everything must be fully recorded.

Indeed, in recognition of this a European Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage was first drawn up in 1969, and later updated following a meeting at Valetta, Malta (1992) (now termed the ‘Valetta Convention’). This lays down strict rules as to which sites can be excavated, and by whom. In particular, it seeks to ensure that:

"excavations and other potentially destructive techniques are carried out only by qualified, specially authorised persons"
It was only in March 2001 that Britain finally signed up to this convention, against much opposition from amateur archaeologists and independent archaeological societies (http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/EN/Treaties/Html/143.htm).  
a) Excavations in a wider setting

No site should be excavated in a vacuum/isolation. Rather, it should be based on a clear set of priorities, established following thorough pre-excavation research (of the types presented in sub-section 2.2), including: Sites and Monuments Records, literature reviews, museum collections, previous excavations on the site (or similar sites), aerial photographs, ground survey, field walking, non-invasive exploration techniques.

b) Different types of excavation

There is no such thing as a ‘standard’ excavation and no fixed recipe for the Director of a site to follow. The form that a particular excavation will take (i.e. how much is to be excavated and by what means) depends on several factors, most notably:

· Nature of the site

Of critical importance are the type of site (cave, burial/cremation, rural settlement, urban settlement, etc.); the associated range of human activity that has taken place (domestic, defensive, religious, industrial, etc.); and the likely complexity of the archaeological record (single-phase, multi-phase, multi-period). In addition, consideration needs to be given to the environmental setting, e.g. on chalk downland the soils are often thin and therefore features are often ploughed out, whereas waterlogged conditions may present problems in terms of evacuating water during excavation. Issues relating to site accessibility (e.g. problems of tidal sites) and legal requirements (e.g. health and safety requirements in terms of shoring up of trenches, etc.) also need to be taken into account. 

· Reason for the excavation

Normally, excavation is undertaken for one of three reasons:

(1) Research

In an ideal world, all excavations will be research driven, with appropriate levels of resource to answer a range of research questions (e.g. the work of Philip Barker: the Great Basilica at Wroxeter – late Roman city, and its subsequent decline; Hen Domen – Norman motte and bailey in Welsh borders), but this is not always so.

(2) Assessment/evaluation (sampling of the record)
Some excavation may be exploratory prior to a full research excavation, but more often evaluations are undertaken in advance of major road works and suburban development (i.e. 'developer-funded' projects).

(3) Rescue

Rescue excavation is undertaken when a site is threatened (by coastal erosion, ploughing out of barrows, modern development, etc.)

· Scale of excavation/amount of funding available  

Excavation is expensive, both in terms of labour and other resources, together with the additional costs associated with post-excavation work and, in some cases, conservation work. The scale of any excavation is therefore dependent not only upon the time available (from several days or weeks for a rescue site to several years or even decades for major research excavations), but also upon levels of available funding.  

Importance of excavating sites stratigraphically

As was outlined in sub-section 2.3, the archaeological record is formed in a stratigraphic sequence. To understand it one must therefore identify, record and interpret the stratigraphy.  Please see the hypothetical section in figure 1, below.
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Figure 1: Hypothetical section illustrating the importance of stratigraphy.

a) Non-stratigraphic excavation

Within this hypothetical section (figure 1), various artefacts are clearly recognisable as being of differing age, ranging from 1 (oldest) to 6 (most recent). Looking at the section without reference to the stratigraphy (figure 1a), then the artefacts have a seemingly random distribution, with some of the older material in the near-surface layers and younger material at depth. Clearly, this only tells us that there were periods of activity associated with artefacts of the given age range, but provides no information at all about the formation of the sequence. As a consequence, we have no idea of the sequence of activities (i.e. what took place when) and no context for finds (which therefore have little but aesthetic value). Much archaeological work in the 19th C was typically of this type (i.e. stratigraphy/the matrix within which the finds were located was not seen as being important and was ignored). Indeed, many such excavations were really little more than treasure/finds hunts.
b) Stratigraphic excavation

Stratigraphic digging, in contrast, provides much greater insight (figure 1b). Here we can now begin to understand the reasons for the apparently odd distribution of artefacts within the section – why, for example, some of the recent artefacts have ended up near the base of the sequence, and how artefacts of all six ages have ended up in a single context near the top (due to cutting of narrow trench). Specifically, the stratigraphic approach offers four advantages in that it:
· allows recognition and recording of relative order in which each unit of stratification was created

· enables interpretation of resulting sequence in terms of specific natural processes or cultural actions (e.g. wind-blown material, digging a pit, dumping a spoil heap)

· provides contextual units into which to fit artefacts, which can help to provide ‘absolute’ dates for relative sequence 

· allows extrapolation from one part of a site to another.

The stratigraphic method is generally acknowledged to have been pioneered by Mortimer Wheeler in the 1920s and 1930s. He also set rigorous excavation standards which are still very much adhered to today.

Excavation strategies

There are various strategies open to excavators in the field. These notably include: test pits, trenches and full excavation using either a box-grid (quadrant for circular features) or open area approach.

Activity 9: Make brief notes on characteristics of the following and the circumstances in which they are used.

	
	Notes

	Test pits
	

	Trenches
	

	Box-grid excavation
	

	Open area excavation
	


Suggest two reasons why, since the 1960s, the box-grid approach to excavation has largely been replaced by open area excavation.  

	1. 



	2.




Excavation practice

Whatever strategy is chosen, it is essential that excavation is undertaken rigorously and systematically to ensure that no crucial evidence is missed and that a fully detailed record is made. The following are key components of excavation practice. 

a) Site grid

The site grid forms the basis of all recording. This takes the form of two base lines at right angles with fixed points laid out across the site, each with its own unique set of co-ordinates. This allows any point (and, thereby, any context or find) to be given a unique locational reference, to which depth relative to a site datum can be added.

b) Identification and systematic numbering of contexts

The basic principle of excavation rests on the need to: distinguish layers (numbered contexts) – i.e. blocks of material that are assumed to have formed as a single unit; record these; and remove each context sequentially (normally in the reverse order from which it was deposited). Context numbers are also allocated to other features, such as cuts and robbed surfaces. 

c) Plan versus stratigraphy
Excavation involves striking a balance between digging in plan, whilst also retaining vertical control over the emerging stratigraphic sequence. This is essential to establish the order in which things developed. If one cannot do this then interpretation becomes very difficult. Where possible, sites should be dug in phase – i.e. contemporary surfaces, buildings or features exposed at the same time. Unfortunately, this may not be possible on complex sites.

d) Methods of excavating different types of stratigraphic unit

Different types of feature are best excavated in different ways:

· Individual layers: usually clarified in plan, perhaps with a half section (i.e. part of surface taken out), then removed in entirety.

· Positive features: create their own discrete stratigraphies and need to be tackled in plan in order to isolate stages of construction (e.g. investigating the nature of junctions between walls – do they abut one another or are they interlocked), use and destruction. It is important also to investigate sections through walls and their foundations since different stratigraphies are often present on either side.

· Negative features:  need special attention. Post-holes and pits are usually half- or quarter-sectioned in order to ensure the identification of fills, post-packing materials, etc., and retention of stratigraphic profile (which can later be excavated). Ditches and gullies are usually dug to retain stratigraphic sections along their length. Graves are usually dug in plan to expose the body and associated grave goods.

e) Conservation of finds

The majority of finds do not deteriorate quickly following excavation, and can simply be bagged and labelled. However, waterlogged sites can pose quite serious problems in that organic materials (e.g. timber) can rapidly start to deteriorate once exposed to air. Work on such sites requires careful advance planning.

f) Sampling

Sampling for post-excavation work (14C dating, dendrochronology, pollen, archaeomagnetism, plant macrofossil, soil phosphorus, magnetic susceptibility, soil thin sections, etc.) by specialists is an integral part of all modern excavations. Sampling strategies and requirements must be drawn up in consultation with the specialists who will be undertaking the post-excavation analysis. It is critical to avoid contamination of samples. 

Recording procedures

It is vital to remember that excavation is destructive, and anything that is not recorded is lost for ever. Systematic recording procedures are therefore essential. On most sites these will include:

· Standardised context sheets. Used to record details of stratigraphic units (size, texture and content, relationships, finds, samples, photographs), often using standard conventions for easy computerisation. Good illustrations are presented in Renfrew & Bahn (2004: 116).

· Plans (usually at 1:20 scale).  These include individual layer plans, composite plans of the site at particular points in excavation and plans of all features of common type.  They can be produced in various ways, depending on size of area (e.g. direct measurement/offsets from grid lines for larger areas or grid frame for smaller areas).  

· Section drawings (usually at 1:10 scale). These are usually made of critical stratigraphic sequences (through baulks, pits, post holes, etc.).

· Photographic records. Black and white prints, colour slides and, increasingly, video recordings are taken to provide a visual record of key features of excavations.

· Finds catalogues. Most common finds are recorded by context, especially where abundant, but special finds are treated individually and their locations accurately recorded.

· Sample records.
· Computerised on-site recording. This is now becoming standard practice, thereby enabling the creation of 3-D images/models, etc. as the excavation proceeds.
· Construction of Harris matrices (http://www.harrismatrix.com/).   The method of constructing matrices to facilitate the interpretation of stratigraphies and phasing of sites was developed by Edward Harris in the 1970s in order to deal with the particularly complex statigraphies that were being revealed in large urban excavations. As excavation progresses, an on-site Harris matrix is often constructed as a tool for cross-checking and correlating stratigraphic relationships. An example of an archaeological section and associated matrix is presented in figure 2 below. 
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Activity 10: Construct Harris matrices for the following two archaeological sections. A good discussion and other illustrations are presented in Collis (2001: 69-71).
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Value of a reflexive approach

Using the various methods outlined above, archaeologists ensure that as detailed a record as possible is made of excavations for interpretational and archival purposes. While the final product might seem to be an ‘objective’ record, it is important to appreciate that it is not as objective as the rigorous procedures or recording systems imply. Archaeologists make subjective interpretations, both during and after excavations. If, for example, a particular context is interpreted in a certain way during an excavation, then this may have implications for the interpretation of other features of the site. Clearly, this does not present a problem if the original interpretation is correct, but what if it wasn’t? Because of the potential pitfalls that can arise from making seemingly definitive interpretations at an early stage, archaeologists increasingly are adopting a much more reflexive approach to excavation, in which ideas and interpretations are constantly re-evaluated. Indeed, many archaeologists now believe that a reflexive journal should be kept in which a detailed record is made of the thought processes behind particular interpretations that were made at the time.

Further reading:
Barker, P. 1986 Understanding archaeological excavation. London: Batsford.
Collis, J. 2001 Digging up the past. Stroud: Sutton.
Drewett, P.L. 1999 Field archaeology: an introduction. London: UCL Press.
Section 3

3.1) The Living and the Dead

Introduction

The primary subject of archaeological enquiry is, first and foremost, people. Not pots or pyramids, but people. Obviously archaeologists cannot enter into a direct dialogue with past people since all we are left with today are their physical remains. Nevertheless, by studying these human remains, the ways in which they were treated, and the archaeological contexts in which they were deposited, there are a number of ways we can learn about how people in the past lived and died, and how they may have been regarded by other members of their society.

This sub-section looks at 3 inter-related topics relating to what has become known as ‘the archaeology of death’. These are:

1. Scientific methods (pathology, forensics, diet, genetics)

2. Mortuary practices

4. The politics of death and burial

Scientific methods (429-468)
Pathology, and the rapidly growing field of forensic archaeology, focus on the physical remains themselves: bones, skin, hair, teeth, and so on. Pathologists – or human osteologists – have developed a range of techniques to determine the sex of the body, age at death, and to recognise evidence for the wide range of pathologies – diseases – which can afflict the human condition (e.g. malnutrition, arthritis, dental decay). Forensic archaeology is largely concerned with the cause of death, and often attempts facial reconstruction in situations where the skull is well preserved.

Dietary reconstruction relies upon the identification of certain carbon isotopes (e.g. strontium, calcium) in human bone, levels of which can indicate a diet rich in, for example, meat, cereals or seafood.

A relatively recent development in archaeological science is that of genetics, particularly DNA studies. Such studies are still at an early stage, but are already giving invaluable insights into human origins, genetic diversity in different regions of the world, and the spread of fundamental phenomena such as language and agriculture. Political issues, such as race, are also on the DNA agenda, and must be handled with utmost sensitivity.

Some recent examples:

 - the study of female skeletons at the early farming (Neolithic) site of Abu Hureyra in Syria has shown that women developed arthritis and other pathological conditions in their vertebrae and arm and leg joints due to long periods of time spent kneeling to grind cereals and other plant foods. Male skeletons rarely show this condition. This observation also gives us an insight into the gendered division of labour, particularly food practices, at this important juncture in human history (http://www.mnsu.edu/emuseum/archaeology/sites/middle_east/abuhureyra.html). 
 - recent forensic archaeological studies of the exceptionally well preserved 5,000-year old remains of ‘Ötzi’ (‘The Iceman’), found in the Ötzaler Alps of South Tyrol, have demonstrated that the man, in his mid-to late 40s, died not from prolonged exposure to adverse weather conditions, as was previously thought, but from an untreated arrow wound to the upper body which gradually became infected (70-1).

 - mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) studies have recently challenged the long-accepted belief that North America was first colonised around 14, 000 years ago (based on the C14 dating of archaeological deposits). By taking MtDNA samples from a range of different Native American populations, and identifying divergences in the sequence variation of each sample, it has now been suggested that the earliest language group (Amerind) to enter the Americas arrived there somewhere between 42,000 and 21,000 years ago, possibly from a Siberian origin (228-230, 464).

Mortuary practices

It is often observed that mortuary practices – the different ways in which the dead are treated – tell us more about the living than the dead, that ‘the dead don’t bury themselves’. As humans, we seem to be the only beings who are reflexively aware of our own mortality. Indeed, significant portions of our lives are spent thinking about, and preparing for, death. While the scientific studies outlined above may provide important information regarding pathologies, diet and genetic origin, they tell us little about the ways in which people in the past may have experienced and understood death. This is a difficult issue to address archaeologically, since the material remains relating to death – burials, cremations, ‘grave goods’, monuments, and so on – are not direct reflections of physical processes. Rather, they relate to people’s subjective beliefs and understandings of the world and their place within it. How then can archaeology inform us about the social and cultural aspects of death?

As will be discussed in sub-section 4.1, traditional/cultural-historical archaeology defined ‘culture’ as a shared system of social norms and beliefs; culturally-proscribed ways of doing, seeing, believing. In this way of thinking archaeological remains reflect a shared belief in the ways in which to carry out particular social practices, and so the ways in which the dead were treated in any given society was understood to reflect the belief system of that particular society. For example, the elaborate Early Bronze Age barrow burials - of which the ‘Amesbury archer’ is the latest example - reflected, it was assumed, the beliefs of the warrior aristocracy of the ‘Wessex Culture’.

Dismissing this approach, processual archaeology strove to explore the ‘social dimensions of mortuary practices’ (199). The best known early example of this is the work of Lewis Binford who carried out a cross-cultural comparison of ethnographically-documented mortuary practices in order to build and test general hypotheses about the significance of such practices in relation to social organisation. He looked at, amongst other things, treatment of the dead body, body position, type, orientation and location of grave, form and quantity of grave goods, and how these attributes related to the age and sex of the deceased. Binford concluded that treatment of the person in death reflects their social status in life, and the complexity of the mortuary ritual reflects the complexity of the society to which the deceased belonged.

The processual approach to mortuary practices has, over the last couple of decades, had a number of critics, who have pointed out that such conclusions tend to be extremely generalised, and ignore the fact that perceptions and understandings of death differ widely from one society to another, and even within societies. The experience of social anthropology has for some years now enriched archaeologists’ interpretations of past mortuary practices, and has allowed a much more nuanced understanding of the human experience of death in a variety of historical and social contexts. Current archaeological interpretations of prehistoric mortuary practices now tend to focus on issues of, for example, the emotional response to death, different conceptions of the ‘social body’, gender, the role of memory and ancestors, and monumentality, to name but a few.

The politics of death and burial

In recent years, archaeologists have had to adopt a much more politically sensitive attitude towards the treatment of human remains of, what are often termed, ‘indigenous peoples’ than that of their colonial predecessors. With so many European and American museums displaying the bodies and bones of the ancestors of living people – Native Americans, Australian Aboriginals, to name but two – it was only a matter of time, and political pressure, before calls were made for the return of this ‘cultural property’ to its native origins. Such ethical awareness is now becoming more commonplace, with a number of countries adopting codes of ethics and other legal requirements for the archaeological treatment of the dead. However, in some places modern politics and the bones of the dead remain an interlinked thorny issue, as recent intervention by Ultra-orthodox Jews on archaeological burial sites in Israel has shown.

Further Reading;

Parker Pearson, M.  1999 The Archaeology of Death and Burial.  Gloucestershire: Sutton.
3.2) Archaeology of art  
Considering it is such a small word the definition of ‘art’ is fraught with difficulty.  Many archaeologists consider the first evidence of art, that is, the first symbolic representation, either abstract or figurative, as evidence for the human capacity to think beyond the basic day-to-day necessities of survival.  In accepting this scenario many archaeologists have been quick to claim earliest dates.  Up until recently the Upper Palaeolithic rock art of the caves in Europe, e.g. Lascaux (http://www.culture.fr/culture/arcnat/lascaux/en/) and Chauvet-Pont-d'Arc (www.culture.gouv.fr/culture/arcnat/chauvet/en/index.html) (400-401) in France and Altamira, near Santander in Spain, have been regarded as representatives of the earliest tradition of art that indicated that truly modern humans had existed first in Europe.  As is so often the case, claims for achievements in Europe have since been superseded, or at the very least challenged, by similarly early dates from rock art in Australia and engravings with lozenge designs on pieces of ochre and unearthed in levels dated to c. 70 kya, excavated at Blombos in South Africa.  Of course, in all cases there is a return to the question of how ‘art’ is defined in the first place (see chapter 10 in Renfrew and Bahn, 2004).

To explore how the archaeology of art goes beyond ‘art for art’s sake’ it is worth spending a little time looking at the multiple interpretations of Upper Palaeolithic cave art in Europe.

The majority of cave art in Europe dating to the Palaeolithic is to be found in the fringe of the Massif Central in France, in the Pyrenees, the mountain range that marks the present border between France and Spain, and the Cantabrian Mountains in the north of Spain where they cascade down towards the coast forming the edge of the Bay of Biscay.

Figurative designs, both painted and engraved, include animals recognisable as bulls (aurochs – the ancestors of present-day cattle), horses, deer, and animals present during the Ice Age such as, mammoths, bison and rhinoceroses, that are now extinct in Europe.  Birds, humans and carnivorous animals are also present in the corpus, along with non-figurative abstract designs.

It is generally accepted that all the designs are meaningful and as such are direct material expressions of human concepts, that is, of human thought at the time of their creation.  Of course, actually accessing those creative thoughts is not actually possible and trying to do so leads to a number of interesting interpretations.

Some early commentators, taking a lead from ethnographic studies of societies outside of Europe suggested that the animals depicted may be family or clan totems, that is, individual species of animals that might feature in stories of ancestry of the group, or that had been adopted as good omens, and often with the expectation that there would be restrictions in regard to their uses for food.  Critics of this approach say that the expectation would be that only individual species of animal should then be depicted at individual cave sites, which is not the case, as there is usually a variety of species at any one site.

A common explanation is that the depictions relate to hunting or fertility magic.  There certainly are what appear to be hunting scenes, but given the presence of depictions of non-subsistence carnivores in the paintings, it is not possible that this can provide a full answer to the question of their creation.  Critics of the idea of fertility, relating to hopes for further abundance of subsistence species also points to the presence of carnivores but also the under representation of pregnant or coupling animals.

Using an explicitly structuralist approach, derived from linguistic analysis in the social sciences, André Leroi-Gourhan, and others, were able to recognise what they say was a deliberate arrangement of images in caves.  The arrangement of the depictions in this Structuralist approach linked in to a belief that the world is ordered by a subconscious understanding derived through binary oppositions, particularly male versus female.  In this system of analysis Leroi-Gourhan was able to incorporate the abstract as well as the figurative art.  For example, spots were coded as male while open squares were female symbols.  Likewise, bisons were female while horses masculine.  Although a fine example of a structuralist approach to archaeology this interpretation, although often cited, did not gain wide acceptance, particularly as depictions of bison and horses clearly represented both sexes of the species.

The most popular of contemporary interpretations of Upper Palaeolithic rock art is that advocated by David Lewis-Williams and others.  Lewis-Williams is based in South Africa and his interest in rock art has been stimulated by the images created by the San people of southern Africa and the rich ethnography which relates to it.  The stories collected from the San themselves relate the rock art that they produce, like the Palaeolithic European art this is both abstract and figurative, to the activities of Shamans.  Shamans are found in many societies around the world, and in southern Africa the San Shaman was an individual able, in a trance like state produced through dance and drums, to transcend the boundaries between the world of the San to the underworld of the spirits.  In this case the outer surface of the rock is merely a membrane dividing these two coexisting worlds.  Lewis-Williams has proposed that states and stages of trance, and perhaps a similar belief in different worlds, can be interpreted through the images left by the people of Upper Palaeolithic Europe.  In particular, it has been suggested, that unlike the open air sites of southern Africa, the caves leading to the underworld and the distinct alterations in the human senses through restrictions to sight, change in temperature and smell etc. would have provided an excellent environment to enhance the change to altered states of consciousness.  The Bird-headed man at Lascaux is picked out as a particular example of such an altered state where animal and human forms become confused.

The multiple interpretations reflect concerns of the archaeological and broader community of the time when they were proposed and undoubtedly others, perhaps you, will be able to develop a new theory that has the power to explain the phenomenon of Palaeolithic cave art.

Rock art is created in different ways.  Painted types (sometimes called pictographs) can be painted in strokes, daubed, printed or stencilled.  Engravings (petroglyphs) can be engraved, as the name suggests, ground or hammered.  In Britain pre-Roman rock art is only found as engravings and is typically dated to the Later Neolithic or Bronze Age.  There is a limited distribution of these engravings and the major concentrations are in West Yorkshire, County Durham and Northumberland in the Northeast of England, and Galloway and Argyle in western Scotland.  Dating such engravings is notoriously difficult and is usually achieved by association of engravings with sites that are of known date.  This requires a contextualisation of the evidence to allow for a better understanding of the place of rock art in its contemporary social milieu.

One such study that has incorporated the rock art of Britain within the archaeological landscape of its production is that by Richard Bradley for the Kilmartin Valley in Argyle, Scotland.  The Kilmartin Valley is a spectacular archaeological landscape with Neolithic and Bronze Age monuments including a long cairn, henge, stone circle, standing stones and round cairns, and many monuments of later periods, in a valley surrounded by numerous panels of engraving in the abstract ‘cup and ring’ style of cupules and circles typical of British rock art.  You can visit these sites at http://www.kilmartin.org/kilmartin/sites-map.html.

By analysing the locations of the rock outcrops exhibiting engravings, Bradley was able to conclude that they were located to provide an indelible mark indicating to travellers that they were about to enter (or exit) the ritual or sacred landscape of the Kilmartin Valley with its host of prehistoric monuments indicating that this had been a special place for burial and other rites over a long period of time.  The analyses showed that there was much inter-visibility between rock art sites, and in other cases the panels were situated close to the floor where other valleys joined with that of the Kilmartin.  In studying the rock art alongside the other archaeology such studies supply a richness of interpretation often lacking in the study of rock art alone – or the ‘art for art’s sake’ approach.

Due to the broad definition of art, it would be possible to include here many other examples of material culture that in one way or another could be discussed under the heading the ‘Archaeology of Art’, this may include:

jewellery

Roman mosaic flooring or wall painting

decorated ceramics

textiles, clothes

List here any other examples you can think of:

	

	

	

	

	


Much of this is incorporated within studies of artefacts and architecture, the first of which we turn to now.

3.3) From artefacts to technologies

‘Without action and knowledge, the tool is nothing’

Introduction

It has long been recognised that the production of tools, and of technology, is one of the major characteristics which sets human beings apart from the rest of the animal kingdom. Of course, bioanthropological studies have shown that certain non-human primates have the capacity, and often the practical skills and initiative to utilise and, to a certain extent, modify, raw materials. What sets humans apart, however, is not necessarily the complexity of manual skills in terms of the preparation, production, and use of artefacts, but rather the capacity for self-awareness, the ability to monitor one’s own actions, to both reflect and act upon those actions, and to understand their consequences. This capacity takes even the simplest human technologies far beyond those of primate ability. This sub-section looks at how archaeologists have dealt with human technologies, and why artefacts loom so large in archaeological studies.

Material culture and social action

As we have been discussing throughout this module, archaeology is primarily about people, and a recent concern has been to go beyond what we may call the ‘grand narrative’ - large-scale explanations of social phenomena – towards a more fine-grained understanding of human action in the past. This necessarily involves looking at the everyday, the routine, the mundane. At the heart of everyday life lies the means by which people interact with each other and with their surrounding environment. A large part of this interaction involves the use of objects, artefacts, things; what archaeologists and anthropologists often term material culture. As archaeologists, we uncover the material culture of past human activities. In the same way as we in the present have constructed a material world which revolves around the use of everyday things – coins, scissors, mobile phones, knives and forks – so people in the past also made and used everyday things – stone handaxes, scrapers, bone needles, bronze chisels, iron cooking vessels. These are the things of routine, everyday life. But how have archaeologists studied such things, and what kinds of information can be gleaned from the study of artefacts?

Traditional, cultural-historical archaeology had what we may term a functional approach to technology. Often, artefacts were perceived as providing the means for chronologies, or as ‘badges’ for different cultural groups. But in terms of technology, interpretation lay at the functional level: what was the artefact used for? The classic example of this way of thinking is Oakley’s Man the Toolmaker, which described how a range of artefacts from prehistoric contexts (largely stone and bone tools) were modified from their raw material sources and suggested possible ways in which they were used. This approach obviously has its limitations, and with the advent of the ‘new’ (and later processual) archaeologies of the 1960s, attention turned towards consideration of material culture production and use as a way in which people adapted to their environment. And so, Inuit Eskimo groups would make and use specialised artefacts which allowed them to adapt to their specific environmental conditions, the Kung San to theirs, and so on. Again, we can identify limitations in this way of thinking. In terms of technology, it seems unnecessary to look beyond the object towards the social and cultural reasons why people made certain things in certain ways, and used them in different social contexts. Surely pottery decoration, or dress patterns, or body piercings have little to do with adaptation to environmental conditions.

Beyond function and adaptation

As these processual approaches were being developed in the Anglo-American world, researchers in France were already looking beyond functional and environmental explanations in favour of social approaches. The ethnologist André Leroi-Gourhan was one of the first scholars to think about artefact manufacture as part of a sequence of social decisions and actions. He termed this sequence the chaîne opératoire (396). In short, this refers to the technological steps in the transformation of a raw material to a useable object and beyond. For example, in the case of a flint blade (a common tool throughout many prehistoric societies), the sequence begins with procurement of the raw material, in this case a flint nodule, followed by ‘roughing out’ of the basic piece of material to be used. This rough-out is then shaped and prepared into a ‘core’, from which blades can be struck according to a predetermined point on the core’s prepared ‘striking platform’. The resulting blade can then be refined and used. The final stage in the sequence is discard and/or deposition.

Aside from the physical techniques and gestures, the concept of the chaîne opératoire also allows insights into the decision-making processes used in artefact procurement, manufacture, use and discard. This insight has been developed in a number of ways in recent archaeological studies of technology. One school of thought has focused on the cognitive aspects, looking at how technological knowledge may be transmitted and reproduced within specific social groups. This has proven particularly enlightening in studying periods where stone tools are often the only surviving archaeological material, such as the Palaeolithic. Thanks to this concept we now have some indication of the complex technological decisions, as well as sequences of gestures, which lay behind the artefact manufacturing processes during these little understood periods of human cognitive development.

Another ‘school’ has focused on the ‘life’ of the artefact, following its ‘biography’ as it moves from one social context to another. That is, the same object may be used for a variety of purposes in its ‘social life’. Consider a candlestick. It may be used to light a room (functional), in a church (ritual/religious), at the dinner table (social), or as a murder weapon. This highlights the polysemous (many meanings) aspect of material culture: the same object can have different meanings in different social contexts. 

This example exposes some of the problems with earlier archaeological approaches to artefacts, highlighting that there is a whole network of social and cognitive factors to be taken into account when studying artefact technologies. Perhaps the most appropriate question to ask of an object is not ‘what is this for?’ but rather ‘what does it mean?’ or, in certain cases, ‘who made this?’ These questions shift the focus of enquiry away from the physical object, the thing, towards our proper object of study, the person or people behind the object, and their knowledgeable decisions and actions which produced those past material worlds which we as archaeologists study.

3.4) The archaeology of food

The production and consumption of food is of central importance in society and as indispensable as the air we breathe.  Humans cannot survive without it and as such the production and consumption of food is also of central importance to archaeologists in their attempts to understand past societies.  In order to introduce the archaeology of food we need to discuss 1) the archaeological indicators of food production and 2) the interpretation of these indicators.

Archaeological indicators of food production

There are two main sources of evidence for food production, these are botanical and faunal, that is, plants and animals.  Each of these can also be divided into micro and macro.  We will begin with the botanical indicators:

Botanical:

Microbotanical 
This refers to the evidence that, for the most part, derives from the microscopic examination of plant remains.  Useful items in this group include pollen (the study of which is termed palynology), phytoliths, diatoms, charred (burnt) plant remains (for example, grain, chaff or charcoal/wood) and uncharred plant remains (for example, parts of leaves or individual seeds) (245-250, 280-282).

Macrobotanical

This category basically refers to botanical remains that can be recognised by the naked eye and includes, seeds, fruits, plant residues and wood remains (250-253, 276-280).

Faunal:

Microfaunal

Once again, this is the type of evidence that requires identification through microscopic study and includes, insects, rodents, bats, birds, worms, fish and land and marine molluscs (253-256, 304).

Macrofaunal

This evidence, for the most part, consists of animal remains, usually bones, that can be identified by the naked eye and larger molluscs (256-261, 292-293).

Production and consumption of food

Production

The careful recovery analysis of the above may allow archaeologists to reconstruct some of the following.  From botanical remains there may be an indication of the seasonality involved in food production, how the crops were cultivated and the stage of domestication for particular crops.  For faunal remains, once again, seasonality can be discussed from evidence of when animals were selected for culling, similar issues of domestication may also be explored as well as selection for hunting and techniques of butchery.

It is important to remember that the indicators for production and consumption ought not to be assessed in the laboratory without a consideration of their context of recovery.  Although specialist methods of recovery, such as sieving and flotation will likely have been used to maximise the recovery of these remains, the place of recovery is also important.  This information may tell us something about various allotted places for different activities at a site (cooking, grinding, storage etc.), or in a landscape, and we also may be able to relate the remains to a wider landscape, whether for hunting, gathering or fishing, or agripastoral purposes.  There may even be the remains of field systems that can be linked to the site of recovery.

Consumption

Food is a cultural artefact, it is created by people for people, and, as already mentioned, people are not able to live without it.  From anthropological studies it is clear that different types of cooking methods have strong local associations, the reason why ethnic cuisine can be enjoyed in the western world.  The different approaches and rituals to the preparation and consumption of food in the modern world ought to indicate the possibilities that different spatial patterns of food material at a site and the types of material culture associated (for example, chopsticks versus knife and fork) with food consumption allow for a variety of interpretative possibilities in regard to the social role of food in past societies.

Large middens (collections of food waste products) may be an indication of feasting.  Feasting is typical of many different societies and can serve many different purposes of celebration, rites of passage etc.  Evidence for feasting at burial sites for example or communal structures can provide opportunities for constructing an understanding of some of the events that may have occurred at these places.

Conclusion

The archaeology of food, often subsumed as the sub-discipline of economic archaeology, has much to offer archaeologists and new methods of analysis continue to allow for a greater variety of evidence to be considered.  However, in order to derive the full amount of information it is important to integrate the evidence from specialists in formation processes (taphonomy), artefactual, ecofactual (the botanical and faunal remains linked to human use) and architectural studies.  The latter is the subject of the next sub-section.

3.5) Architecture and space

This section is about space (406-408), architecture and archaeological interpretation. It might be thought that space and architecture are physical things only. But they mean a little bit more than that.

For example:

Space can direct human behaviour: For example in a lecture theatre people do not generally drink or smoke whereas in a bar they might.

Architecture directs the way that people move around space: For example in a lecture theatre the lecturer stands at the front and students sit in the seats. If the lecturer were to go to the back of the lecture theatre and continue speaking from there it would immediately feel wrong.

The organisation of space has social connotations: For example in a lecture theatre the lecturer stands at the front and the students sit down. If the lecture theatre was buried in volcanic ash and preserved as an “instant” of action an archaeologist of the future might surmise that there was an imbalance of power being enacted by the various peoples’ spatial locations – the lecturer was talking and the students were listening.

Space has meaning in terms of gender: For example in modern western society male toilets are segregated spatially from female toilets. The social potency of this cultural, spatial rule is highlighted by the depth of embarrassment one experiences on inadvertently walking into the wrong toilet.

Space, meaning and time are all related: For example by day the context provided by a lecture theatre would induce behaviour such as note-taking. By night, should the lecture theatre double as a student cinema, different behaviour is induced, notes are not taken, people talk, eat. The same physical architecture, the same room invites, even directs, different behaviours according to time. So architecture and space are not passive backdrops to human action, they are created by human beings but they also guide human action once created.

	Think about the building you are in right now. How does the architecture…

	Direct your behaviour?

Direct the way that you move around it?

Reinforce the social relationships of the users?

Define the gender relationships of the users?

Change its effect on human behaviour according to time?


What follows are two case studies of the ways in which archaeologists have thought about space and architecture. In looking at these examples, two different schools of theory will be compared and contrasted. 

The first case study is from the processual school (sometimes referred to as “the New Archaeology”) which had its heyday in British archaeology in roughly the period from the 1960s to the 1980s.  In general, processualists were very much influenced by contemporary developments in the philosophy of science and were interested in the following things: They viewed society as a system, they were interested in the function of various aspects of that system, they were very scientific in their approach and they saw as the goal of their research the generation of laws of human behaviour which could be applied as universals across space and time. They were also interested in site formation processes and taphonomy (or issues of how the archaeological “record” is made). Many processualists saw their job as creating the dynamics of human behaviour from the material clues, the statics, of archaeological remains. Obviously these aims affected the way that they looked at space and architecture. 

One of the most talented and vociferous proponents of processualism, or the New Archaeology, was Lewis Binford. He was very interested in anthropological archaeology, or ethnoarchaeology (the study of living people and their material culture in order to make analogies to the past). Binford did much of his research with the Nunamiut (190-191). He observed how people were living and moving around their landscapes and recorded the material culture that was generated as a result of that behaviour. For example, Binford noted that when men sit cross-legged around a campfire eating meat they tend to dispose of the bones in two ways – the smaller bones are simply dropped around their legs and the larger bones are thrown forward of the campfire. These drop and toss zones, as Binford called them, make a characteristic pattern of debris that, if it were found on an archaeological site, would be indicative of a place where people sat and ate in the same manner in the past.  Another example is that of Palanga’s house.  Binford noted that men and women sat in different areas around the house and made different patterns of debris accordingly. Binford observed the family’s behaviour and recorded these debris patterns meticulously until Palanga’s house was abandoned. As a test of his own theories Binford returned to Palanga’s abandoned house one year later and excavated it, seeing if he could accurately reconstruct where Palanga and his family had sat using only the archaeological evidence as a clue. 

Thus Binford’s work with architecture and space are wholly in keeping with  his theoretical stance:

1. Ultimately he wanted to use his maps of modern space and the behaviour he observed within it to tell him about the distant past. He made an analogy between his Nunamiut ethnoarchaeology from contemporary Alaska and middle Palaeolithic (Mousterian) sites in France. This involved making the cross cultural generalisation that if a certain type of behaviour in the present produced a certain material pattern at a hunter-gatherer site, then the same material pattern from an archaeological site would mean that prehistoric hunter-gatherers had been engaged in that certain type of behaviour.

2. Lewis Binford did not really ask the Nunamiut themselves what they thought about their space or what their space meant to them. As far as Binford was concerned, he was the scientist and as such had a privileged position as an observer, he could understand Nunamiut space better than they themselves could. He did not want to muddy his conclusions with the insider’s point of view, or the emic position.

3. Following on from point 2. Binford thought that his view, i.e. the outsider’s view, the etic position, was the correct one. As far as he was concerned, all space and spatial patterning was made according to function (the drop and toss zones, for example) and he could therefore accurately record all Nunamiut architecture as plans, scientific maps and bird’s eye views. No Nunamiut would ever ordinarily view their own living space from a bird’s eye view, so in representing Nunamiut space in a form essentially meaningless to the Nunamiut themselves Binford was furthering the point that it was important to record functional relationships between behaviour and material culture, to the exclusion of the meaning and the social significance of architecture to the people who live in it. 

If we return to the general example of the lecture theatre once more, it can be seen that there are certain attributes of the architecture that have been designed purely according to function, such as the height of the lectern for example, calculated to accommodate the average human height. 

	What aspects of the building you are in right now are built according to function alone?


But as has already been suggested with the example of the lecture theatre, there are many elements of space and architecture that cannot be attributed exclusively to function. The second case study therefore highlights a very different way of looking at space. In the 1980s the processual approach to archaeology was very much criticised in Britain. Post-processual approaches have had influence in Britain from roughly the beginning of the 1980s to the present day. Generally speaking, post-processualists were very much influenced by linguistic theory, structuralism and semiotics in particular. Coming from a completely different set of theoretical influences to the processualists, post-processualists saw material culture and human behaviour as meaningfully constituted. They were therefore interested in how architecture and space was experienced by those who created it, and how space, in turn, created meaning in society. They were interested in social relations, particularly in relations of power, as in gender for example. They were interested in the symbolism inherent in material culture. Returning to the general example of the lecture theatre, the emphasis would not be on viewing the lecturn as a functional feature designed only to hold the lecturer’s notes, but rather  as a symbol of power, both reflecting the relations of dominance in the “society” made up by the people in a lecture theatre and reinforcing the lecturer’s dominant role in the context of the lecture. Finally, because they were influenced by structuralism, post-processualists were quite interested in identifying binary oppositions in material culture, a concept derived from the French Structuralist Levi-Strauss’ ideas that human culture consisted of binary oppositions (light/dark, woman/man, east/west etc.) (494-495). Levi Strauss argued that these cultural oppositions were generated from the physiological make-up of the human brain – a neuron can either fire or not fire – and could be identified in the structural similarities of myth from all over the world. Post processualists started to look for these oppositions in material culture, in both present and past societies. They hoped to be able to “read” material culture as though it were text, using linguistic theory to make sense of it. 

So how did that affect their way of looking at architecture and space?  Like Lewis Binford, Henrietta Moore studied a contemporary society in order to understand how physical space links to social action. She studied the Marakwet of Kenya, again with the hope that it would tell her something about past society. The Marakwet have a very strong sexual division of labour in which men are responsible for keeping goats and women concern themselves with cereal agriculture. The plan that Moore made of a typical Endo compound shows a number of concerns important to postprocessual enquiry. The two houses on an Endo compound, one male and the other female, are interpreted as symbolic of the binary oppositions between men and women, the houses are, in fact, a material representation of the cultural dichotomy. The fact that the three types of rubbish in a Marakwet compound - ash, goat dung and chaff – are kept physically separate from one another with no functional explanation as to why that may be so suggests that space is being organised according to principles other than utility.  Moore went on to show that “the most common reason the Endo give for not mixing ash, animal dung and chaff is the relationship between refuse and burial: ‘Not good to mix takataka [rubbish] because when a woman dies she should be buried where the chaff is , because her work is to dig and remove the chaff ‘  ‘Old men should be buried near the goat dung” (Moore 1986: 102). Thus Moore, in keeping with general postprocessual lines of enquiry demonstrated the following:
1. Space is laden with meaning, it is not just created accorded to function.

2. Social issues like gender and power cannot be separated from our appreciation of physical space or architecture

3. Unlike Binford, Moore thought it was important to ask the Endo what they themselves thought about their own space. She actively sought the insider’s, or the emic view. Her many photographs of Endo compounds show that she did not represent them as bird’s eye views alone.

4. Moore asked the Marakwet about the symbolism in their architecture.

5. Moore showed, how space, or the use of space is affected by time. She showed how an Endo compound develops over time, maintaining the binary oppositional symbolism as the family within which the compound grows. She also showed how the same space is used as a rubbish tip throughout a person’s life and, with time, eventually becomes their burial place.

	Take another look around the building that you are sitting in.  What elements are there, or have been created for, symbolic or ideological reasons? 


The organisation of material in the room you are looking at tells you about the social behaviour that takes place in that room, the relations of dominance between the people who use that room, the symbolic meanings that are created in the material of that room. The physical architecture then, in itself, goes on to direct future action in the building, movement around the building and social relations as defined by the building. Try to look at space through processual and post-processual eyes, you will see that space and architecture are both powerful indicators of social behaviour and powerful media through which that behaviour might be perpetuated. Space and architecture are not neutral, physical backdrops to social behaviour. They are created by human beings and, having been created, continue to reinforce human social behaviour.  They are laden with human meaning and history. However, there is no one all-encompassing “rule” about the meaning and use of human space and architecture thus elucidating that meaning depends on the theoretical perspective from which the study of space is approached, some of which emphasise certain aspects over others.

Further reading:

Binford, L.R. 1983 In Pursuit of the Past.  London: Thames and Hudson. 
Johnson, M. 1999 Archaeological Theory: An Introduction. Oxford: Blackwell.
Moore, H. 1986 Space, Text and Gender: an anthropological study of the Marakwet of Kenya. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Section 4

4.1) Archaeological Cultures
Think about the word “culture” and “cultures”. What do the words mean? What connotations do they have? How do people express their “culture”? By the way they dress and other material symbols? What exactly is being expressed in those things? It’s an important issue for archaeologists. They spend time trying to work out what patterns and variations in an archaeological assemblage might mean. It was strongly argued that variations in say, palaeolithic flint tool assemblages could be signalling that they were made by different “cultures”. For this reason archaeology has often turned to anthropology to find out exactly what is meant by the term.
Ruth Benedict, an anthropologist working in the 1930s began with the following definitions: 

1. Culture is not a biologically transmitted complex.
2. What really binds men [sic] together is their culture – the ideas and standards they have in common.
3. In primitive [sic] society, the cultural tradition is simple enough to be contained within the knowledge of individual adults, and the manners and morals of the group are moulded to one well-defined general pattern.
4. There is a great variety of living cultures.
From this archaeologists such as Montelius, Pitt-Rivers and Childe argued that if “the ideas and standards” of a culture were expressed materially (such as, for example, the wooden clogs that were “typical” of Dutch society) they could identify prehistoric cultures by the geographical pattern of the material assemblages that they left. They created typologies of prehistoric material (based on similarity of material types) and argued that they could be taken as representative of different cultures. What is more, they argued that it was possible to “map” the movement of people, of cultures, by diffusion, across a land mass by charting the variation in material culture (471-473).
One particularly strong example comes from Childe’s study of prehistory in the Balkans.  He linked the Vinča of the Balkans culture to Troy in the Aegean; the link was made on the basis that there were certain stylistic attributes of Vinča material that were similar to those of Troy, such as the pot lids which were decorated as faces. The Vinča culture, therefore, was dated by Childe as the result of material similarities with Troy I-II. It was suggested that the existence of the Vinča culture in the Balkans was the result of the diffusion of people and ideas from Troy in 2700 BC. It was only after the discovery of radiocarbon dating demonstrated that the Vinča culture was actually much older than Troy I-II (5300-4000BC cal.) that it was accepted that Vinča culture must have developed independently of Troy. Not only that but it forced archaeologists to question their own notion that a “culture” could be identified solely by a similarity of material culture. Troy and Vinča had similar aspects of material culture, but they were completely independent cultures, separated by time and space.
Another example can be found in the study of neolithic megaliths (dolmens) in Europe. Stylistically, they do look similar and they are broadly contemporary. See the images at the website http://www.beloit.edu/~arthist/historyofart/neolithic/dolmens.htm for examples of French, Irish and Welsh dolmens. Montelius argued on typological grounds that structures usually developed from simple to complex over time. He suggested that as the simpler forms were to be found in the east and the more complex structures were to be found in the northwest of Europe, people (i.e. one culture, represented materially by the dolmen) had moved or spread westwards across Europe with time, taking their dolmen know-how with them. Colin Renfrew argues for local development and describes the tombs as territorial markers of different groups of essentially the same culture. He supports this argument by showing that the island of Arran divides up very neatly into equal parts each of which contains a chamber tomb.
So if the link between material culture and cultures are not so clear-cut, i.e. if “cultures” are not the only thing producing geographical variation in material assemblages then what else is? Think about this and about similarities and differences in material culture for a moment.
Activity 11:
Take a knife, a fork and a spoon out of your kitchen drawer. One might say they are all similar because they are all used for eating (i.e. they all have the same general function), they relate to the western cultural tradition, (i.e. they are not chopsticks), they all came out of your kitchen drawer (i.e. they were all found in the same context), they are all made of metal (they are all made out of the same material/s), they are all decorated in a similar way (they are similar stylistically) and they are all a broadly similar length and shape (there is a similarity of form). Then try to fine-tune your analysis by completing the table below. For example, for a fork and a knife I might say that they are dissimilar in that they are held in different hands, one used for cutting the other for stabbing and scooping, the “business ends” are dissimilar, they are decorated differently (because they come from different sets, for example), one is a fish knife, therefore used in a different context from a fork etc. The point of the exercise is to demonstrate firstly that there are many reasons for aspects of material culture being similar or dissimilar and secondly it is actually quite hard to work out exactly what is meant by similar sometimes! At one level a knife is quite similar to a fork but on another I have thought of many reasons why they are also dissimilar. If it is complicated to typologise modern material culture, for which all the necessary contextual information is at hand, how much more difficult must it be to typologise, and, more importantly, to understand the meaning of that typology, with prehistoric material.
	
	knife
	fork 
	spoon

	knife
	
	similarity
	similarity

	fork
	dissimilarity – a fork and a knife are dissimilar in that they are held in different hands, one used for cutting the other for stabbing and scooping, the “business ends” are dissimilar, they are decorated differently (because they come from different sets, for example), one is a fish knife, therefore used in a different context from a fork etc.
	
	similarity

	spoon
	dissimilarity
	dissimilarity
	


The kind of issues raised by these debates have led archaeologists to think a great deal about whether stylistic variation in material culture is to do with function or with “culture”. Two pairs of contrasting views about the same material can be found in the following examples:
The first example comes from Bordes and Sonneville Bordes who, in the 1970’s, argued that the different tool types and styles that could be found in the Mousterian lithic assemblages of France during the Palaeolithic period were the result of different “cultures” or culture groups of Neanderthals living in more or less the same area and producing slight stylistic differences in their tools to express their identities. Later it was argued by Binford that this was not the case; that in fact the variability demonstrated in the lithic assemblages was purely a matter of function, with tools being produced differently because of the different tasks they were made to perform. 

A similar debate raged between Polly Wiessner and James Sackett in their interpretations of why it was that the arrowheads of the people of the Kalahari in Botswana and Namibia - the San - differed from one another stylistically. The argument was based on whether such variations in the styles of the arrowheads were a result of the “culture” or ethnicity of the individual producers or whether it was a matter of function. 

It can be seen therefore that notions of “culture” in anthropological thought have been incorporated into archaeological frameworks using studies of material culture. As with any cross-disciplinary “borrowing” of ideas there have been difficulties with this. What is more, the issues are much more complex in anthropology than archaeologists tend to think. For example, although Benedict pointed out variability in cultures, the American school of cultural anthropology (founded by Boas) was, and always has been, keen to point out similarities between cultures, to make cross-cultural generalisations. The British school of social anthropology, on the other hand, stressed the particularity of each “culture” and prefers to use the word “society” instead. This has had a big influence on British archaeologists. Material expresses many complex things - about status, role, identity (and yes, function and culture!) but recently, since the 1980s in archaeology, “culture” is spoken about less. And the question about whether archaeologists can reconstruct cultures from archaeological material has become more complex. British archaeologists tend to be more concerned with issues such as ethnicity or identity, not “culture”. They also tend to concern themselves with what archaeological material signifies or symbolises, or what it meant to people in the past, rather than how it defines or identifies them as a “culture”.
Further reading:

Benedict, R.  1934  Patterns of Culture.  New York: Houghton Mifflin
Binford, L.R.  1973 ‘Interassemblage Variability: The Mousterian and The "Functionalist" Argument’ in C. Renfrew (ed.) The Explanation of Culture Change: Models in Prehistory, pp 227-254.  Duckworth: London.

Bordes F. and Sonneville Bordes D. de 1970 ‘The Significance of Variability in Palaeolithic Assemblages’. World Archaeology 2: 61-73.
Greene, K. 1995 Archaeology: An Introduction.  London: Batsford 

Sackett, J. R. 1985 ‘Style and Ethnicity in the Kalahari: A Reply to Wiessner’. American Antiquity 50: 151-159.
Wiessner, P. 1983 ‘Style and Social Information in Kalahari San Projectile Points’. American Antiquity 48: 253-276.

4.2) Interpretation in Archaeology
The aim of this sub-section is to demonstrate that it is important to maintain an understanding of an archaeologist’s general theoretical approach to the data he or she is dealing with. This is because that theoretical approach will affect the archaeologist’s interpretation of the data. In fact the same archaeological data can be interpreted in a variety of ways, depending on the theoretical orientation of the researcher involved. This sub-section also aims to introduce you to some of the principles of the higher level theory as it has been incorporated into the field of archaeology (read alongside Chapter 12 in Renfrew and Bahn, 2004). 
For the purposes of this section I shall be using western European Upper Palaeolithic cave art (400-401) as an example to show the various interpretations that have been made of what is essentially the same database.   Very briefly, Palaeolithic art exists in Britain, France and northern Spain. It is dated to about 30 000 - 10 000BP (although notoriously difficult to date accurately).The people who made the art will have been anatomically modern humans and hunter-gatherers. The climate at the time was cold (glacial). The art is categorised by researchers as parietal (paintings and engravings on cave or rock shelter walls) or mobiliary (mobile, basically, such as the famous “venus” figurines [402]). Parietal art is often found in the most inaccessible areas of caves. The most common subjects of this art are large “edible” animals (bison, horse, deer), occasional human beings, occasional carnivores (predators) and occasional tectiforms (pictographs, symbols).

bison- http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/cave/cave_painting_bison.jpg.html 
horse-   

http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/cave/cave_painting_horse.jpg.html 
deer- http://www.humanities-interactive.org/ancient/iceage/ex038_10a.html 
human beings- http://www.culture.gouv.fr/culture/arcnat/lascaux/fr/index.html 
carnivores- http://www.culture.gouv.fr/culture/arcnat/chauvet/en/ 
Pictures are fairly often superimposed on one another as though the picture before it “didn’t matter”. This seems to be something more than a simple chronological stratigraphy. Upper Palaeolithic art provides a beautiful and intriguing puzzle for archaeologists. How has it been interpreted through the years? How have these interpretations changed according to the theoretical stance of the archaeologist(s) involved?
The Empiricist stance
Empiricism was the dominant mode of theory in archaeology from the 1920s to the 1940s and, arguably, the preceding period of Antiquarianism. Empiricists spent their time on the collation and recording of data. In fact interpretation of the data was low on the empiricist agenda, for them it was a theoretical goal in itself that the archaeologist provide as accurate, complete and objective a record of archaeological data as was possible. So an empiricist might approach Upper Palaeolithic cave art by meticulously recording it, copying it, photographing it, and if possible identifying what the various animals or symbols were. That would be the limit of interpretation although identification was a difficult and highly interpretive act in itself on occasions, given that many of the depictions are damaged eroded and/or highly ambiguous. Much empirical work is descriptive by definition.
Functionalist interpretation
Functionalists, as the name suggests, interpret archaeological data in terms of function. Breuil interpreted Upper Palaeolithic cave art as sympathetic hunting magic, based on the idea that the most commonly depicted animals were the large edible herbivores that will have been hunted in the Palaeolithic period. Some of the depictions of the animals have spear marks in them, as though they were “ritually killed” to bless a coming hunt, much the same as can be observed amongst modern hunter-gatherers elsewhere in the world. This esoteric, ritual function would also explain why much of the art is placed out of public view in the darkest corners of caves. It was further argued that the “venus” figurines were part of a fertility cult to ensure the successful reproduction of the animals on which Palaeolithic hunters relied.
Functionalist interpretations are associated commonly, though not exclusively, with the processual era in archaeology (1960s-1980s). More recently Steven Mithen interpreted Upper Palaeolithic cave art as “lessons” in the teaching of hunting technique to young hunters (he argued that much of the art is concerned with the recognition of animal tracks, for example). Similarly Kehoe argued that many of the grid-like tectiforms were pictures of pits or traps into which animals are being driven, suggestive of the bison hunting techniques of North American Indians.
Both the theories of sympathetic hunting magic and the teaching of hunting techniques can be criticised on the basis that studies of modern hunter-gatherers demonstrate that up to 70% of their daily calorific intake is provided by plants, not meat. Thus it would seem logical that if upper palaeolithic art was concerned primarily with hunting, that is food-getting, then gathering and plant lore would be a major theme as well. There are in fact very few depictions that can be interpreted as plants. What is more, the faunal evidence recovered from the caves sites demonstrates that the animals most commonly depicted were not the ones that were most commonly eaten. Finally, of the entire array of Palaeolithic art, very few animals have spear marks or spears depicted in them.
Structuralism
Levi-Strauss, the founding father of French structuralism in anthropology, had argued that each society is ordered by rules, or structures that are generated by the human brain - a synapse either fires or it does not (494). Levi-Strauss argued that the binary oppositions that resulted from this had been “translated” into cultural forms all over the world. He argued that in, for example, myths from all over the world such binary oppositions were being articulated (good:evil, woman:man, nature:culture etc.). Leroi-Gourhan tried the same analysis on Upper Palaeolithic cave art. He noticed that bison were often “paired” with horses in wall paintings and argued that Upper Palaeolithic cave art was a depiction of the structural rules of Upper Palaeolithic society i.e. the binary oppositions of male and female were represented respectively by bison and horses. He used the same data that proponents of hunting theory had used - the large herbivores - to come up with a completely different interpretation.
Some of the problems with Leroi-Gourhan’s approach were that it was wrongly assumed that every picture showing a group of animals had been painted in its totality at the same time. Secondly, many of his defining criteria were arbitrary - such as what constituted “one” cave panel for example or whether it was the bison or the horse that was female etc. Finally, if society was governed by such rigidly structural rules as structuralism suggests, how would it ever change? 

Marxism
Karl Marx was interested in the industrial revolution in Britain and the resulting formation of the class structure that formed the basis of the relations of production in capitalist society. Marx was interested in the formation and legitimisation of the power structures in society which upheld the inequality of the class system. He argued that the wealthy classes, the owners of capital, kept the lower classes working for them by actively promoting and creating political and ideological structures to maintain the status quo. Such ideological structures consisted of promises, sweeteners, and propaganda that kept the working classes in their place by “convincing” them that it was the natural order of things (28-29, 479-480).
Faris (1983) made a Marxist analysis of Upper Palaeolithic cave art and argued that all of the art was designed to create one of these “false ideologies”, a form of prehistoric propaganda if you will. He suggested that the power that was being wielded in Upper Palaeolithic society was by men over women. His evidence was in both the parietal and the mobiliary art. He argued that the parietal art was a celebration of hunting (what the men will have done) with no reference whatsoever to the plants (and small animals) that the women will have collected and hunted. Concomitantly, the mobiliary art (the “venus” figurines) are another misrepresentation of the total reality of womanhood because they emphasise the breasts and the abdomen and the buttocks and under-represent the head, arms and legs - giving the impression that women exist in the reproductive capacity alone. As Faris put it, the art is used by men as an ideological tool to “write women out” of their economically productive role and legitimise the dominant position of men. Faris used the same database as did the Empiricists, the Functionalists, and the Structuralists to come out with a completely different story.
Activity 12:
For each of the three specific examples of Upper Palaeolithic cave art listed below, outline what each of the four theoretical schools listed would highlight and use to promote their interpretations
	
	The spotted horses of Pech Merle
	The Venus of Lespuge (363)
	The “sorcerer” of Les Trois Freres

	Empiricist
	
	
	

	Functionalist
	
	
	

	Structuralist
	
	
	

	Marxist
	
	
	


See the following websites for images, please note, these are for the images only, not the accompanying text:

The spotted horses of Pech Merle: (http://www.humanities-interactive.org/ancient/iceage/ex038_05d.html)
The ‘sorcerer’ of Les Trois Freres: (http://portalproductions.com/spiritnature/paleolithic_nature.htm) 

Be aware that the theories of Upper Palaeolithic cave art that have been discussed are those which demonstrate that depending on the general theoretical overview of the archaeologist the same data can be interpreted in a variety of different ways. The aim has also been to introduce you to some of the principles of the high level theory used commonly in archaeology. When it comes to an understanding of Upper Palaeolithic cave art, each theoretical approach appears to explain some elements of the data convincingly, others not. No one theoretical standpoint explains all the data adequately. There are many other, more specific, theories about what Upper Palaeolithic cave art means including the shamanistic interpretation of Thomas Dowson and David Lewis-Wiliams and the alliance theory of Clive Gamble.
Despite their importance in archaeological interpretation, you do not often see explicit references to Marxism, Structuralism, Functionalism or Empiricism in the literature. What you will see, more often, are references to processualism and post-processualism. The following is an attempt to summarise the relationships between these theoretical schools.
Processualist and Post-processualist approaches
Processualist archaeology, the “New Archaeology” (1960s 1980s) - was an overthrow of Empiricism and was strongly influenced by philosophy of science, systems theory and functionalism. Post-processualism, in its turn, was an overthrow of processualism. The post-processual paradigm is a bit of a mixture, post-processual approaches are influenced by French structuralism, by Marxist approaches, and reject the scientific “objectivity” of processualism. 

Further reading:

Bahn, P. and Vertut, J. 1988  Images of the Ice Age. Facts on File: Oxford.
Faris, J. C. 1983 ‘From form to content in the structural study of aesthetic systems’. in Washburn, D. (ed.) Structure and Cognition in Art. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hodder, I. 1986  Reading the Past, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Johnson, M. 1999 Archaeological Theory: An Introduction. Oxford: Blackwell.
Mithen, S. 1991  Ecological interpretations of Palaeolithic Art. Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society 57:103-114
4.3) Archaeology and other disciplines

As will have become clear to you by now archaeology is a broad subject and incorporates aspects of many other disciplinary areas (12-17).  The most obvious cognate disciplines are those of history, geography and anthropology, but this depends on the interests of the archaeologist.  An archaeologist working on landscape change will borrow most obviously from geography and its cognates in the earth sciences, while one interested in social organisation in the past will likely borrow ideas from social anthropology, sociology and social theory more generally.  The relationship with history has at times been rather fraught, with historians claiming that the archaeology of historic periods is merely the ‘handmaiden of history’ providing the artefacts to illustrate historical texts.  Archaeologists of periods that may be text-aided argue vigorously against such a view saying that the information from archaeology can add new information to historical periods.  There are, of course, techniques and terminology that are shared by most archaeologists, but the many interests that are incorporated within archaeological studies has led to many sub-disciplines, often with their own specialist journals and conferences, these include:

1) Prehistoric archaeology

2) Historical archaeology

3) Environmental archaeology

4) Scientific archaeology

5) Maritime archaeology

6) Geoarchaeology

7) Funerary archaeology

8) Archaeozoology

9) Ethnoarchaeology

10) Osteoarchaeology

11) Theoretical archaeology

12) Field archaeology

Activity 13: List here what you think are the main topics of interest of each of the sub-disciplines above:
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	10


	

	11


	

	12


	


Some archaeologists will overlap with other disciplines in their studies, and most will incorporate aspects of many in making their findings.  But here I want to consider further some direct links between archaeology and those outside, particularly anthropologists.

In the USA archaeology is generally taught in departments of anthropology and most graduates will have had to take some courses in each aspect of the four main areas of anthropology taught in these departments.  This fourfold anthropology incorporates:

Social/Cultural Anthropology

Physical Anthroplogy

Linguistics

Archaeology

In Britain and Europe these areas, apart from physical anthropology, are seen as quite distinct disciplines.  Physical anthropologists, who may study hominid and human evolution or human osteology, are to be found in anthropology and archaeology departments, while linguistics will normally be located elsewhere completely.

Anthropology is the study of humans, in the past this has often been restricted to human societies located in non-Western countries and contexts, but in recent years anthropologists are equally to be found exploring a range of issues at home as well as overseas.  Of course, it is, as we have already seen, the main project of archaeology as well to try and understand humans.  The difference between archaeology and anthropology is that it is humans in the past that archaeologists study and in this they do not have the luxury afforded to anthropologists in being able to talk to them directly.  Archaeologists have to find ways of overcoming the gap between present and past, and anthropology in its myriad studies indicating the diversity of human existence, provides potential examples for exploring such differences in the past.

In recent years many influential theories have been developed for understanding British and European prehistory by looking at the ways anthropologists have described how people such as Australian Aborigines (523-29), Island Melanesians and Native American Navajos relate to and understand their landscapes.  Although such borrowings do not necessarily provide the answers, what they do is extend the range of possible interpretations, for example, in understanding why people in the Mesolithic or Neolithic chose the sites that they did.  Such considerations have opened up the possibility of extending the range of archaeology to include what may have previously been considered as non-cultural facets of the landscape such as rock outcrops, mountains or rivers, where anthropologists elsewhere have shown that such features are significant components in the cultural world of peoples elsewhere.  Being aware that the landscape as a whole may be perceived as cultural, rather than the more traditional view of specific cultural sites in a ‘natural’ landscape provides archaeologists with the possibility of understanding the relationships people in the past may have had with their surroundings and in so doing making it possible to derive new understandings of why the sites that we do know of are placed where they are.  This has sometimes been described as an attempt to get into the minds of prehistoric peoples, but it has also been described as getting into their shoes, as much of the interpretation is derived from the direct experience the archaeologist has of a site by actually going there and attempting to experience something of the place through assessing the bodily experience of engaging with the architecture and the sensory experiences derived from its setting in the landscape.  So the archaeologist may consider the views available from the site, what sounds there may be detectable, such as running water, how does the architecture inhibit or expand sensory experience, such as acoustics etc.  Christopher Tilley’s work is highly influential in this field.  He explored the Neolithic tombs of southern Britain from a perspective drawn heavily from anthropological studies of Australian Aborigines and although receiving praise and criticism in equal measure has influenced many further studies, particularly by British archaeologists.

If landscape studies can be seen as an area of convergence between archaeology and anthropology then another important link is in material culture studies.  Material cultural studies provide a focus for interdisciplinary research that incorporates and goes beyond the disciplines of archaeology and anthropology.  The Journal of Material Culture (Sage) was launched in 1996 to provide a forum for “the ways in which artefacts are implicated in the construction, maintenance and transformation of social identities.”  What this means is that artefacts, that is, any manufactured objects, are not passive, they actually have identities that can be meaningful to individuals or groups.  You can perhaps best understand this by thinking of some key national icons, such as a flag (although this is only a piece of material the way it is used or abused can have a significant impact on people) or a monument, in recent times we have seen the significance of the destruction of images of Lenin or Saddam Hussein.  But at a personal level objects can also be extremely meaningful, perhaps a childhood toy or a gift from a loved one can have very powerful personal associations that may affect your emotional state.

Activity 14: Can you think of five objects you possess (or have possessed) that are significant to you and relate to your autobiography?  Why are they significant?

	Object
	Significance

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


The objects themselves not only will relate to your autobiography, but will have biographies of their own as they are transformed or passed through different possessions and associations.  Thus a single object may have different meanings at different places at different times.  

A number of archaeologists are frustrated by the information that anthropologists offer in the ethnographic literature and in response take it upon themselves to collect information from modern populations in parts of the world which they think may inform our understandings of the past found through archaeology.  These archaeologists are called ethnoarchaeologists (190-193) and they may be found doing fieldwork amongst traditional communities to record such things as how pottery is made or what happens when gatherer-hunter communities are neighbours of agriculturalists.  The first example will help the ethnoarchaeologist to understand technology, processes and residues of pottery production in non-industrial contexts, the second may give indications as to how farming spread in prehistory.  Ethnoarchaeologists have in the past been accused of depending on inappropriate ‘ethnographic analogies’ without giving enough consideration to cultural and environmental factors.  In more recent years the popularity of such studies has returned with the criticisms having been taken into consideration.  A classic example of the inferences that may be drawn from ethnoarchaeology is by Lewis Binford, who we met in earlier sub-sections.
The examples provided above although limited, for the most part, to associations with the sister discipline of anthropology reveal the variety of connections that may be made between just two disciplines.  The many other disciplinary associations touched on at the beginning of this section lead to equally complex relationships – at times archaeology can appear a very fragmented discipline indeed.  Such disciplinary fragmentation can also be revealed in the writing of archaeology and it is to this that the next sub-section is dedicated.

Further Reading:
Binford, L. 1983 In Pursuit of the Past: decoding the archaeological record.  London: Thames and Hudson.

Bradley, R. 2000 The Archaeology of Natural Places.  London: Routledge. 

Buchli, V. (ed.) 2002 The Material Culture Reader. Oxford: Berg.

Tilley, C. 1994 A Phenomenology of Landscape: places, paths, monuments. Oxford: Berg. 

4.4) Writing archaeology

Although increasingly television and the Internet are being used to disseminate the results of archaeological work the basic method remains through print media in pamphlets, journals and books.  Publications of archaeological texts come in many different guises, ranging from the amateur to professional and popular to academic.  At this stage of the module you should be able to identify some of the types available.

Activity 15: Write here some of the different types of archaeological publications in print:

	1
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	4


	

	5


	


Much of the primary evidence derived from archaeology is published in journals and reports.  Journals range from those published by local archaeological or antiquarian societies through to others with international distributions such as Antiquity, World Archaeology or the Journal of Field Archaeology.  These three are published independently but others with very high profiles are published by interest groups, such as, the Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society or the Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, which, despite the title, often publishes articles of archaeological interest (as does Current Anthropology, an American counterpart that is funded by The Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research).  Many important papers are published in journals and usually these are rigorously reviewed and edited prior to publication, but this may not be the only source for information about a particular find or site.  Many archaeologists will publish their research in different places to reach a wide audience so a more popular version of a site report may be found in magazines such as Current Archaeology (www.archaeology.co.uk ) or British Archaeology (www.britarch.ac.uk/ba/ba.html).  These can be useful places to find out what the latest news is.  The final site report will often appear as a monograph with all the detail required in a series such as that produced by the Council of British Archaeology (www.britarch.ac.uk) or the British Archaeological Reports series (www.archaeopress.com).  So in this paragraph we have three types of publication that you could have listed in the table above: popular article, journal paper, report.

Perhaps one of the most difficult tasks for the discerning student of archaeology is to assess the appropriateness of the masses of books claiming to provide archaeological information and analyses.  There are thousands of titles that at first glance appear to offer the type of detailed accounts and expert analyses that one would expect in a scholarly text, but this is often not the case.  A good indication is the publisher.  Check that the volume is produced by an established academic publisher; this is easy to identify if the volume is by a university press, but there are many commercial academic publishers that also have the high standards we would hope for such as Routledge or Blackwell of Oxford.  There are also publishers that operate at the more popular end of the market, but publish scholarly work, these include Sutton and Tempus.  An important indication in regard to the value of a work is if there is detailed referencing in the text and full bibliographic information of this referencing either in footnotes, endnotes or separate bibliography.  Books with the terms ‘celtic’, ‘mystery’, ‘mythical’, ‘civilisation(s)’ or ‘lost’ in the titles should be assessed with particular care.

Discourse

There is, of course, room for a variety of publications that will suit a variety of readers with different levels of interest and ability.  Archaeological reports are notoriously tough to read and are presented in a conventional style that is written for a professional audience.  Other, academic works can also be written in a way that is difficult for non-archaeologists to understand with specialised terminology and a certain amount of assumed knowledge on the part of the reader.  Such writing is termed discourse, which is the language of the discipline. Specialised language risks excluding people who are not privy to the language and codes of the particular discourse.  However, it also can be argued that specialised language provides easy communication between people in the same discipline.  The television programme Time Team is a good example of archaeological discourse incorporating a greater population where 'geophys', the shorthand term for geophysical surveying, is regularly used and now commonly understood by the regular non-professional audience.

Activity 16: List here five terms which are specific to the discourse of archaeology and their definitions:

	
	Term
	Definition

	1
	
	

	2
	
	

	3
	
	

	4
	
	

	5
	
	


Narrative

Ultimately the main aim of writing in archaeology is the creation of a narrative, which is a structured way of telling a story that has a beginning, middle and end.

If archaeologists use discourse to tell a narrative, then they are generally excluding a non-specialist audience.  The detail required of archaeological research reports means that the actual story of the site, or how it fits into the broader temporal and spatial picture, is often subsumed and difficult to identify; in order to provide this information archaeologists are required to write works of synthesis that places the archaeological information in a narrative that might tell quite broad or rather more specific narratives.  These might tell stories of a specific artefact type, period or region, e.g., Bronze Age Metalwork, Stone Age Britain and Prehistoric Wales respectively.

Activity 17: List here three books that describe in narrative form specific artefact types:

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	


List here three books that describe in narrative form a specific period:

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	


List here three books that describe in narrative form a specific region:

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	


The politics of writing in archaeology

The ideal situation, and one that ought to be sought, is that the archaeological past should be accessible to all those who wish to participate in its understanding and indeed, its production and interpretation.  This means that a political decision, whether personal or mandated through an institution or organisation, has to be made to produce not only the reports required by the discourse of the discipline, but also the production of narratives accessible to different levels of audience.  Thus narratives published in pamphlets and books are written for children of different ages and adults from a variety of educational and social backgrounds.  Access to archaeology in the UK is being attempted through community archaeology projects, which aim to enfranchise local people in relation to their archaeology.  As with the decisions in relation to the writing of archaeology such projects are inherently, if not explicitly, politically motivated.  The relationship between archaeology and politics is the topic of the next sub-section.
4.5) Archaeology and politics

Politics and archaeology may appear at first sight to make strange bedfellows, but as we have already seen in the previous sub-section decisions about writing in archaeology have political dimensions, but the politics of archaeology have much broader and, sometimes, extremely serious dimensions (see Chapter 14 of Renfrew and Bahn, 2004).

All relations of power are political; in many circumstances people may argue that they are acting apolitically, but all actions are political.  The mistake that most people who argue this appear to be making is equating politics with 'Party Politics'.  Politics with a small 'p', that is, outside of government, pervades all aspects of social life and in this there is no escape for archaeology.  As much as the interests of archaeologists are related to interpreting the past, this interpretation is very much achieved in the present, with all the biases and experiences this implies.  Such biases of interpretation may be related to issues of age, gender, social background, theoretical predilections and training amongst other things.  Archaeologists have become much better in recent times, particularly since the development in post-processual archaeology in Britain, in making explicit some of their personal biases that will affect their interpretations.  This may take the form of autobiographical notes, but it is more common to explicate personal issues in works of synthesis.  Francis Pryor’s work on Seahenge (2001) provides a good example of such a narrative account that not only offers an overview of the prehistoric archaeology of the Fenlands of eastern England, but also an autobiographical approach.  This book also contains a short account of the political issues surrounding the excavation of the site of Seahenge itself, which takes us on to issues of group concerns in relation to the politics of archaeology.

Seahenge, as the site was dubbed by journalists, was a circle of fifty-five timber posts with a central inverted tree trunk that was discovered eroding out of the tidal zone at Holme-next-the-Sea on the Norfolk coast of eastern England.  It was clearly a prehistoric site and dendrochronology confirmed a date in the Early Bronze Age of 2050 BCE (Before Common Era).  At the beginning of 1999 English Heritage decided that the site should be excavated prior to damage by further erosion and the Norfolk Archaeological Unit was contracted to conduct the excavation.  Media coverage was slow to develop at first, but prior to the excavation it became widespread and not only attracted the interest of Channel 4’s Time Team (see www.channel4.com/history/timeteam/archive/2000seahenge.html), but two sets of interest groups who objected to the excavation of the site.

The first group consisted of self-styled ‘Druids’, Pagans and New Agers.  The Druids and Pagans were negotiated with and work was stopped to allow ceremonies to be performed but the New Agers were travellers who were difficult to pin down and were very savvy in making their presence felt when representatives of the media were present.  The day selected for lifting the central trunk was postponed when New Agers occupied the site and could not be removed, the following day with police assistance the trunk was hoisted and taken away.  The New Agers, who gained a certain amount of notoriety through the media coverage, were concerned that the excavation was to be regarded as the desecration of a sacred shrine.

The second group was a loose conglomeration of locals who either believed that the sea and erosion was not a threat to the site and therefore it should be left where it was, and may indeed attract tourists to the area.  The others worried that the timbers would be removed from northwest Norfolk and taken to a place where they did not belong, that is, 50 kilometres away in Cambridgeshire in the first instance.

The concerns of local people, who can have a great deal of pride in the archaeology of their locale, is not completely unheard of elsewhere.  But such protests are quite rare unless the archaeological excavations are in advance of some unpopular development, road building for example, where the archaeology can be useful for NIMBY (not in my backyard) protests.  The concerns regarding desecration of a sacred place, however, was very unusual in British archaeology, this is not the case for other parts of the World and such concerns are being taken far more seriously in the UK than had previously been the case.

Elsewhere in the world archaeologists have been embroiled in political issues that have generally involved confrontations between practitioners and Indigenous people in settler or colonial situations, particularly in North America and Australia.  Much of the concern has been related to the excavation of human remains and their deposition in museums (552-556).  The Indigenous people have often quite different concerns about the disturbance of the remains of what they perceive as the remains of their ancestors compared to the information available from such remains through physical anthropological studies.  A classic example of this is provided by John Mulvaney, an archaeologist, who argued that the repatriation of human remains from the site of Kow Swamp in southeastern Australia to local Aboriginal custodians for reburial was a loss to science.  The argument was partly based on the age of the remains as they belonged to the Late Pleistocene, that is, between some 15,000 and 10,000 years ago and Mulvaney argued that no direct ancestral relationship could be claimed by the present day Aboriginal community in the area.  Mulvaney also opined that the rarity of human remains of this date were of universal importance to science that transcended political concerns at the local level.  Mulvaney’s view is one that is not shared by most Australian archaeologists, the majority of whom are of European ancestry, who work closely in consultation with Aboriginal communities in conducting archaeological work on their land.

Returning to Britain, you may be wondering who are these archaeologists that are mentioned and how do they get a career in ruins!  The Institute of Field Archaeology (IFA) contends that some 5000 people in Britain are employed in an archaeology-related position, this is based on an intensive study ‘Profiling the Profession’ (see www.archaeologists.net/modules/icontent/inpages/docs/prof/profiling.pdf).   According to John Collis, an archaeologist with decades of experience teaching in archaeology, of the 1000 students that graduate with an archaeology degree each year from UK institutions, only some 160 plan to enter archaeology as a profession.  The majority of the others have enjoyed their archaeology degrees as providing an interesting way of gaining many skills attractive in many areas of the workplace.

The workplace for archaeology in the UK may be in either the public or private sectors.  Archaeologists can be found in all levels of education, most notably in the university sector, in local government, museums or national bodies, such as, English Heritage, Historic Scotland or Cadw in Wales.  In the private sector many archaeologists are employed in commercial companies that tender for projects, often ahead of developments.  In whatever position the individual archaeologist is found, there will always be political concerns at a variety of levels.

Concerns have previously been expressed about the hierarchical nature of archaeological organisations: who does the work but who gets the credit and working conditions of field archaeologists and lack of representation.  Much of the work available to recent graduates in archaeology is in the area of excavation and these tend to be short-term contracts that last for the duration of a particular site.  On-site conditions have been through recent Health and Safety legislation, but issues of job security and pay are still regarded as falling well below those of other professions.  These concerns are often raised in the The Digger, a grass roots publication for field archaeologists (see http://www.bajr.org/DiggerMagazine/DiggerFrontpage.htm).  A report by the All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group (APPAG) has called for these issues to be addressed with some urgency (see www.sal.org.uk/appag/report/Archaeology%20in%20the%20UK.pdf).  The presence of the APPAG report indicates that archaeology in the UK is of concern to politicians involved in capital ‘P’ politics also.

In this sub-section we have only scratched the surface of the myriad ways in which archaeology interacts with politics.  You can pursue these issues further in your essay assignment if you so wish.

Further Reading:

Mulvaney, D. J. 1991  ‘Past regained, future lost: the Kow Swamp Pleistocene burials’ Antiquity 65: 12-21. 

Pryor, F.  2001 Seahenge: a quest for life and death in Bronze Age Britain.  London: Harper Collins.
Conclusion

Now that you have completed this module you should have a good understanding of the basic practice of archaeology, the types of evidence archaeologists use and the interpretative, political and ethical issues involved in the practice of contemporary archaeology.
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Figure 2: Archaeological section and associated matrix
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