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Correspondances
La Nature est un temple o1 de vivants piliers
Laissent parfois sortir de confuses paroles;
L'homme y passe & travers des foréts de symboles
Qui Vobservent avec des regards familiers.

Comme de longs échos qui de loin se confondent
Dans une ténébreuse et profonde unité,
Vaste comme la nuit et comme la clarté,

Les parfums, les couleurs et les sons se répondent.

1l est des parfums frais comme des chairs d’enfants,
Doux comme les hautbois, verts comme les prairies,
—FEt d’autres, corrumpus, riches et triomphants,

Ayant I'expansion des choses infinies,
Comme I’ambre, le musc, le benjoin et 1’encens,
Qui chantent les transports de ’esprit et des sens.
—Baudelaire (1972:10)

A euphonic song of ecstasy of body and soul, Charles Baudelaire’s
Paean to a multisensory world evokes colors, sounds, and a rich array of scents.
Perfumes as cool as infant skin, as soft as oboes, or as green as meadows per-
fectly capture the multisensory aspects of living and being. Indeed, such was
the sensual nature of some of the poems in this collection of 1857, Les fleurs du

J;\flnkr‘u“_q Senses of the Past: Toward a Sensory Archaeology, edited by Jo Day. Center for Archaeological
i\v@shgnlinns, Occasional Paper No. 40. © 2013 by the Board of Trustees, Southern Illinois Univer-
Sity. All rights reserved. ISBN 978-0-8093-3287-8.
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mal, that both the publisher and the poet were prosecuted for offending pub-
lic morality.! Baud » Was not alone in understanding that the
senses are the me, humans experience their world, but
while artists (in th st ¢ word) have generally been indulged
with a certain amount of freedom for sensory e.\'plorations, such themes have
only recently become accepted as legitimate subjects of academic investigations
outside their more traditional home in the science laboratory. The proliferation
in the last decade or s of journal articles and books cancentrating on varying

V studies in the humanities (eg., Berg’s Sensory Formations
series), as well the emergence of a new journal dedicated to this topic (The Senses
and Society), testifies to an interdiscip!inary interest in the actya] bodily experi-
eénce of being human, of tasting, touching, smelling, hearing, and seeing. Much
of the initial impetus for this came from the Concordia Sensoria Research Team
(CONSERT), based at Concordia University, Montreal. CONSERT members Da-
vid Howes and Constance Classen have consistently produced work that both
shapes and redefines sensory studies (Classen 1990, 1993, 1997, 2005; Howes
1991, 2003, 2005, 2009), and their influence, as well as that of Paul Stoller (1984,
1989, 1997), is evident Aacross an array of disciplines including history, sociology,
ethnography, sociocultural anthropology, food studies, human geography, art
and cinema, and archaeology.

It was the last of these, archaeolog_v, and the senses that was the theme of the
27th Annual Visiti ng Scholar Conference at the Center for _.f\rchaeological [nvesti-
gations, Southern Illinojs University Carbondale, held in March 2010, The papers
presented, many of them published in this volume, demonstrated the multiplic-
ity of ways archaeologists are engaging with sensory studies.” This is not the first
book to take sensory archaeology as jts subject; previous publications have focused
on explorin ific aspects of the sensorium: for example, acoustics (Scarre and

r (Jones and Mac(jmgor 2002). In contrast, this volume cov-
ers a broad spectrum of Sensory modalities, highligh ting their interconnections,
as well as their distinct roles in past societjes. Neither does it claim to be a how-to
manual for “doing” sensory archaeology, a hisloriograph)-' of the subject, nor a
detailed discussion of the theoretical foundations of a sensory approach to ar-
chaeology.3 It should be added that, in general, this volume does not ventyre into
the realms of “scjence” (although see Chapter 12 for 4 summary of the workings
of the human olfaclory system). This is deliberate, and while archaeologists are
indebted to the physiological and Neurological discoveries that allow us to be
understand the human Sensory apparatus, this book is not the place for a detailed
discussion of sych things.* No apology should be hecessary for the broad range
of material and siteg included here, from the Aegean Bronze Age to the American
Southwest; rather, this diversity should be embraced as stimulating and challeng-
ing and as evidence that a more embodied approach to the past is possible regard-
less of archaeological Specialization. In fact, this endeavor gives lie to the assertion
that “archaeology of the Senses’ remains focuged UPOn a narrow range of prehis-
toric topics” (Bori¢ and Robb 2008:1), and it is hoped that thig volume will open
minds to futyre Mmultisensory investigations of the past.
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percetved within the body rather than with external organs like the nose, skin,
or ear—is only begin_ning to be recognized (Geurts 2002, 2003; Stroeken 2008),
Irrespective of how the senses are culturally Organized, the layers of meaning
will permeate al aspects of society, from the language used to moral values tq
emic ideas of personhood (Geurts 2002:227). This variety of sensory experience
suggests that projects such ag the all~embracing “natural history of the senses”
(Ackerman 1990) are well-nioh i

As culture-specific Sensory orders were noted, the accom
of an apparent hegemony of vision pervading all
also emerged. Sepi ng has become synonymous with rationality and reason, with

Phrases such as “pg you see?” (as opposed to, say, “Do you smell?”) equated
with “Do you understand?” Explanations of this phenomenon have been detailed
elsewhere (Classen 1997; H

3; smith 2007; Synnott 1991a), 50 a succinct
summary follows be int ining threads have combined to produce
this ocularcentrism attributed to the Ey ro-American world, one of which presents

Aristotle as its originator. Writing in the fourth century B.C.E,, he offered an analy-
sis of the human SEnsory apparatus that defined the five canonical senses, among
them p.rivﬂeging vision (e.g., De Sensy and De Anima IT) (Jiitte 2005:3146, 54-71),
Others have preferred to take the philosophy of Descartes as the starting point
for a general downgrading of a]] things corporeal in contrast to the pPrimacy of

felt distinguished humans
of the senses meant that only
nott 1991a:70). However, it is

greed with this position, and,
stressed the link between sensory

Panying realization
aspects of modern Western life

the mind (the famous Cartesian dualism), which he
from animals. Descares believed that the fallibility

the mind could pe trusted to reveal the tryth

important to remember that not

for example, both David Hume and John Locke

perception and knowledge (Jiitte 2005:127-128)
Nevertheless, an increasing intellecty

alization of vision did occur in the early
modern era and was aided by the invention of various instruments that enhanced

viewing, such as telescopes, microscopes, and cameras. With such instruments
allowing glimpses of realms far away or tinier than could pe seen with the naked
eye, sight became a gateway to new worlds and associated with science, know-
edge, measuring, and proof. Such supposedly inverse connections between intel-
lect and the nonvisual senses were Supported by the voyages of exploration that
fopeans into contact with “primitive” peoples who were expected

a natural predilection for the “lower” Senses of taste, touch, and smell

(Howes 2003:5). The most infamous example of such thinking is the hierarchi-
cal classification devised by natural historian Lorenz Oken combining sensory
orders with racial types: The rational European eye-man was placed at the top;
the Asian ear-man was just below and followed by the Native American nose-
Man and then the Australjan tongue-man; until, on the lowest rung of the scale,
was the tactile African skin-man (Classen 1997:405). Nineteenth—centur_\r schol-
arship became more interested in the measurement and comparison of human
rthanin philosophical debate (Geurts 2002:8). Indeed, the associa-

' investigations with inherent r ably contributed to aca.

n of such studies in the first half of the twentieth century (Howes

). More recently, Marshall McLuhan and Walter Ong contributed to the
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of language and vision and his celebration of multise
inspired new lines of archaeological inquiry. Crucially, these involve reexam.
ining many of the concepts that archaeologists had assumed immutable, such
as color, time, or nature (Insoll 2007). Nevertheless, amid such sensory adven-
tures, archaeology remains a very visual discipline, and no one would doubt the
benefits or, indeed, the necessity of using maps, plans, section drawings, pho-
tographs, Munsell color charts, sketches, and reconstructions. Similarly, while
archaeological fieldwork is a very physical activity and the process of survey or
excavation is a multisensory one (as noted by both Tringham and Weismantel in
this volume), no one would suggest dispensing with vision as a valued tool. A
more sensory approach to archaeology and the past, therefore, does not call for
the abandonment of visual analyses, or the privileging of
der, but is aware of maintaining a b
the use of archaeologically grounde
pasts that we reconstruct.
Bridging the gap between past and
challenge for archaeologists, and, famou
range theory

nsory existence, has alsg

any other sensory or-
alance between contempora ry best practice,
d data, and the re-embodiment of the human

present experiences has been a major
sly, Binford’s development of middle-
was seen as one way to surmount the problem. Acknowledgment of
our shared human corporeality can be seen as another, and so the body becomes
the starting point for sensory archaeology. This body is the physical, perceiving
body, the body equipped with the sensory organs found in a fully functioning
human being: nose, mouth, eyes, ears, skin, brain and nerves, as well limbs to
allow movement. This body is common to humans across the world today and
is shared with humans in the past from the moment anatomically modern Homo
sapiens first emerged as a distinct species. This physical body or the body as a cul-
tural artifact is itself a topic of increasing interest to ard"laeologists (e.g., Bori¢ and
Robb, eds. 2008; Joyce 2005). Numerous theoretical and methodological debates
have surrounded “writing the body in archaeology,” to borrow the title of Lynn
Meskell’s (2000) précis of the subject, but sensory archaeology aims to do more
than read or write bodies, to go beyond the body’s surface toward its multiple
somatic experiences. It is crucial, of course, to recognize that all individuals exist
in distinct historical and culturai contexts, the confines of which cannot be conve-
niently overlooked to reembody the past. However, through combining archaeo-
logically informed contextual information with the opportunities provided by a
shared sensing body, it is possible to formulate new ideas about past experiences
of material culture and place. Or, as summed up by Christopher Tilley, sensory
archaeology could be said to enable a focus on “culturally constructed individu-
als whose personhoods differ while possessing a universal body” (2010:487).

Sensing Landscapes, Sensing Buildings,
Sensing Power(s)

Tilley, of course,
the sensing body to the
his 1

is one of the archaeologists who brought the issue of
foreground in archaeologic

al work, commencing with
994 publication of A Phenomenology of Landscape.

In particular, it was British
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phenomena can move away from metaphor and toward recognition of actya]
powers in the land itself. The flickering light and dancing painting animate the
rock as a nonhuman person, or a coactor, in rituals performed there. It shoulq
not be a surprise to find that something as apparently inanimate as rock can be
perceived as alive, potent, and even a gateway to another world; indeed, other
works have highlighted this issue in different cultures (e.g., Herva 2006; Lewis-
Williams and Dowson 1990). Seeing beyond the static image is only one aspect
of experiencing these rock-art sites, and sound, too, can play a key role (see also
Boivin et. al 2007; Goldhahn 2002; Waller 2006). Spirituality of place may be fur-
ther emphasized by the kinesthetic experiences required to create or interact with
these Maori and First Nation sites: They are accessible only by water during fa-
vorable conditions, and thus the journey to the site also becomes incorporated
into its meaning (Tilley 2008).

Karen Holmberg (Chapter 3) too stresses the link between a living landscape
and its inhabitants, in this case, the Supersensory experience of volcanic eruption.
She uses analogies from her own life in New York City to draw attention to the
mutability of landscapes, moving from benign to dangerous and back again lo
benign, replete with new (bodily) memories. Reconstructions of past perceptions
Mmust always be carried out in the distant present, but the experience of an erupt-
ing voleano is perhaps one of the few events during which it may be possible to
at least approach past corporeal effects, whatever about their associated cultural
meanings. Based on fieldwork in Panama, Holmberg demonstrates how these
active landscapes make their way into myths and folktales, which through their
retelling across generations help make sense of the violence of nature. In a simi-
lar fashion, the curation of material remnants of eruptions may also guide social
memory and even offer a sense of regaining control over an unstable world. Her
discussion of art exhibitions based on voleanic themes highlights that, while ar-
chaeology remains essentially text-bound, artists can produce the type of multi-
Sensory presentation that best encompasses something as intense as a volcano.
This debate about presenting a sensory pastin the present is returned to in great-

er detail later in the volume in Chapters 18 and 19.

Corin C. O. Pursell’s work (Chapter 4) moves from l'hinkjng about the land-
scape to considering both the interaction between a settlement and its setting and
the interaction of specific monuments within the settlement, in this instance Shi-
loh Mounds in Tennessee. Focusing on ritual action in public monumental set-
tings, he explores control of space and the perception of mounds using a meth-
odology that combines angles of visual perception with the actual form of public
space. In discussing the different functions and audience experiences of Mound
Aand Mound C, he concludes that not only did each mound support varying so-
cial agendas within the comm unity but that Mound A also fy nctioned as a state-
ment to the outside world. Furthermore, Pursell’s research ties in to the impor-
tant archaeological work on the symbolic roles of color (e.g., Cleland and Stears
2004; Hosler 1994; Houston et al. 2009; Jones and MecGregor 2002), and his careful
contextual examination of the yse of red and white sediments in Mounds A and

C suggests shifting control of symbolic media and potentially fluid meanings that
changed over time.
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primarily on literary sources and iconographic evidence, leading to what Wedd]g:
terms “senseless” exa minations of the rityal. In the tradition of autnethnographic_
research, she investigates the impact of large-scale animal sacrifice on both the:
worshipper and the location itself, although she is careful not to claim thag hep

experiences replicate a precise historical moment. To see this chapter as mere]y
aiming to shock via graphic descriptions and images of animal sacrifice is t0 migg
one of the author’s main points: Experiencing the ful] multisensory sacrificig] Pro-
cess led her to formulate new research questions pertaining to activities before
and after the fatal moments frozen in iconography or texts.

Ritual is also the focys of Heather Hunter—Crm-vley’s research, but her Chap.
ter 8 concentrates on 2 later period: the world of sixth-cen tury Christianity. Com-
Plementing Wedde’s emphasis on the bodily experience of being a worshipper,
Hunter—Crawie_y considers the sensory affordances of the material culture useq in
Eucharistic ritual. Taking the Riha Hoard as her case study, she d iscusses the mul-
tisensory experiences associated with the chalice, Paten, and fan, as wel] a5 relat-
ed ecclesiastica] objects such as cengers and lamps, the use of which allowed wop.
shippers to physically encounter the divine. Like Mengelluzzo, [—Iunter—(.’rawle_y is
able to draw on texts describing early Christian attitudes toward the senses, such
as the idea of the “tactile eye,” itself derived from earlier Classical concepts of
extramission. These Support her suggestion of a more nuanced and interrelated
notion of body and soul, in contrast to the Cartesian mind-body duality often
imposed on the same material. To merely “read” artifacts is, as Hunter—CrawIey
states, to deny them their Own materiality and Presents an intellectyal challenge
to archaeologists grappling with the concept of material cultyre (e.g., Boivin 2008:
Gosden 2005; Hurcombe 2007: Knappett 2005; Meskel] 2005). Certainly objects
become interesting as they reveal the “social and individua] self-creation” as-
sociated with them (Olsen 2003:91; see Miller 2008 for 2 recent anth_r‘opological
study of people and their things). However, objects are also interesting because
of their “thingness,” or Mmateriality, whic} y affects their creation and uses
and which is perceived by humans through our senses, An approach to material
culture informed by sensory archaeology, therefore, considers not just the associ-
ated sy 5 ial social meanings of things, but it also pays close
attention to the bodily effects of people within a culturally specific

context. This theme js returned to later in this volume in chapters by Day and
Dakouri-Hild.

In contrast to the specific religious rituals discussed by Weddle and Hunter-
Crawley, Ruth Tringham (Chapter 9) focuses on the rituals of daily life in a study
of the senses of touch in the past and the Present at Catalhoyiik. Previous archae-
ological studies on touch have concentrated on what Roda way (1994:50) termed
“reach touch,” that is, active tactile encounters, usually with the hands. Mac-
Gregor’s (1999) work on carved stone balls is the genesi:
researchers have followed in his footsteps, adding a haptic dimension to stud-
ies of stone (Tilley 2004), rock art (Ouzman 2001) and monuments (C‘.ummings
2002). Ingold (2004) has also drawn attention to “pedestrian touch,” focusing on
feet instead of hands, which should certainly not be overlooked in studies of the
past. In contrast to these studies, “global touch” (Rodaway 1994:48-50) lies at the
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The second category is a study of the beh

avior of sound—not just music—
at archaeological sites;

these can be either natural places featuring evidence of
human activity and even modification, such as caves and rock-art locales (e.g,
Boivin 2004; Goldhahn 2002; Loose 2008; Ouzman 2001; Reznikoff and Dauvois
1988), or man-made monuments, such as passage graves and stone circles (De-
vereux and Jahn 1996; Watson 2001; Watson and Keating 1999). All such studies
emphasize that considering soundscapes is as important as considering visual

effects and that a more integrated multisensory investigation may help in un-

derstanding the functions of the sites in question. In their earlier manifestations,
these archaeoacoustical studies focused on measuring resonance and sound fre-
quencies at the sites, thus providing quantifiable scientific data (e.g., Jahn, De-
vereux, and Ibison 1996). Indeed, the physiological and psychological results of
certain sonic effects have been noted (Cook, Pajot, and Leuchter 2008; Watson
and Keating 1999), fueling speculation about a link between monument design
and the use of sound in ancient rituals, whether to attain an altered state of con-
sciousness or to induce feelings of awe, fear, inclusion, or exclusion (see Need-
ham [1967] and Tuzin [1984] for seminal articles on the power of sound).

As the archaeology of sound has become more established and has been
influenced by wider sensory studies, measuring sound waves, while still provid-
ing intriguing food for thought (see the recent work on the prehistoric structures
of Malta, for example, presented by Linda Eneix at this conference), is being com-
plemented by a deeper engagement with the social meanings of the construc-
tion and use of sound and soundscapes (Boivin et al. 2007; King and Sanchez
is useful here, drawing
and sound’s role in making sense of place. Ethno-
pportunities to broaden our understanding of the
Feld 1990; Porath
wledging this diver-
d-making devices for

Santiago 2011). Feld’s (1996) concept of “acoustemology”
attention to acoustic knowing

graphic case studies provide o
myriad ways humans perceive and make sense of sound (e.g,
2008; Stoller 1984). The challenge for archaeologists, in ackno

sity, is to tease out the deeper meanings of sounds and soun
past societies.

Chapter 10 by Joe Williams is a welcome addition to the archa
pus on sound and is unusual for focusing,
England. Using the concepts of access
lyzes the musical space and the
the second of these categorie
within the remit of arch

eological cor-
not on prehistory, but on medieval
analysis and copresence zones, he ana-
quiet space within two monastic structures, with
s perhaps inverting what is normally considered
aeoacoustics. But quiet, silence, and the absence of noise
can be culturally meaningful, too, yet are often overlooked in the clamor to focus
on sound. At his chosen sites, aural experiences were structured by the archi-
tecture as well as by the different rules followed at each location according to
the monastic order of the participants. Drawing on excavation reports, Williams
is able to comment on the various types of noises that permeated the monastic
walls—the human and background noises—as well as the temporal quality of
the sounds. Moreover, as Weismantel also points out, there were many possible

experiences of a (monastic) soundscape, varying according to the identity of the
hearer—whether monk, visitor, tradesman, or even dog!
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Eating, tasting, and food are intimately tied in to memory, a theme that per.
vades many of the chapters in this volume. While Hopwood does not explicitly
discuss this in relation to food at Fistikly Hoyiik, the powerful bodily memorieg
created by the consumption of food and drink have been of considerable inter-
est to anthropologisb; (Holtzman 2006; Seremetakis 1994; Sutton 2001). More
broadly, Paul Connerton’s (1989) work has been influential in archaeologies of
memory, with his concept of “incorporating practice” in particular becoming

pivotal for sensory studies. For it is not just tastes or recollections of food that
are evocative, but smells, sounds, sights, and kine

similar moments in the past, what he calls “mnem
ton 1989:74). However, Connerton’s traceless incor

into account the material culture—the cu ps. the food, the incense—that enables
bodily memories to be created. As a result, Hamilakis has recently suggested
abandoning the opposing categories of incorporating and inscribing mnemonic
practices and instead focusing on the “shared mnemonic power of all material
sensorial interaction” (2010:1 92).

Archaeological studies of memory also draw on Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of
habitus, where bodily practices both reflect and reproduce elements of society, as
well as the idea that material culture can be seen as a means for
in extrabodily form” (Jones 2007:1). It is this characteristic of
that facilitates the use of archaeology in nationalist
Material remains can be seen as providing emotional and tangible links to the
past, in embodied support of present ideologies (e.g., Hamilakis 2007). 1t is obvi-
ous that memory is currently riding a wave of popularity within archaeology:

2003) was an early foray, while more recently,

Mills and Walker (2008), Bori¢ (2009), Georgiadis and Gallou (2009), and Lillios
and Tsamis (2010) have all explored different aspects of the theme. Perhaps this
is not surprising; after all, it can be said that “all archaeology is about memory”
(Hamilakis 201 0:188). As with all subjective experiences, however, there is never
ry to be investigated but rather a concept operating on multiple

levels simultaneous!_y, whether individual, social, or even invented (Holtzman
2006:363). Archaeologists, while exploring the role of the senses in remembering

the past in the past, must remain aware of whose memory they are presenting in
the present.

sthetic memories also recal
onics of the body” (Conner-
porating practices do not take

storing memory
archaeological finds
agendas and imaginations.

The work of Van Dyke and Alcock ( )

Smelling the Past

Smell is especi

ally noted for its mnemonic powers, and the f.
Proustian mome

ame of the
nt, combining smell, taste, and memory, is far-reaching. While
the following three chapters (12, 13, and 14) on olfaction in the past do not take
memory as their specific concern, the close link between remembering and scent
is an integral element in each work. Archaeologies of smell are not common, al-
though Insoll (2007:49-53) briefly discussed a material-based methodology for
such explorations. Considering that an aroma cannot be excavated, this careful
reliance on the archaeological material is essential and is a shared feature of these

hapters- Joanne
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trigger other S€nsory responses. As with Hunter—CrawIey’s (Chapter 8) work, the

emphasis is on the user’s bodily interaction with the chosen objects, but linkg
to olfaction in particular are explored, with the vessels’ decoration suggesting
a deliberate attempt to stimulate the sense of smell at communal events. On 3
larger scale, it is also suggested that in the light of a range of other archaeologicy]
evidence, olfactory stimuli were regularly manipulated in Minoan society to cre.
ate emotional and mnemonic bonds and may have had ritual significance. Thig
chapter also engages with the challenge of how to depict something as ephem-
eral as a smell or a sound, demonstrating that in fact this apparent difficulty

resides within contemporary Western epistemology and need not be problematic
in other societies.

Sensory Production

There are many different archaeological

approaches to understanding
ancient technology and production, use

fully summarized in Dobres (2010). The
next three chapters in this volume (Chapters 15, 16, and 17) shift emphasis from

consumption onto matters of production, in particular the idea of interplay be-
tween object and craftsperson. That objects or materials have “social lives” is not
a new concept (Appadurai 1986), but it is the sensory aspects of this interdepen-
dence (e.g., Saunders 2001) that are brought to the fore here. Anastasia Dakouri-
Hild considers the multiple material lives of agate objects in Late Bronge Age
Thebes through the unusual approach of focusing on “unfinished, failed, and par-
tially recycled” artifacts (Chapter 15). A key difference between her study and the
more traditional chaine opératoire approach to object biographies is that she allows
for a dynamic relationship between the cra ftsperson and the material itself. Thus,
the very materiality of agate may help direct the craftsperson’s work—its stripes
and bands suggesting forms to the experienced eye, its weight and cool smooth-
ness perhaps pleasing in the hand—and failed artifacts offer opportunities for
“sensory play.” Relating these discarded objects to Theban society more broadly,
Dakouri-Hild wonders whether a form of “sensory pruning” was carried out by
the elite, where ”workmanship of risk” (Pye 1995) was not appreciated and ad-
herence to a certain aesthetic was preferred by those in authority.

The sensory experiences involved in manufacturing are also to the fore in
Jonathan T. Thomas’s contribution (Chapter 16), where he recounts experiments
in crafting Late Neolithic Iberian slate plaques. Thomas writes of the specific
sounds made when carving patterns into the stone, of the acrid smell and taste
that accompanied the activity, and of the Pain carvers experienced as their hands
became raw. These are try ly the embodied experiences of craftsmanship, and
like Avery’s (Chapter 13) aromas of decay, these unpleasant effects are
tant as the pleasing tactile interaction with the smooth finished
reminds us, however, as Iringham (Chapter 9) and Muyr
note, that habituation changes the nature of th
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with artifacts without actually touching the rea] thing. This “digital touch” hag
been discussed in detail elsewhere (Paterson 2007) and was the subject of a paper
by Linda Hurcombe at the Carbondale conference. Yet digital touch removes the
Opportunity to interact with the authentic and eliminates the personal engage-
ment with the past engendered by handling objects from the lives of others or feel.
ing “what others have felt” (Classen and Howes 2006:202). Such reproductiong
and non-artifacts (antifacts?) may therefore deliver a less satisfactory experience,
an intangible sense of diluted “aura,” to borrow Walter Benjamin’s (1992) term,
It should be asked whether the opportunity for experiences of the authentic wil
continue to be restricted to museum staff, archaeologists, and other such trained
professionals, in the name of Preserving and protecting artifacts. This was one
the issues that sparked debate at the conference, and althoy
the idea of designating certain items as “sacrificial objects” t
with, and even broken by museum visitors should perhaps be considered. A fter
all, why should we expect the public to be content with replicas and digital copies,
while maintaining our own privilege of touching the genuine past?
tion that Foster discusses was a contemporary artist’s ex-
ploration of “an archaeology of the senses.” Whereas Foster strived to create ho-
listic sensory experiences in her exhibition curation, Pamela Blotner focused on
individual senses in each of her archaeologically inspired works to build up a
layered effect of a ful] sensorium. Foster’s comment that contemporary art can
make archaeologists conceptualize material culture in new ways accords with
Holmberg’s (Chapter 3) comments on art’s potential to convey experience. It ig
undeniable that archaeologists cannot avoid text and images as the current stan-
dard means to communicate research. But perhaps further cooperation with art-
ists would allow more imaginative and emotional Tesponses to the past to be
explored beyond the self-imposed limits of a reproving academia.

To accompany her multisensory museum visil, Foster developed what she
terms a micro-narratie, where the material was enhanced by textual explanations
written from the point of view of a young girl in the ancient community, albeit
mediated by the curatorial voice behind it. Ruth M. Van Dyke further develops
this theme in Chapter 19, the book’s final chapter, in which she tackles the poten-
tially contentious issue of writing a more sensuous archaeology. While sociocul-
tural anthropologists have been relatively proactive in considering the subjective
nature of their writing (e.g., Clifford and Marcus 1986; GCeertz 1988; Wa terston and
Vesperi 2009), archaeological wri ting generally has strived to maintain a patina of
scientific objectivity, despite now recognizing the interpretive nature of even the
most basic report (see Jovce 2002 for discussion on archacoiogical writing). So-
called thick description, a descriptive and contextua] style of ethnographic writ-
ing celebrated by Clifford Geertz (1973), is perhaps most closely approximated in

archaeology by the wri tings of Tilley and other “landscape phenomcno]ogists"'
Their accounts are bound by the regea rcher’s ﬁrﬁt—person field observations (thus
providing ammunition for those who critique the highly personal and subjective
nature rough exaggeration, stressing

pretending to understand something from
a female Neolithic weaver with twins” (Tilley 2010:474). This

of
gh perhaps heretical,
0 be handled, played
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some degree, therefore, a written version can be seen as an “anticlimax” (Howee
2003:57). Indeed, during the social events that followed the day’s papers, ide
were (only half-jokingly) bounced around about whether this book could have 5
tactile cover or scratch-and-sniff pages or colored and textured Paper or pop-oy
images and sound effects, A supporting Web site to host the various multimedy
materials was also investigated as a more feasible option (e.g., see King and San.
chez Santiago 2011 for online Supporting aural material), but issues of intellectyay
property rights prevented its inception. But would such features have added any.
thing to the scholarly value of the end product or just been attention-grabbing
tricks? The answer depends on how such elements are used, much like senso
archaeology itself. Whether an approach to the past informed by sensory theories
represents a paradigm shift, as debated more than once at the conference, or is just:
the latest sparkly new trick in the archaeologist’s toolbox depends on what hap-
pens next. It is no longer enough for us to shout that the “faceless blobs” need to
be given bodies and emotions, In line with Herzfeld’s (2001 :240-253) comments
onan anthropology of the senses, an archaeology of the senses must avoid becom-
ing a catalog of case studies and a marginalized branch of archaeology; rather, it
needs to be seamlessly adopted into future interpretations of past cultures.
A number of themes emerge from this book that are pertinent for this in-
corporation of a sensory approach into mainstream archaeology. Many of the
authors here are concerned with techniques of the body, unsurprising consider-
ing that the senses are ultimately corporeal in origin. Habituation, daily lived
experience, movement through Iandscapes and around sites and buildings, ap-
prenticeship, and performance are elements common to many of the chapters.
While none of these themes are the prerogative of a sensory approach, the ad-
dition of sensory information enriches them further. The active manipulation of
the senses is a second theme, whether that manipulation ig by elites, authorities,
craftspeople, or cooks and effected through landscapes, buildings, or material
culture. We are also asked on more than one occasion to reflect on unpleasant
sensory experiences—such as smelling foul odors (bearing in mind their cultural
specificity), falling, or getting lost—as well as on the material results of sensory
experiences—such as imperfectly crafted artifacts—al| of which remind us that
the past was far from a perfect world. Interestingly, only two chapters refer to
altered states of consciousness (Weismantel; Day), although if the full gamul of
past sensory experiences are to be recognized, these other ways of knowing and
perceiving must be taken into account too (see Price 2001 and Hume 2007 for
such an approach). It could even be suggested that the desire and capacity to ex-
perience other worlds or the feelings of awe when faced with natural phenomena
such as sunlight shimmer or volcanic eruptions are candidates for recognition as
other human senses. A caveat: The potential richness of sensory approaches must

not lure archaeologists into “peopling the past with people like us,” as discussant
Robin Beck cautioned at the conference.
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Notes

L. Les fleurs du mal can be read online at http:/ /ﬂeursduma].org, in the orjgj.
nal French and in various translations.

2. Papers by Kim Porter, Stacie King, Linda Eneix, Vasilis Tsamis, and Linda
Hurcombe were not submitted for publication in this volume.

3. The forthcoming Cam bridge Uni versity Press monograph Archaeology of the
Senses (2013), by Yannis Hamilakis, will provide a more detailed examination of
sensory archaeology. See also Skeates (2010) for an outlined methodology and ar-
chaeological application.

4. Those who wish to learn more about this aspect of sensory studies are
directed to core texts such as Calvert, Spence, and Stein (2004) and the work of
bodies such as the Crossmodal Research Laboratory at Oxford and the Multisen-
sory Cognition Group at Trinity College Dublin,

5. Thanks to Joe Williams for passing on the link to the relevant Times Educa-
tional Supplement feature, available at www.tes.co.uk/arlicle.aspx?story(‘.ode=
6060248, accessed October 8, 2010.

6. See the restaurant’s Web site (www.thufatduck.co.uk) for a more detailed
exploration of Blumenthal’s philosophy on food and sensory perception.

7. See also the forum on “Indigenous Archaeology” in American Antiquity
(75:211-243),

8. In the case of societies with literary remains, it may be possible to recon-
struct taste based on texts, albeit a taste filtered through the authors’ own judg-
ments. See, for example, Feldman (2005) on Roman taste.
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