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Abstract

This thesis is an account of social organisation in the Upper and Middle Thames Valley from the
Late Bronze Age to the end of the Middle Iron Age, ¢.1150-100 BC. This is approached through
the integration and synthesis of various different types of evidence, including houses and
settlements; metalwork; pottery; depositional practices; human and animal remains; ‘special
deposits’; monuments; and landscape boundaries. Patterns have been found within each period
that cross different types of evidence. These patterns relate to underlying internal social and
conceptual logical systems. Qualitative and quantitative methods are used, and comparison
between periods is an important feature of the analysis. This demonstrates the ‘non-functional’,
culturally specific nature of many aspects of material under study and how it was treated in the

past.

The thesis begins with an exploration of the role that material culture plays in ways that people
create identities and community relationships. The following four chapters each discuss the
archaeology and interpret the social organisation of a different period. Much of the Late Bronze
Age archaeology is characterised by two features: the repeated destruction and abandonment
of objects, settlement and place; and the plain, undifferentiated nature of the material
culture. It is argued that Late Bronze Age communities were relatively fluid; identity was not
structured around lineage, and differences in status not particularly marked. In the Late Bronze
Age, three distinct areas within the study region have been identified, each with differences
in various types of material culture and depositional habits. The Late Bronze Age/Early Iron
Age Transition is argued to have been a truly transitional period between two distinct types of
social organisation. In the Early Iron Age, ancestors were being increasingly identified with, as
material culture, settlements and hillforts were passed down and used by multiple generations.
Ancient and foreign exotica were acquired and appear to have been employed in the negotiation
of power relationships. Aspects of ritual practice and material culture were becoming more
heterogeneous. The segregation of smaller, more distinct social groups continued in the Middle
Iron Age, shown in part by the construction of boundaries around the household. Hillforts were
a focus for deposition. The final chapter charts changes in various aspects of the archaeology
before discussing process and causes of social change. A reassessment of the pottery chronology

of the period is also included.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

This thesis explores a well excavated region of southern Britain over a one thousand year period
towards the close of prehistory. The aim is to provide an interpretative social account that
synthesises information from various aspects of life. This is achieved by approaching the Late
Bronze Age and Iron Age from the same theoretical and methodological frameworks, finding
patterns that cross different types of evidence within each period. A key approach is to compare
periods that shared very similar environmental contexts, much in the way of daily routine, and
had archaeological records subject to very similar subsequent processes. This comparative
approach is useful in teasing out practices that resulted from specific social and ontological
differences. The study is split into four main periods: the Late Bronze Age (LBA); Late Bronze
Age/Early Iron Age Transition (Transition); Early Iron Age (EIA); and Middle Iron Age (MIA). The
chronological basis for dividing evidence into these categories is provided in Appendix 1, with a

focus on defining the LBA/EIA Transition of ¢.800-600/550 cal BC.

Significant differences in the treatment of the material world in these different later prehistoric
periods question the underlying social and conceptual structures guiding these practices. This is
further highlighted given that different aspects of the physical world are treated in similar ways
within each period, but differently between them. This includes metalwork and other objects;
houses; settlements; monuments and other landscape features. A methodology is sought
to tie these periods within one theoretical perspective, rather than following the traditional
method that approaches and interprets Bronze Age and Iron Age separately, each with different
issues, datasets and historiographies. An exploration of the relationships between personhood,
community and the material world has proved useful in this respect. This demonstrates that
these periods are characterised by differences in world-views, social relationships and ontologies
that result in different archaeological records, and not by insurmountably opposing datasets and

theoretical issues.

All disciplines are split up into a series of smaller units, with research projects typically focused
within the boundaries of one of these. Archaeology is no different, and indeed at certain points
in its history has been obsessed with categorising objects, people, times and places into mutually
exclusive groups; the most famous is the Three Age System. While the boundary between the
Neolithic and Early Bronze Age is commonly blurred, the same can rarely be said for the Bronze
Age and Iron Ages, despite recent work shining a light on the little understood centuries between
these longer periods (e.g. Madgwick and Mulville 2015; Needham 2007a; O’Connor 2007;
Sharples 2010; Waddington 2009; Waddington et al. forthcoming).

The nature of Bronze Age evidence is in many ways quite different to that belonging to the
Iron Age, and this has historically led research along different paths. The later Bronze Age has
had a focus on metalwork, and more recently landscape. Much effort has been spent refining

metalwork typologies, dating and distributions, and interpretative issues have surrounded
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prestige goods, exchange and deposition. Research on the British lIron Age is typically more

regionally focused, with data based on settlements and hillforts. Interpretative issues have
taken a different direction, looking at enclosures and boundaries, settlement economics, and
structured deposition. Table 1.1 provides a summary of these differences. In other respects the
later Bronze Age and Iron Age were quite similar: throughout the period people were living in
roundhouses in small settlements and farming the surrounding landscape. Although this study

has in fact highlighted substantial differences in the constitution of social identities between the

periods, this is best demonstrated by an inclusive and comparative analysis.

Later Bronze Age

Early and Middle Iron Age

Landscape Metalwork Deposition

Settlement Structured Deposition

Landscape Enclosure (field-systems)

Settlement Enclosure/Boundary Theory

Metalwork Typology and Assemblages

Settlement Typology

Monuments: MBA—-Barrows; LBA-None

Monuments: Hillforts

Social complexity through prestige goods

Social complexity through settlement hierarchy

Exchange Theory/Gift giving

Settlement economics/resource management

Cosmology — Sun, Water, Bronze

Cosmology — Fertility, Regeneration, House

Defined and dated through metalwork

Defined and dated through pottery

Metalwork: Distributions

Metalwork: Art and Decoration

Ethnographic analogies

Historical sources

International

Regional

Table 1.1. Evidential and interpretational differences between the later Bronze Age and Iron Age

This thesis is part of a broader research context that has in recent years seen a shift away from
studies orientated around theory that tend to include the detailed analysis of a more limited
number of archaeological examples, to big data collection and interpretation that have learnt
important lessons from the more specifically theory driven research. Recent regional syntheses
include those by Niall Sharples (2010) for Wessex and Melanie Giles (2012) for East Yorkshire. This
thesis was conceived as a counterpoint to George Lambrick’s (2009) more descriptive account of

the Thames Valley in later prehistory.

Part of the shift to larger scale analysis has been due to the increasing availability of data, due
mostly to the explosion of archaeological discoveries made during commercial excavations,
alongside projects such as the Portable Antiquities Scheme making content easily accessible
on the internet. As ever, publication and dissemination should be a priority. The wide scope of
this thesis in terms of types of evidence included and its spatial and temporal scale was only
possible due to the publication of a large number of commercially excavated sites. Information
was almost entirely gleaned from published or otherwise easily available sources, with a few

important exceptions.
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This resulted in a dataset comprising some 676 houses; information on the remains of at least
383 human individuals; 444 ‘special deposits’; 58 animal bone assemblages of over 150 identified
NISP; over 1600 small finds (excluding pottery vessels and metalwork); and over 4850 pottery
vessels with decoration and/or enough surviving profile to reconstruct the diameter of at least
the rim or carination. These were from some 197 individual settlements and hillforts with
enough excavated evidence to characterise, as well as numerous smaller sites, field systems,
linear ditches, pit alignments, burnt mounds, islands and bridges. Also included are over 950!
LBA metal objects from 572 findspots; and 4452 metal objects dating to the EIA and MIA from
235 findspots or settlements. The study covers the period 1150-150/100 BC.

The study covers c.5,750km?, comprising the Upper and Middle Thames Valley and a sample
of the surrounding topographies (Maps 1.1-2). This can be split into the gravels of the Upper
Thames Basin, adjacent to the south-eastern edge of the Cotswolds; the Corallian Ridge and Vale
of White Horse that sit between the southern side of the Thames and the Berkshire Downs. The
Berkshire Downs and the Chilterns on the other side of the Goring Gap provide the boundary for
the Upper Thames. The Middle Thames gravels form part of the London Basin, bounded by the
North Downs on its south-eastern side. Much excavation has been undertaken in this regions,

especially on the gravels in advance of quarrying and redevelopment.

The thesis begins with an exploration into how communities and social identities are constituted,
the role that material culture plays in this, and how we can understand the relationship between
the treatment of the material world and creation of communities. The following four chapters
are arranged by period, discussing different types of evidence and drawing patterns between
these, providing interpretative accounts of social organisation and focusing on how different
social strategies would result in different archaeological records. Comparisons are frequently
made between periods. Given that there is much continuity between the EIA and MIA, some
EIA evidence is discussed in the MIA chapter, and vice versa. These period analyses are brought
together in the final chapter which charts changes in the archaeological record for different
types of evidence. This is followed by a discussion on the processes and causes of the social

change that occurred between the Bronze Age and Iron Age.

Appendix 1 outlines the framework followed that led to the sites and features being phased into
one of the four periods. Each site was reappraised in light of this discussion. This was especially
necessary given the lack of a standardised nomenclature relating to the LBA/EIA Transition, and
that this period is commonly subsumed into either the LBA or EIA. Other appendices include
a discussion on how we can reconstruct roundhouses from their archaeological signatures; a
reassessment of Cotswold Community/Shorncote Quarry and Reading Business Park/Green

Park; and the dating of field systems. This is followed by lists of data.

1 This figure excludes ingots, lumps and other metallurgical debris.
2 This figure excludes unassociated spearheads, some of which might date to the Iron Age, and
small unidentifiable fragments found on settlements.
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Map 1.1. The study area within southern Britain
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Chapter 2: Understanding Objects, Identity and Community

2.1 Introduction

This chapter investigates ways in which we can understand prehistoric social organisation. It
begins with the principle that the archaeological record is not just a passive reflection of the
items most likely to survive the ravages of time, but is constructed via the choices and ontologies
of those using material culture. As the archaeological record is in many respects very different
in the various periods under study, quite different underlying social and conceptual structures
must have guided its creation. Given that interpretation rests on evidence from objects and
material remains, we need to understand the relationships between personhood, community,

identity and the material world.

This section begins with an examination of these factors. This will be followed by a discussion on
how community groups are formed and recreated, with an emphasis on how objects and houses
are used in these processes. Ethnographic examples are introduced that demonstrate the close
relationship between objects, houses, identity and community. These examples also show that
this nexus relates to a host of other practices and ideological positions. Specifically, if objects are
thought to contain within them parts of people, the way in which objects are treated after the
death or change of status of a person correlates with the way in which that individual is regarded
in the living community. In those societies where certain ancestors are held in high regard and
still thought to have agency and presence, their possessions, houses and other things closely
related to them are commonly kept, repaired or venerated. Societies that do not regard the dead
as having a continuing presence tend to destroy the possessions and abodes of the deceased.
This is because the social logic deems it appropriate to treat the objects that contain part of a
person in analogous ways to how that person is thought about after death. This treatment also

helps to perpetuate the roles of dead.

This line of reasoning is followed into the definition of groups and communities. Some societies
place great importance on ancestors and lineage, using these to define membership into social
groups and positions. These factors are less pronounced in other societies, where actions in
life and daily practice instead create affiliations. We can therefore separate two broad groups:
one where social identity is continually renegotiated and redefined throughout life, and where
the possessions and houses of the dead are destroyed and forgotten. In the second group,
importance is placed on ancestors and lineage in defining identity; the possessions and houses
of the dead are usually kept. The first group tends to have no institutionalised rank, whereas this
can occur in the second group as hierarchical positions are often justified by providing ancestral
and historical authority, although this is not a necessary feature. These groups have been
summarised graphically (Fig. 1.1; Table 1.1). The splitting of these two groups is not absolute, but
a spectrum used as an analytical tool. This framework will be used in the following chapters to
argue that LBA social construction followed features closer to that of the first group. This shifted

in the Transition, finally to a situation closer to the second group in the Iron Age.



Group 1 Group 2
Personhood extends into objects Personhood extends into objects
Ancestors do not play role in living community Ancestors play role in living community
Actions in life define identity Biological descent defines identity
Objects and houses destroyed at death Objects and houses passed on at death
Big-man. No institutionalised hierarchy Can be hierarchical
More flexible social grouping More rigid social grouping
New Ireland, Langkawi, Tukanoan, Jivaro LoDagaa, Kodi, Zafimaniry
Late Bronze Age Iron Age

Table 2.1. Features of the two opposing modes of social organisation

Personhood extends into objects
(evidenced by the following correlations)

/ Spectrum \
Objects and houses | | Objects and houses
ﬁ destroyed at death \ ﬁ passed on at death \

No insFitutionaIised Ancestors do not play Can be hierarchical Ancestors play a
hierarchy role in community role in community
& Actions in life J & Biological descent J

define identity defines identity
New Ireland, Langkawi, Tukanoan, Jivaro LoDagaa, Kodi, Zafimaniry
Late Bronze Age Iron Age

Figure 2.1. Relationship between the practices and beliefs of the two modes of social organisation



2.2 The Self and the Material World

‘Personal possessions can also be used as a means of conjuring up the memory of an individual.
When someone dies, he or she is eulogized by chanting the names of significant possessions -
horses, buffalo, spears, knives - which are seen as poignantly evocative of the missing owner.

These possessions are believed to be so imbued with the personality of the deceased that
they must leave the house at the same time the dead person does. Some (like the betel bag)
may be buried with the body, or sacrificed (like the horse), or broken on the grave. Others may
be ritually bestowed onto a descendant to anoint him or her successor to a particular role... .

When a personal possession such as a head cloth, knife, or betel bag is accidentally left behind,

it is believed that a part of the owners soul... is lost’

Hoskins (1998, 21)

This quotation describes the relationship between objects and people among the Kodi of Sumba,
Indonesia. Here we see a blurring of the boundary between objects and people, with possessions
being part of an individual as much as their body. Just as people are thought to extend into
objects, so too are some objects seen as equivalent to people, having souls and agency (Hoskins
1993, 119-20, 127-36). Similar features are found in many societies across the world and
throughout time. They have been realised for some time in anthropology, commented early
on by Mauss (2002 [1923]) and Malinowski (1932 [1922]), but only seriously discussed in the
archaeological literature in the last c.15 years. Godelier (1999, 41-55) argues that the extension
of personhood into objects is a universal feature of gift-giving societies: it is at the heart of gift
exchange as reciprocation, and therefore the whole gift economy only occurs because the given
object contains within it part of the original giver —it is inalienable from them and they continue

to have rights over it, providing sufficient pressure to give back (also Gregory 1982, 41-5).
2.2.1 Personhood and Objects — The last 25 years

The argument by Marilyn Strathern (1988; 1995; 1999) has been particularly influential in
archaeological theory, helping to formulate a range of perspectives that break down the
traditional object/subject divide. She followed the tendency for the objects-as-people argument
to be situated around exchange, arguing that in Melanesia personhood is not contained in the
body, but created through relationships between people and things. The person is ‘partible’ and
‘dividual’, distributed spatially through these connections, not contained within a single entity.
Objects are therefore subject to inclusive rather than exclusive notions of property, and become

meaningful through interaction with people.

This has influenced archaeological theory in a number of ways. The discussions on personhood
by Fowler (2004) have been prominent; another is Chapman’s fragmentation argument. This
sees objects and humans enchained to one another so that the breakage of objects is filled
with significance, making social relationships visible and tangible through the manipulation
of objects (Chapman 2000; Chapman and Gaydarska 2006; see also Brittain and Harris 2010).
Briick’s (2001a; 2001b; 2004; 20064a; 2006b; Briick and Fontijn 2013) vision of Bronze Age Europe

also regards objects and people as only gaining meaning through their relations with others



8
and exchange histories: ‘status’ objects are not automatically symbolic of disembodied power

and prestige. This is similar to Wickstead’s (2008) interpretation of Bronze Age field systems.
Here the importance is placed on land-use creating identity, where the exchange of use-rights
extends personhood to create intimate links between individuals. Field system landscapes are

materialisations of social relationships.

Other perspectives influenced by the blurring of the boundary between people and things include
that of object biography, where things are seen to have idiosyncratic histories and reflexively
affect their environment beyond their original context and intent (Appadurai 1986; Gosden
and Marshall 1999; Kopytoff 1986). This has seen a more extreme form with the argument that
agency only occurs through the interaction of objects and humans: objects therefore should have
no less value and force as humans in the social world, and we should not attempt to separate or

prioritise these in analysis (Latour 1993; Witmore 2007; see also Barrett 2014).

Although there is much to be admired in these approaches, to move the arguments forward
interpretation needs to be fully grounded in as many aspects of the data of the society under
study as possible to see how the blurring of the object/person boundary manifests itself in each
particular context. A diachronic comparative approach can further highlight this. For example,
although investigating personhood has proved rich enough in various independent time periods,*
there is a danger of applying theoretical models too liberally and commonly reaching similar
conclusions in the numerous contexts studied (Brittain and Harris 2010). The lack of historical
and comparative engagement in these studies further undermines interpretations by failing to
show how object-person relationships change over time and how any change may be related to

changes in other cultural practices and ideologies. Jones (2005) is an exception to this.

There is also a need to look more critically at the ethnographic sources influencing archaeological
interpretation. At present there is a risk of orientalising the past and drawing too sharp a divide
between ‘us’ of the modern West, and ‘them’ of modern ethnographic and prehistoric societies
(Carrier 1995; cf. Said 1978). This acts as overgeneralising non-Western societies as all having a

similar relational and fractal concept of personhood.

For example, influence from Strathern and other Melanesianists (e.g. Battaglia 1990) has led Briick
and Wickstead to see all exchange in the Bronze Age within the context of the gift, translocating
and extending personhood with every object inalienable from its previous possessors: ‘there was
no rigid distinction between alienable commodities and inalienable valuables...the objects that
defined a person’s position were themselves once gifts of others and had histories that linked
them to other people, events, and places’ (Briick and Fontijn 2013, 212-3); ‘When identities

are understood relationally...tenure is not best seen as property... Instead tenure is necessarily

1 For British prehistory this has tended to focus on the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age (e.g. Briick 2001;
2004; Jones 2005; Fowler 2001). Briick (Briick 2006a; 2006b; Briick and Fontijn 2013) and Wickstead
(2008) are notable exceptions studying the Later Bronze Age. See Brittian and Harris (2010) for a survey
of other periods.
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inclusive and distributed, because the subjects at issue are inclusive and distributed’ (Wickstead

2008, 127).

Despite this, the above authors do generally give persuasive arguments that Bronze Age
personhood was not defined solely by the body and that objects should not be thought of as
impersonal material goods circulating freely in contexts comparable to our own. For example,
the frequent fragmentation and dispersal of human remains suggest that the complete body was
not synonymous with the person; similar practices with objects also hints at metaphorical links
between the two (Briick 2006a; 2006b). Fractual personhood is also argued from a generalisation
of gift-giving societies, and invoked as an explanation for the selectivity of metalwork deposition
as such patterning suggests objects acquired meta-functional properties through their lives (Briick
2006a; 2006b; Briick and Fontijn 2013). However, personhood does not have to be implicated in
every material relationship or exchange, and we should allow for processes to detach personhood
significance from objects. For example, personhood significance is detached through ceremony
among the LoDagaa (see 2.4.1). Indeed, the total malleability of bronze — it can be melted down,
recast and completely change its form — especially means that it could potentially lose previous
associations and meanings when this is carried out. Such total reworking was not possible with
iron objects: once made metalwork could not be melted down and completely reforged, leaving

more potential for attached meanings to be sustained over time.

Strathern and others (e.g. Barraud et al. 1994) have been criticised for overemphasising the role
of gift exchange in Melanesia at the expense of barter and monetary transactions, and the extent
gift giving and exchange is related to personhood (Carrier 1995; 1998; Gell 1992a; 1999, 74; Healey
1984; 1990, 127, passim; Thomas 1991). As a result, it has been argued that the interpretation
of personhood is based on a biased dataset only considering mechanisms alien to the Western
reader, and therefore worthy of anthropological study (Carrier 1998). The acquisition of goods
is often the primary purpose of exchange, even in Highland New Guinea, and does not have to
implicate lasting social relationships (Healey 1984, 58, passim; 1990, Chap. 5, 210; Helms 1993,
91-108). Gell (1999, Chap. 1) makes the important point that Strathern’s work on Melanesian
personhood is an idealist ‘thought experiment’ designed not as ethnographic description, but a
tool with which to think about parts of the Melanesian data. Strathern’s Melanesia is not real:
as such, uncritical application of models derived from it is not appropriate. We should allow at
least some objects and exchanges as being minimally significant in personhood construction,
even in societies where the gift is of critical value, and ‘the relation’ should not be seen as
the essence of all non-Western personhood. This does not mean that we should try and draw
strict categories of those objects and exchanges that did translocate personhood against those
that did not, but that we should allow for both to be contextual and fluid. Due to this unequal
Melanesian ethnographic influence on prehistoric archaeology, discussion later in this chapter

takes examples from around the world.
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On the other side, arguments that seek to contrast ethnographic and prehistoric societies with

the modern West may have been too extreme in characterising the latter as seeing objects only
as depersonalised commodities, and personhood as strictly bounded by the body (e.g. Barraud et
al. 1994, 5; Briick 2001; 2006a, 74-5; Fowler 2004; Mauss 2002, 61; Thomas 2004). For example,
it is through objects that people create for themselves identities on various levels — the clothes
you wear, car you drive and objects you own allows for both idiosyncratic constructions and
group affiliations. Advertising works by making reference to social niches, suggesting you can
join these by purchasing particular products. Indeed, we can use the proliferation of available
products in our own society to help interpret how we construct personhood boundaries precisely
because personhood includes part of the material world. Heirlooms, keepsakes or objects heavily
associated with an individual or group are also not just valued for their monetary worth, but can
conjure emotive responses because part of a person may be regarded to reside within them.
This can become highlighted after the death of an individual, where it may not be considered
appropriate to freely sell or dispose of the possessions of the deceased without a period of time

to detach the strongest associations.

This is not to dismiss arguments that the way objects were thought about in prehistory or other
non-western societies was quite different to modern perceptions, but that we should not draw
too sharp a divide. Indeed, certain factors have drawn stricter boundaries between the self and
the world external to the body in the West. One is the acceptance of germ theory in modern
medicine and daily practice. This paradigm sees illness as only occurring through the physical
contact of the body with a pollutant, and processes only within the body affecting it. This can
be contrasted with the belief of magical or spiritual causes of illness, where the body does not
take a central role. Here disease is caused by factors external to the body, blurring the boundary
between this and the outside world. Another factor is the fleeting relationship we have with
most objects, exacerbated as we are divorced from manufacturing processes. Whereas in non-
industrial societies individuals have contact with relatively few, more unique objects in their
lifetime, keeping each for much longer periods of time, in the West things are continually
consumed meaning that few individual objects can become so heavily associated with a person

as to really blur the boundary between the two.

The above critique is not attempting to dismiss approaches to studying personhood in prehistory,
or that the material world was not an inseparable part of this construction. Instead, by developing
and contextualising these arguments we can use this observation to understand further aspects

of ideology and social organisation. However, we do have to be careful in how we use such ideas.
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2.3 Identity: Community and Kinship

Discussion has so far focused on the relationship between personhood and the material world,
demonstrating how thought has progressed with regards to the role that objects have in
constructing a sense of self, and how this might be developed further. The following section
will take a step backwards in scale, discussing how community boundaries are drawn, and how

individuals construct a wider sense of identity and belonging.
2.3.1 Community

Recent ideas about community have moved away from earlier definitions that considered these
as almost universal entities comprising those who simply share the same locality and have regular
face-to-face interaction (e.g. Kolb and Snead 1997). Instead, approaches are becoming popular
that consider processes with which groups construct identities on various scales through more
selective engagements with the world (e.g. Anderson 2006; Cohen 1985; Varien and Potter 2008;
Whittle 2003; 2005; papersin Canuto and Yaeger 2000; see Harris 2014 for a summary). Although
this often takes the form of interaction between coresident individuals, agency is allowed for
emphases to be placed on different aspects of these relationships depending on the values and
ideologies of those involved. The degree of shared identity and sense of community cannot be
taken for granted purely by virtue of proximity: factors that create connections are more complex
and subject to the context and desires of the actors involved. There is also a call to consider the
more human, emotive and lived experience of individuals and the relationships between them
and the world (Harris 2014; Whittle 2003; 2005). Recent approaches also broaden out the bases
with which communities are formed, allowing for inclusion of individuals and things that may
not even exist or have had no physical contact with: what is important is the belief of those with
shared facets of identity. This leads to interpretation of more nuanced and sensitive community

groups.

Significant in developing these ideas are two pairs of internally related arguments. First are
those by Bourdieu (1977) and Giddens (1984), who argue that everyday practice and interaction
reflexively affect ways in which the world is viewed and acted within. Here, communities are
socially produced by knowledgeable agents through practice, acting within but not entirely
constrained by social conditions and their own histories. Second are the perspectives by Anderson
(2006 [1983]) and Cohen (1985), who argue that communities are respectively ‘imagined’ and
‘symbolic’. All these views agree that community boundaries are not pre-determined universals

but are related to the host of other social realities and practices of the given context.

Anderson (2006) tracks the emergence of the nation as a significant seat of identity and
community in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when other factors that bound people
together were subverted. Central to nationalism is the sharing of identity with multitudes of

individuals that will never meet or know each other. Such communion is therefore inherently
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imaginary. Anderson (2006, 6) argues all communities are similarly based around principles of

imagination as identity boundaries are not situated in the immediate locality of the individual.

Community is therefore at least partly conceptual.

Cohen (1985) also argues for the conceptual bases of community. For him, community is created
through the belief of shared meanings attached to shared symbols. These symbols do not have
to be physical, but can be ideas and ideologies (Cohen 1985, 19). Community boundaries are
again not defined by co-location or automatically by shared experience, but the belief of shared

beliefs between individuals.

If conceptually constructed communities include people and things separated in space, they can
also include individuals and things separated in time or by death. An example is demonstrated
by the practice of ghost marriage in parts of China. Here, the dead are seen to have agency
in the affairs of the living — positive if they fulfilled the socially imperative goal of successful
reproduction, and negative if they did not. The dead still continue to some degree in the social
life of the living: if a child was not married when he/she died, parents are still obligated in their
duty to find them a spouse. This satisfies the continuing needs of the deceased and pacifies their

participation with the affairs of the living (Martin 1991).

Other examples where the dead are regarded as belonging to some form of living community
include societies who continue to treat corpses in a similar way as those living. This can
include mummifying bodies, offering them food, drink and clothes, and involving them in the
activities and decisions of the village, whilst believing they can affect living individuals and social
processes. This occurs, amongst other places, among the modern Toraja in South Sulawesi
(Coville 2002); the Anga of Papua New Guinea (Beckett 2015); and communities in the South
Andes in the prehispanic and contact period (Nielson 2008, 212-4). Helms (1998, 25) provides
more ethnographic instances where the dead are still part of the daily life of the living. In all
these examples the dead are also regarded as having a real effect on the lives of the living, and
the living are able to affect the social lives of the deceased. This demonstrates that deceased
individuals can still be thought as present in the community, although they are never regarded
as synonymous with the living. Further ethnographic examples where the dead are thought to
have real presence and agency, and clearly considered part of some form of community amongst
the living, are dealt with in more depth below (see 2.4.1). These include the Kodi, LoDagaa and

Zafimaniry.

More distant ancestors or culture heroes could also be regarded as part of some forms of living
community as aspects of identity are shared; indeed originate from them. Often an important
part of the justification of community boundaries, practices, values and ideologies are by giving
them historical and ancestral legitimacy: ‘We do this because this is how it has always been
done/this is how our ancestors did it Here the belief of past practices is more important than

the reality: even in the modern West with our emphasis on viewing the past as something that
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should be remembered and studied as objectively as possible, ‘traditions’ of high cultural value

often with perceived historical depth are frequently only recent occurrences (Hobsbawn 1983;
Trevor-Roper 1983).

However, in other situations there may be a desire to purposefully rupture and disassociate
from the past, and not include ancestors with their past practices in the current community.
Examples can be found following the American and French Revolutions: the Declaration of
Independence makes no mention of Christopher Columbus, the Pilgrim Fathers or attempts
to justify independent existence through any historical means. This is similar to the decision
during the French First Republic to scrap the Christian calendar, instead taking 1792 as Year One
(Anderson 2006, 193). Although these may be extreme examples, forgetting or indifference to
the practices of ancestors in favour of current dynamics are described below with regards to
those from Langkawi, Bali and among the Jivaro (see 2.3.2; 2.4.2). No doubt similar orientations
are easy in Northern New Ireland and among the Tukano, where the dead are purposefully

forgotten (see 2.4.2).

Harris (2014) argues for the inclusion of objects, animals, plants and any other parts of the
material world as constituting communities as much as humans. This resonates with the above
discussions of personhood extending into objects, and ways in which objects are used in the
negotiation of grouphood (i.e. community) is further considered below (see 2.4). We should
also consider how the material, landscape, floral and faunal contexts that humans are engaged
with help situate themselves within the world, even if these things do not have personhood
significance. In this way other non-human things have the potential to be part of a conceptual
community, even if we do not go as far as Harris (2014, 88-92; also Latour 1993; Witmore 2007)
in accepting a ‘symmetrical’ archaeology where objects have as much of a role in agency as

humans.

These discussions scatter notions of community, placing importance on conceptual construction
whilst not denying the role of practice and process. Community boundaries become more
culturally idiosyncratic and depend on wider values and ideologies. Communities do not have
to consist of those who have met or are even living. We may define community here as groups
that share facets of identity and comradeship — or the belief of these — and not restricted only
to humans and things that physically exist or are living. There are many levels and dimensions
of community, cross-cutting each other and drawing boundaries by various means. A further
feature of some, but not all, communities is the ability to affect members within it, and/or be
affected by them. This reflexive bond demonstrates a sharing of the world and life context, even
if individuals are not physically present. It also makes the point that communities can include

individuals that have negative, even violent relationships towards each other (Harris 2014, 87).

Communities can also be contextual, existing for only specific time periods and purposes, for

example during ritual occasions. Some are highly dynamic, whereas others may remain quite fixed
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over long periods of time. Individuals within the same cultural context may place importance on

different types of relationships, some conforming closer to wider cultural ideals than others.
In a sense each individual constructs their own communities, although clearly much is shared

between two people who consider the other in their community.

No explicit social distinction has been made between other potential types of identity groups,
for example: lineage, family, kingroup, household, gender, class, polity, regional social group or
ethnicity. All are regarded as types of cross-cutting communities. This takes into account the
culturally specific emphases that exist with each of these terms, not automatically assuming
priority of one of these over the others, or indeed their meaningful existence to everyone. Some
may see the co-resident household and the interaction that entails as the most important seat
of identity, whereas for others this might be lineage; others still might place equal importance
on both.

Recent approaches to the study of kinship in anthropology have been developing in parallel
with these archaeological discussions regarding community construction. This is unsurprising as
kinship, lineage and family can be regarded as types of communities. It is becoming increasingly
accepted that biology cannot be taken for granted as the basis of society and tying individuals
together. Instead, emphasis has shifted to process and practice in the creation of group affiliation
(e.g. Carsten 2004; Godelier 2011; Schneider 1984; Strathern 1992a; 1992b; papers in Bamford
and Leach 2009; Carsten 2000). This has two implications. Firstly, for those societies that do
hold lineage in a prime position, the way in which this is perpetuated needs to be explained
through practice as it cannot be simply put down to the ‘natural’ consequence of the interaction
between the biological and the social. Secondly, those societies that place factors such as co-
residence, exchange, the sharing of food, practice, dress or material culture as defining the most
important social groups should not be seen as unusual, deviating from ‘normal’ biological kinship

structures.

The following section will review a number of ethnographic case studies to demonstrate and
develop these theoretical arguments. There is a focus on the role of objects and settlement
space in creating community and a sense of self, as well as the place of ancestors and the past.
From these examples, it will be shown that ways communities are constructed can, in part at
least, be interpreted by the way in which personal possessions, houses and bodies are treated
in life and after death; the form and distribution of material culture; and patterns of exchange.
These represent ways that groups are constructed as they are part of the process of construction:
communities do not emerge as ahistorical universal entities, but through engagement with each
other and the world. Changes to ideology will therefore be seen in material practice and its
signatures; changes to material practice — chosen or imposed — would also affect ideology. The
extension of personhood and community into the material world makes interaction with objects

and houses particularly pertinent.
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2.3.2 Kinship fluidity on two Southeast Asian islands

The first two ethnographic examples that explore the relationships between social organisation,
identity, the treatment of objects and the place of ancestors, come from two islands in the Malay
Archipelago. In these two examples, biological kinship and links through common ancestors are
played down in the construction of social groups and affiliations in favour of co-residence and
time spent together, sharing daily routines. There are various day-to-day practices and processes

that ensure the perpetuation of this social orientation.
Langkawi

There is an emphasis on forgetting ancestors within the community living on Langkawi, a small
island off the north-west coast of Malaysia. Genealogical memory is short and identity is not
fixed at birth. Instead, Carsten (1991; 1995a; 1995b; 1997) argues that kinship is fluid and in a
continual process of becoming. It is socialisation, primarily in the house, that creates kinship
identity and ties to others. There is little privacy in the house and every action that does not
conform is criticised and corrected. This leads to similarity in practice and the incorporation
of those living together into a single group. Although the wider community is constituted of
individuals from diverse geographic backgrounds, there is surprising cultural homogeneity,
and importance is not placed on continuing traditions practiced by ancestors: they are instead
forgotten. Food is regarded as particularly important as its consumption is thought to transform
blood: those who share food also share blood, and are therefore kin (Carsten 1991; 1997,
4). Fostering is common and encouraged. Ideally foster and biological children should not be
distinguished, and it is believed that children come to look like their adoptive parents (Carsten
1991, 431-2). There is a lack of personal property, with objects being shared by those living
within a house (Carsten 1997, 96-9). Houses are sometimes deconstructed or physically moved

at the death of their inhabitants (Carsten 1997, 38).
Bali

These features on Langkawi — where remembering ancestors is not important, and kinship and
identity is not defined at birth but through actions in life — are part of a wider phenomenon
apparent among certain groups in Southeast Asia and Austronesia (Carsten 1995a, 324-6; Fox
1987, 174). Geertz and Geertz (1964) discuss the practice of teknonymy in Bali, where individuals
are known by the names of their offspring, and grandparents known by their youngest grandchild.
It is argued that this leads to ‘genealogical amnesia’, and is part of a wider system of social
organisation that values co-residence in the same hamlet above biological links. Membership
of a social group is not automatically defined by birth. Personal names are lost after the birth of
a child, and it is therefore impossible to meaningfully talk about all but the recently deceased
as they can only be known in relative kinship terms. Individuals know virtually nothing of the

lives of their forebears. Ties are soon lost between kin who move away and there is no concept
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of decent from a common named ancestor. This system leads to malleable and dynamic social

groups that are ‘downward’, future oriented and can easily adapt to changing political and social
circumstances. Significantly, the gentry in Bali do not practice teknonymy, instead placing more
importance on kinship descent. Their groups are more enduring and fixed, and it is no doubt
necessary for the institutionalised hierarchy present among the gentry to have practices that

encourage identity to lineal descent groups (see 2.3.2).

When we look at the archaeological and ethnographic records, we should not simply see
the frequent destruction of objects, for example, or generational settlement movement as
independent features relating to religious or economic practices, but as parts of wider interrelated
cultural ideologies and practices. These both inform and are informed by ways in which
community and kinship boundaries are structured. They relate to where various emphases are
placed; whether this is on biological descent, or other ways in which individuals create identity

groups with their non-consanguineal relationships.
2.3.3 The House and Settlement

One of the key arenas where communities are constructed and reproduced is the house and
settlement:
‘Unusual features of buildings, serving symbolic rather than functional purposes, are merely a
part of more complex patterns of symbolism which are woven into indigenous architectures,
making them resonant with meaning. Human beings use built form as one means of creating

for themselves a sense of place, and as such, the forms reflect the world views of their
creators.

‘Rules about the uses of space provide, in all cultures, a potentially powerful means
of encoding aspects of social relationships, and causing them to be ‘lived’ at a tacit or
subconscious level by the actors themselves’

Waterson 1990, 91, 167

The architecture and layout of houses and settlements provide clues into the social organisation
and cosmological understanding of their inhabitants. The ethnographic examples demonstrating
this are innumerable (e.g. Bourdieu 1990 [1971]; Briick and Goodman 1999; Carsten 1997,
Fewster 1999; Humphery 1974; Hoskins 1993, 14; Jackson 1983; Parker Pearson and Richards
1994; Rapoport 1969; Waterson 1990; papers in Carsten and Hugh-Jones 1995). The complexity
and diversity of houses and settlements in the ethnographic record reflects the similarly diverse
nature of social relations and ways in which humans create for themselves a world alive with
meaning beyond what is physical. One of the key reasons social and cosmological aspects are
present in house architecture and settlements is that they are more than just referents and
symbolic guides: houses provide the nexus of whereby social relations and world views are
perpetuated and recreated (e.g. Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1984; Waterson 1990, 167). The

domestic environment dominates the lives and routines of many cultures and individuals, and
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as such forms the focus where children and adults alike are socialised and re-socialised by acting

out and embodying these relations and giving them meaning. Where emphases are placed on
divisions and groupings within society need to be reaffirmed for their continuation; the house
and settlement provide a perfect setting for this to take place. For Gell (1998, 252-3), houses
are ‘especially suited for the projection of collective agency...[that is] ancestral, and essentially

political’.

Various ways in which cosmological understandings are represented in Later Prehistoric
architecture have been discussed in the literature since the 1990’s (Fitzpatrick 1994; Oswald
1997; Parker Pearson 1996; 1999; Parker Pearson et al. 1996; Parker Pearson and Sharples 1997;
Sharples 2010). Despite problems and critiques of these models (Pope 2007), it has been generally
accepted that both functional and symbolic considerations influenced architectural styles in
prehistory (Harding 2009, Chap. 11; Lambrick 2010, 142-9; Sharples 2010, Chap. 4; Webley
2008). Ethnographic examples can highlight the possibilities and problems in the archaeological

analysis of social groups through the interpretation of settlements and buildings.
House architecture in the ethnographic record

A particularly overt example where the dwelling provides a microcosm of the social world is
within traditional Mongolian gers. Here, space within the round tent was rigidly organised to
highlight differences in gender and status (Humphrey 1974). The area between the door and
central fireplace was for the junior or low-status family members or guests. The area between
the fire and back of the tent was the high-status area. These were flanked by the male area on
one side, and female on the other. Individuals sat according to gender and status, those with
the highest status furthest from the door. Objects also had very particular places within the ger.
Each was associated with gender roles and was graded by the level of ritual pollution. Thus,
the Buddhist shrine was kept at the back furthest from the door. Sitting on the wrong place
or moving implements from their designated place was considered taboo and could only be
rectified though fines or ceremonies (Humphery 1974, 273). This ensured the perpetuation of

gender and status differences as these were continually reinforced by daily routines.

Longhouses of the eastern Tukanoan speaking peoples of north-west Amazonia similarly provide
a window into aspects of their social organisation. These have been described as ‘probably the
key metaphor for human identity’ in Tukanoan society (Jackson 1983, 230). Within these live a
number of families all related through the male line. Each have separate apartments, with the
headman — usually the father or eldest brother of the other male occupants - and his wives
and children in the most prestigious area (Hugh-Jones 1995, 229-30; Jackson 1983, Chap. 3).
Great emphasis is put on the shared identity and sense of community of those living within the
longhouse. At the same time, other divisions are present in both the house and wider society.
There are separate doors for men and women; this gender differentiation is seen at meal times

where men and women eat separately (Hugh-Jones 1995, 231). The sense of a community with



18
differences is embodied in both the house itself and the headman. He decides the building of the

house; the architecture is a testament to his leadership and the strength of the new community
created. When the leader dies, the house and community die with him. He is buried in the
centre of the house and the building is abandoned. The community then fractures and moves
elsewhere (Hugh-Jones 1995, 228). The lack of emphasis placed on genealogy and descent in this
society (Hugh-Jones 1995, 238; Jackson 1983, 198-200) is represented by the house as it does
not remain standing to act as a mnemonic to previous communities and ancestors. This is feature

among the Tukano is discussed further below (see 2.4.2).

We should not expect such overt social attributes in the houses of all societies. Riviere (1995,
193) comments, on the settlements in Guiana that consist of only a single house, that they
have more explicit and elaborate symbolism than multi-house settlements. In a similar fashion,
houses of the Mébengoke of central Brazil lack symbolic elaboration (Hugh-Jones 1995, 251;
Lea 1995, 224). Here, the boundaries of the house do not represent boundaries of the social
group. Occupants of dwellings consist of a senior woman occupying the centre of the house,
with her daughters and their husbands and children distributed either side (Lea 1995, 207).
Unlike the similar Tukanoan patrilineal arrangement, marriage does not offer membership into
this social group. Instead, identity remains primarily with blood-kin down the mother’s line. This
is represented and reinforced through men sharing ritually important food with their mother
and sisters at the latters house. Other aspects of identity are passed through the mother’s line
and are only inheritable and cannot be obtained through marriage. These include rights to
make and use particular ornaments, play specific ceremonial roles, raise particular animal, and
so on (Lea 1995, 208). In these examples, the nexus of the community is not situated in the
house; consequently dwellings are less elaborated. This point is taken further when comparing
houses of the LBA and MIA: archaeological remains of houses in the earlier period are far more

homogeneous and simple than those dating to the MIA (see 3.2; 6.2.4; 7.1.1).

A further example where the boundaries of the house do not represent the boundaries of the
most important social unit is among the Kelabit of Sarawak, Indonesia (Janowski 1995). The
conjugal couple is given precedence here, although settlements consist of large communal
longhouses. However, organisation of space within the house does represent this unit. The
longhouses are divided into private areas for each couple and their children, each with their own
hearth. Meals are eaten within these groups, and the cooking of rice in this area is regarded as
culturally imperative and highly significant. Older couples tend to stay only within their hearth
area, whereas children and young adults spend more time in communal areas away from the rice

cooking area (Janowski 1995).

The Zafimaniry of Madagascar also hold the conjugal couple in prime importance, but have
very different architectural styles to the Kelabit. Here, the house is the physical representation

of the relationship, and is conceived of as such (Bloch 1995). Marriage and house building are
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drawn out processes. As the relationship is made official, the framework of the marital house

is constructed. When they move in, the house is made from flimsy, unsubstantial material of
bamboo and reeds. As the relationship develops with time and children, parts of the house
slowly get rebuilt with harder, older wood with prized darker qualities (Bloch 1995, 78). The
house is further substantiated with more and more ornate relief carvings. Even after the death
of the couple, this hardening process is carried on by their descendants; the house eventually
becomes a sacred place where blessings are carried out. The founding couple are considered to
be present in the form of the house (Bloch 1995, 80-82). The central role that ancestors play in
Zafimaniry society is again represented in house architecture; this can be contrasted to the lack
of genealogical memory and house destruction among the Tukano and people of New Ireland
(Hugh-Jones 1995; Kiichler 2002; see 2.3.3).

Similar social references can be seen in the organisation of settlements, for example Henemeras
in New Ireland, Papua New Guinea. The nine houses were split into five groups, each group
consisting of one or two structures. The eldest man was the head of the extended family, and
lived with his two sons in the only unit near the beach. The other four units were up a hill, each
inhabited by one of the old man’s female relatives, and their immediate family. This separation
of cross-sex siblings and cousins reflects a divide seen in daily life, where they avoided wherever

possible. When the old man died, the settlement was abandoned (Kiichler 2002, 27-38).

Such architectural features and structured uses of space are necessary for the reproduction of
social relations. They also help to conceptualise them by making relationships representative in
the physical world. Multiple symbolic aspects can be present that tell of various ways in which

society is united and divided.

Like any aspect of the archaeological and ethnographic record, we cannot expect homogenous,
rule-bound evidence, but subtle diversity that must always speak of human individuals acting
within, but not entirely constrained by, sets of social norms. Various personalities and local
situations may amend the ideal composition of the household and social units; arguments and
bickering may cause factions, whereas unexpected deaths may cause conglomerates of more
distant individuals than is usual. Subtle changes to the way in which individuals and groups relate
to each other on a daily basis by changes to uses of space have effects, and create subtly different
relations between such groups. Households and groups also go through developmental cycles,
so even the ideal can have various permutations (Yanagisako 1979, 168-9). For example, the
ideal modern British household and social unit is a conjugal couple with two or three children.
Before these children get married, buy a house and have their own children, they may live with
friends in rented accommodation. If seen within the development cycle, this is still part of the

ideal situation.
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The ways in which to successfully interpret the social aspects of architecture and space are

clearly not straightforward from an archaeological perspective. The similar importance placed
on the conjugal couple among the Kelabit and Zafimaniry, for example, results in quite different
architectures. Consequently, a contextual approach considering all aspects of the archaeological
evidence is required, with houses and settlement spaces providing one line of argument. This can
further be demonstrated by the immediately similar looking evidence we have for roundhouses
throughout the Later Bronze Age and Iron Age. However, when the evidence is interrogated and
contextualised, it can be demonstrated that roundhouses played very different social roles at

different times in the final 1500 years of the prehistory of southern Britain.

2.4 Objects, the Dead and the Creation of Community

The first section of this chapter discussed the role of objects in creating a sense of self and
personhood. This was followed by thoughts on how communities are constructed, and the
vital contribution that houses and settlements play in this. The next section will assess the role
that objects have in creating community. All of the recent societies discussed below regard
personhood as including parts of the material world, but objects are treated in different ways, and
community boundaries are drawn on different lines. Specifically, different emphases are placed
on the importance of lineage and the dead. These societies also leave different archaeological

signatures which can be used to reconstruct community boundaries.
2.4.1 Object Retention and the Role of Ancestors

The following ethnographic case studies all place importance on the dead. They consider lineage
of prime importance in identity and the definition of community. They also share in common a
way of treating certain types of material culture. Objects and houses associated with important
deceased individuals who help orientate identity and structure communities are kept and
even venerated. This is due to a belief that aspects of personhood extend into these objects.
These objects are not only mnemonics of recent ancestors, but are thought to be a physical
representation of these people. The first example is also from the Malay Archipelago, but the

role that ancestors play in this society is quite different to that described in Langkawi and Bali.
Kodi

As the quotation opening this chapter demonstrates, the Kodi of Sumba, Indonesia, intimately
associate themselves with their possessions. They tell their personal and group biographies
through the histories of significant objects (Hoskins 1998). Objects can stand in for people:
betel bags are sometimes buried in the absence of a body, and social deaths and disinheritance
is signified by a rite called ‘burying the betel bag’ (Hoskins 1998, 3, 43-7, 56). These bags are
passed down through generations when passing on social roles. Although these are inherently
fragile objects, when they disintegrate replicas are made that are regarded as containing the

same meaning and essence (Hoskins 1998, 39, 51). Certain objects are regarded as ancestors:
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they are addressed as such at ceremonies, believe to ‘listen in’, and are fed at sacrifices (Hoskins

1993, 24, 119-20). Ancestors themselves play an important role in the communities of the living:
they are believed to have agency and can affect change. This is often mediated through objects
(Hoskins 1993, Chap. 4; 1998, 26). The dead are buried in megalithic tombs, and each kin group
is associated with a lineage house in an ancestral village where the possessions of the important
dead are stored (Hoskins 1993, 14-5, 24, 119-24; 1998, 9, 28). Objects of particular importance
are regarded as active agents. These tend to be ancient and exotic, and can retroactively be
ascribed to ancestors (Hoskins 1993, 119). Hoskins (1993, Chap. 4) gives the example of a large
Ming period urn, produced in South China centuries earlier. Such objects are valued due to their
age, uniqueness and non-local manufacture. These become markers of group identity, passed

down generations and venerated.
Zafimaniry

The second recent society that retains the objects and houses of those deceased individuals who
continue to be important members of the community are the Zafimaniry of Madagascar (Bloch
1995; 1998, Chaps. 2, 7 and 8). Here, the houses of the dead who were reproductively successful
become sacred places and are carefully repaired by their descendants (see 2.3.3). Parts of the
house are visualised as the original occupants: the central post the man, and the hearth and
furniture the women (Bloch 1995, 82; 1998, 35). The possessions of the founding couple are
kept in the house and become ‘relics representing the original couple, and they are addressed as
such and offerings are made to them’ (Bloch 1998, 35). When blessings take place, the original
pot, spoon and dish are used to cook the meal (Bloch 1995, 82). These objects and the original
house become inalienable, in time sacred, tied to their original owners and their descendants.
They are necessary in perpetuating the importance of certain ancestors within their society.
The past among the Zafimaniry is ever-present and felt in nearly all aspects of life: narratives of
the past are frequently told, both verbally and through peculiarities in material culture. Events
are recounted by the decedents of those who witnessed them as if they were actually there
themselves (Bloch 1998, Chaps. 7 and 8).

LoDagaa

In this case study, the ethnography allows more a specific and nuanced picture of the relationship
between ancestors, their possessions, and living society. Some ancestors were very important in
identity construction and the definition of future social units: following death, their possessions
and house timbers were kept. Other members were of little continuing social importance: their

possessions were destroyed.

The LoDagaa of northern Ghana regarded objects intimately associated with an individual to
be extensions of that person (Goody 1957; 1962). For example, any objects to be inherited

after death needed to be left for a period of time before rites were performed to remove some
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association from the dead and make them useable again. These were then passed down to the

next generation (Goody 1962, 231-2, 253-4). A similar process was necessary for xylophone
makers to remove his soul from the instrument before exchange, and for individuals carving
ancestor shrines so the shrine could become fully associated with the deceased instead of
themselves (Goody 1962, 200-205, 240). Those who had a problematic death or were outcast
from society had their possessions destroyed at burial, and were not given an ancestor shrine
(Goody 1962, 104, 408).

The society was patrilocal, with brides living within the compounds of the husband’s family,
and the male line was seen as more important than the female. Direct male ancestors were
of utmost importance in the living community — they afforded protection against attack from
witches, and therefore decided the fate of the living. They could also be malignant by taking
away this protection, and sacrifices had to be made to them to prevent this. This influence went
further: all wealth gained through farming, inheritance, wage labour or other means was only
done so through the auspices of these ancestors. Accordingly, everything was partly owned by
them and must be given through more sacrifice (Goody 1962, 209, 376-414). Female ancestors
did not have such a powerful influence. Consequently, at the death of a woman some of her
possessions were destroyed, including pots and calabashes (Goody 1962, 84, 130-1). The death
of a bachelor was accompanied by the destruction of the most important masculine object — his
bow — whereas for those who had fathered children, their bow was made into a shrine for them
(Goody 1962, 84, 221-4). Men without sons were not considered important after death and
could little affect the land of the living, and they were not afforded a shrine (Goody 1962, 383).
Those who were reproductively successful were significant ancestors, and those who lived to be
grandparents were buried under their houses. When a new house was built, the timbers from
the residence of an agnatic ancestor were reused (Goody 1962, 79, 339). Among the LoDagaa, we
therefore see personhood extending into objects, and kinship/group structures and affiliations
being represented in the treatment of these objects after death. Broadly, the objects of those
who continued to be significant in the living community were kept, whereas those who are not

important were destroyed.
2.4.2 Object Destruction and the Role of Ancestors

In these following examples, ancestors and lineage are of little importance in living society.
Consequently, possessions and houses are destroyed following death. Although very different to
the above examples, a similar belief in the extension of personhood into objects structures the

practices in all these cases.
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New Ireland

After the death of an individual in Northern New Ireland, Papua New Guinea, a series of funerary
eventsknownasMalanggantake place, starting with the destruction of the material representation
of the person in the community (Klichler 1999; 2002; Jackson 1996). This is known as the ‘skin’
of the dead: in fact there is no word for the body other than this. The produce of their gardens
is eaten, the trees and plants grown by the deceased are destroyed, and their possessions burnt
(Kiichler 2002, 38-9, 82, 85-6, 93, 100; Jackson 1996, 161). Their house is also burnt, and if the
deceased is the head of a settlement, the settlement is abandoned. Exchanges and feasts take
place in order to symbolically cancel debts that bind the mourners to the dead (Ktichler 2002, 29-
30, 96). The fragmentation of sacrificial pigs is important in every stage of the funerary process:
this metaphorically ruptures relationships with the dead (Kiichler 2002, 92). Before it was banned
by colonial authorities, the dead were cremated with their remains thrown into the sea. Now
they are buried and cemeteries are abandoned (Kiichler 1999, 58; 2002, 20, 82-3; Powdermaker
1931, 28). Finally, a wooden effigy is carved that is believed to contain the soul of the dead. This
is ritually killed, fragmented and destroyed, with the remains left to rot in the forest or sold
to Western collectors, having no further meaning (Kiichler 2002, 103-8, 119). Houses are built
specifically for this ceremony, which are then destroyed or left to rot (Kiichler 2002, 104). These
processes take place in order to forget the dead: they are never to be mentioned or referred to
again (Klchler 2002, 100). Consequently, there is no concept of genealogy, no belief in life after
death, and named ancestors are of little importance: instead the dead join an undifferentiated
ancestral whole (Kiichler 2002, 4, 17, 59, 81; Jackson 1996; Powermaker 1931). Objects do not

act as mnemonics; their importance lies in destroying relationships (Kiichler 2002, 190).
Tukano

Similar features and processes occur among the Tukano of north-west Amazonia. Here the dead
are buried within the longhouse; if it is the headman who has died, the large house is abandoned.
As settlements are comprised of single longhouses, this also constitutes the abandonment of the
settlement (Hugh-Jones 1995; Jackson 1983, 37, 200; see 2.3.3). The dead are not important
in the cosmology: ideally their spirits should leave as quickly as possible and be kept separate
from the world of the living (Hugh-Jones 1995, 238; Jackson 1983, 200, 208). Spirits of the dead
become removed from the affairs of the living, lose human characteristics and are forgotten.
There is a taboo on mentioning the dead, and thinking too much about them is believed to bring
onillness (Jackson 1983, 105, 198, 210). The belongings of the deceased are also quickly broken
and burnt (Jackson 1983, 200). Again we see correlations between the significance of the dead

and the treatment of the material culture associated with them after death.
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Jivero

Further to the west on the border of Ecuador and Peru, the Jivaro place a similar emphasis on
forgetting the dead (Taylor 1993; 2007). Individuals are buried or exposed on a platform in the
house with their ornaments, tools and other valued possessions. Exposure hastens their physical
decomposition, metaphorically related to the quick destruction of their social being. The house
is abandoned when the headman dies, and the surviving members of the household disperse
(Harner 1971, 166-8; Taylor 1993, 662, 665).

Soon after death, songs are chanted about the deceased, repeating that they are no longer alive
or related to the living, and wishing the dead to leave. Eventually the dead are not referred by
name or kin relation in these chants, only by pronoun. The chants also contain repeated and
graphic descriptions describing the rotting of flesh, especially the face. This deliberately and
forcefully severs kin bonds between the deceased and the living, and destroys the identity of the
dead (Taylor 1993, 663-5). Personal names of the recently deceased are quickly reused, but not
to evoke a connection with the dead. Instead, the reappropriation of that name with another

disassociates it with the deceased and hastens forgetting (Taylor 1993, 667).

Stories are only told in autobiographic form, and this is the only way the past is given narrative
shape. Narrative outside of the first person is unthinkable (Taylor 1993, 667; 2007, 148). As such,
details of events and the exploits of past individuals are quickly forgotten, and not integrated
into the collective consciousness of the next generation. The dead are only ever mentioned
if appearing in an autobiographical story, and then only their physical acts recounted, never
describing or imputing thoughts on them (Taylor 1993, 667). This substantially differs to
Zafimaniry and Kodi ways of thinking and talking about the past.

Individuals are seen as unique by the Jivaro, rather than being subsumed by more important,
overarching group or lineage identities (Taylor 2007, 153). For example, if siblings look too alike,
their faces are tattooed to make each more unique. Twins are repugnant, and only one is usually
allowed to survive (Taylor 1993, 659). This can be seen in direct contrast to the unilineal decent
societies described by Fortes (1953). These place great emphasis on lineage, and individuals are
thought of as direct replacements of their forebears; a single spirit moving through different
bodies (also Bloch 1998, Chap. 5).

Alongside forgetting ancestors, the Jivaro also very selectively organise memory relating to
cultural identity. The long history of interaction with non-Jivaroans is ignored in their cultural
histories. Narratives instead are introverted and self-contained; material culture and other
evidence of non-Jivaroan exchange do not feature in mythologies and discourses relating to the
past (Taylor 2007). The archaeological remains that can be found in abundance are not at all

identified with, but thought of as belonging to hostile alien spirits (Taylor 2007, 149).
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Overall, the Jivaro do not associate with the past: ‘ties with past states of the Jivaroan collectively

are rarely objectified or recognised... Collective history is a foreign country’ (Taylor 2007, 149).
There is little desire to explicitly pass on facets of wider cultural identity as there is no formal
instruction in tradition, and myths are not seen as culturally important (Taylor 1993, 658). The
perceived cultural orientation of the Jivaro is therefore highly individualised and temporally
restricted. These features are present in a variety of other Amazonian societies (Clastres 1968;
Cunha 1977; 1978; Fausto and Heckenberger 2007, 23-4; Taylor 1993, 653; see Chaumeil 2007,
243-9 for a review): ‘Witness the widely reported desire of these people to forget or efface all
material traces of the dead, to avoid all direct contact with corpses...since they theoretically
occupy the position taken by enemies’ (Chaumeil 2007, 246-7); ‘[in Amazonia] there exists no
place for the ancestors in the society of the living’ (Cunha 1977, 292, quoted in Chaumeil 2007,
246).

However, such forgetting is not simply a one-dimensional process. For the Jivaro, disassociation
with the dead is a means of reflexively structuring identity boundaries of the living as the two are
thought of in alterity (Taylor 1993, 654). Forgetting the dead is also thought of as necessary for
successful procreation, and encounters with formless spirits metamorphosed from the dead are
important ritualised events (Taylor 1993, 659-61, 666-7). The forgetting during the Malanggan
ceremonies of New Ireland is also in some respects creative. The ceremony itself is remembered
and the absent image of the effigy as the clan is recalled and used to think about current society
(Kiichler 2002, 106, 108, 187). However, in this context the significance of these examples is that
the individual dead are not incorporated into any kind of identity or community of the living, and

this is represented in the treatment of the material culture associated with them.
2.4.3 Objects and the Role of Ancestors - Conclusion

It is precisely because all the societies discussed above regard personhood as extending into
the material world that objects and ancestors are treated in these internally comparable ways.
The role of the dead and the importance of the memory of named ancestors influence the way
that objects are treated as these objects are thought to contain a part of these people: this in
turn feeds back to perpetuate these beliefs. If ancestors are important, their objects are kept.
If they are not, objects and houses are destroyed. If personhood does not extend into objects,
the treatment of material culture would not correlate with the ways that the dead are thought

about. These features are intrinsically linked due to the blurring of person/object boundary.

In New Ireland and among the Tukano and Jivero, it is deemed necessary to destroy the material
representation of individuals — their possessions and houses — because the social logic does not
allow for the deceased to be incorporated into living social groups. It is because these objects
are inalienable with the individual that they must be destroyed, paralleling the social person
and body. The social logic within the Zafimaniry, Kodi and LoDagaa encourages certain dead to
be part of living groups; consequently objects associated with them are kept and used to define

these polities.
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Here we see a difference in the mechanisms of social organisation and the creation of identity.

On the one hand, the societies that forget do not construct immediate identities by virtue of
birth and biological kinship: instead this is formed though deeds in their life and relationships
created, for example, by exchange. Among the Tukano, group affiliation is primarily defined by co-
residence in a longhouse. Although most within these are biologically related, more importance
is placed on co-residence after marrying out, and specific relations within the longhouse are
deemphasised in favour of the larger affinity (Hugh-Jones 1995; Jackson 1983). The lJivaro
think of themselves as unique individuals, with their identity stemming from their idiosyncratic
facial features, and not part of wider and more important group affiliations (familial similarities
in facial features are ignored) (Taylor 1993; 2007). With the Tukano and lJivaro, objects and
houses associated with the dead are destroyed or the relationship otherwise subverted. This is
the opposite of societies where importance is placed on remembering, and lineage is of prime
significance. The Kodi and LoDagaa place much emphasis on biological kinship. They are both
patrilocal and patrilineal, with more importance placed on agnatic than affinal ties. The Kodi see
biological relationship as “frozen but enduring’, whereas those created during life are ‘vital but
perishable’ (Hoskins 1993, 244). Objects are kept and transcend individual personhood, and knit

themselves into the fabric of the group.
2.4.4 Inalienable Objects

These are examples of inalienable objects; things that become indelibly part of a social unit.
These can exist in relation to both individuals and groups. The destruction we see in New Ireland
and among the Tukano and Jivero are examples of inalienable objects that relate to individuals:
these are so much part of an individual that, as the person is not allowed to have a continuing
presence in society, the object(s) has to be destroyed. Some objects become more than a part
of an individual’s essence, instead attached to and defining groups. The following discussion will
focus of these examples. They are the focus of Weiner (1992) and Godelier’s (1999) discussion

on inalienable objects.

Inalienable objects become the ‘hub around which social identities are displayed, fabricated,
exaggerated, modified or diminished’; ‘the enchantment of a person’s or a group’s social identity
is dependent on strategies of conserving such possessions...that distinguish the difference
between one person or group and another’ (Weiner 1992, 100, 47). Examples include items
previously belonging to known important individuals among the Kodi, Zafimaniry and LoDagaa.
If these objects are regarded as being a focus for sustaining the identity of a social group, after an
appropriate period of time the association of the object can transcend the deceased individual
and attach itself onto the larger group. These include houses among the Kodi and Zafimaniry, and
house timbers with the LoDagaa. Specific possessions for the Zafimaniry include pots, spoons and
dishes; and for the LoDagaa, quivers, bows and shrines. Another example of inalienable objects

are the crowns of kings and queens: these will still be associated with a particular lineage and
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social position even if in the possession of somebody else. Here we see ‘grouphood’ extending

into objects. A social group is defined, legitimised and reproduced through the interaction,
association and consubstantiation with these objects. They set each group as unique, each with

a different set of objects.

Alongside a belief in personhood and grouphood extending into these objects, a key feature
of these types of inalienable objects is age. These need to have been within the group for a
certain period of time to become fully associated with a group and to gain importance. As these
can be everyday objects, they do not otherwise need to be obvious superficially, or indeed
archaeologically (e.g. Godelier 1999, 125-7). Age also has the effect of the object transcending
the humanity of the extant individuals and context, attaching the object and group to ancestral

or supernatural powers.
2.4.5 Exotica, Art and High Craftsmanship

Othertypes of objects that become part of social groups and are thought to be imbued with special
power are those that are ancient or have a faraway origin. Both provide a distant provenance,
meaning the objects can transcend the current society, making them unique and irreplaceable.
Both these factors are commonly linked to supernatural powers (Helms 1988; 1993). Exotic
origins also ensure the objects are not producible within the communities’ available material
and/or technological repertoires, adding to the belief in supernatural origins. Examples include
the ancient Chinese Ming urns in Kodi mentioned above; another are a type of copper ‘shield’
owned by higher-ranking lineages of former American Northwest Coast societies, including the
Tlingit and Kwakiutl (Fig. 2.2). These were kept within families, believed to be gifts from gods
or spirits handed to the clans’ founding heroes. These supernatural beings were thought to still
reside within them and provide the family with power through their association with the divine
(Godelier 1999, 59-68; Mauss 2002, 55-9, 162-7). Neither of these could have been produced in

the localities where they were inalienable, adding to a belief in their supernatural origin.

Many of these objects are regarded as sacred, given to ancestors at the founding of a group
identity by supernatural beings in a mythical time (Godelier 1999, Chaps. 2 and 3). Others are
more recently acquired by interaction with the supernatural (Helms 1993). In this way they are
not only inalienable from the larger group, but also from the god or spirit who gave them. The
personhood of divine beings extends into these objects; this power is passed onto the group
through consubstantiation with the object. A further common feature is uniqueness in form,
at least locally and conceptually. This distinguishes between the objects and demonstrates the
distinctiveness of each faction, each with a particular mythological history attached to culturally

imperative beings and moments.
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Figure 2.2. High-ranking Nakoaktok (Kwakiutl) man with copper ‘shield’
(Curtis 1907-30, vol. 10, 146)

Uniquenessandthe property of not being able to be created by the current society can be achieved
not only by a distant provenance in time or space, but also through specialised high craftsmanship.
This also charges objects with supernatural connections by making the human creation of them
unimaginable for the majority of who do not have the necessary skills (Helms 1993, 11-88).
With ancient or foreign exotica, and objects of skilled craftsmanship, manufacturing mechanisms
are not conceivable in current contexts. Objects displaying technically proficient artwork are
also often regarded as being created by magical process with assistance from the spiritual or
divine (Gell 1992b; 1998, 68-71). Gell regards these objects of art and high craftsmanship as
having agency and affecting the social world through enchanting the viewer: ‘Art objects are
produced in order to be displayed on those occasions when political power is being legitimized
by association with various supernatural forces’ (Gell 1992b, 54). They are ‘propaganda’ (Gell
1992b, 43), having the specific social function of gaining power over the recipient through the

association with the godly authorities. The same processes occur with exotica.

Societies that place importance on the collection of exotica or the production of objects requiring
highly skilled craftsmen with complex artwork commonly use these objects to help legitimise
positions of hierarchy and power by attaching individuals and social groups to ancestral, if not
supernatural, authority (Godelier 1999, Chap. 2; Gell 1992b, 54; Helms 1993; Weiner 1992, 6, 9,
118-30). The existence of such objects within a society creates an inequality due to the presence
of a tangible representation of higher power: those who can become associated with this profit.
The hierarchies that are formed through the manipulation these objects are accepted because it
is believed that the association with even higher supernatural powers is ultimately beneficial to
everyone, but only accessible through chosen individuals in the custodianship of certain objects
(Helms 1993). These can become institutionalised as it is difficult for other lineages to compete

given the necessary age, origins and/or beliefs attached to the objects. For example, Weiner
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argues that such objects helped to perpetuate institutionalised rank among the Maori, whereas

the lack of old, inalienable objects in some parts of Highland New Guinea prevents this social

form from developing (Weiner 1992, Chaps. 2 and 4).

The presence of old objects that were previously the possessions of known individuals but
become inalienable with groups is evidence that the dead and lineage are importantin structuring
identities and a sense of community in living society. The presence of objects with exotic ancient
or distant provenances, or those of high craftsmanship and complex artistry, suggests a society
where the manipulation of material forms is used to create inequality. Both can be explained by
the belief that a degree of personhood, or essence, of the deceased individual or supernatural
being resides in these objects, giving them otherworldly power. This power is shared by the
wider social unit also associated with the objects. Objects with these characteristics can be

recognisable archaeologically, and if sensitively approached can be used in social analysis.
2.4.6 Ancestors and Hierarchy

The examples given above regarding the Kodi, Zafimaniry and LoDagaa demonstrate that
ancestors can be regarded as important and part of living communities, but social organisation
can still lack formalised institutional hierarchy. However, in their extensive ethnographic and
archaeological surveys, both Flannery and Marcus (2012) and Mary Helms (1998) conclude that
increased identification with ancestors is an important way in which institutionalised hierarchy

is established.

Such close identification with the dead, including them in the social groups of the living, can
allow for the achievements and prestige of an individual to be passed to their descendants.
The permission of status to be inherited has been recognised as fundamental in the shift from
a mode of social organisation where power and leadership is based on achievement, to one
where this is hereditary (Flannery and Marcus 2012). The ability to pass on privileges, titles and
renown to children creates hereditary inequality; this is only possible if identity and community
orientate around lineage. Examples of this occurring include the nineteenth century Nootka
and Tlingit foragers of the American Northwest Coast, where titles and offices were handed
down at feasts sponsored by the chief. These feasts simultaneously placed the witnesses in an
inferior relationship due to the debt generated through attendance. Bemba chiefs of Zambia in
the early twentieth century assumed the names and histories of their predecessors, and became
so associated with them that ‘it became difficult to tell whether he was referring to events in his
own life or the lives of his predecessors’ (Flannery and Marcus 2012, 225-6). Conversely, those
societies where achievement in life provided influence and power that could not be passed on
to offspring remained more egalitarian. Examples include the Angami Naga of Assam, the Mt.
Hagen region of New Guinea and the Siuai of the Solomon Islands (Flannery and Marcus 2012,

Chaps. 6 and 7).
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With the closer association of living individuals and groups to lineage, there is also the

opportunity for closer association to real or mythical cosmologically important forbears (Flannery
and Marcus 2012, 74-6, 189, 198-9; Helms 1998). This further provides a means with which to
separate lineages in a fashion that is difficult to subvert: if great emphasis is placed on lineage
and ancestors in the definition of social groups, one is born into a particular group that either
has cosmologically powerful forbears or not, and cannot leave it. As discussed above, association
with the supernatural creates positions of privilege and power (Helms 1988; 1993; 1998; Flannery
and Marcus 2012; Gell 1992b). Closer identification with cosmologically important forebears was
the defining feature of the Kachin of Burma (Myanmar) when they were in rank ‘mode’. This
society cycled between rank and more egalitarian politics (Flannery and Marcus 2012, 191-9;
Leach 1954, 124-5, 175-7, 207). Among others, this also justified the inherited ranking present
on Tikopia, Polynesia; Tonga; the Bemba of Zambia; and the communities of the South Andes
during sixteenth and seventeenth AD (Flannery and Marcus 2012, 210-5, 225-8, 331, 319-23;
Nielsen 2008).

These observations can be used to assist archaeological social interpretation if markers of
increased affiliation to ancestors and linage can be found. However, the relationship between
this and hierarchy is not straightforward as there are ethnographic examples of societies where
power is based on non-inherited achievement but ancestors are still closely associated with.

Analysis therefore needs to be contextual and holistic.

2.5 The Past in the Past: recent archaeological perspectives

It is within this highly dynamic framework of community construction with varying emphases on
ancestors and the past that we can contextualise current discussions in archaeology about social
memory and the ‘past in the past’. This has been a recently popular and fruitful topic, and needs
reviewing as arguments proposed here consider similar themes. As space restrictions preclude a
more detailed analysis of the literature, general trends will be outlined, followed by a discussion
of some papers that do not follow these patterns. The principle edited volumes referred to are
those by Chadwick and Gibson (2013); van Dyke and Alcock (2003); Mills and Walker (2008);
Williams (2003); and Bori¢ (2010). Other key texts include a special edition of World Archaeology
(1998, 30:1); Bradley (2002); and thoughts directly related to the study area by Gosden and Lock
(1998; 2007; 2013, 204-17).

Theoretical discussions prefacing analyses of archaeological examples tend to state that
perceptions of the past are malleable and dependent on present contexts. However, this
recognisedimportance on processes of forgetting are often not followed through. Analyses instead
tend to place much more emphasis on how societies remember or connect with the past rather

than disconnect with it. A common approach is to identify when the past has been manipulated
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- parts forgotten and others made up or unduly appropriated - to legitimise power relations,

almost as though historical ‘reality’ was known by these Machiavellian actors and purposefully
subverted for their own ends. Even here the importance is still placed on remembering and

connection, even if this involves selective forgetting and fabrication.

This may be projecting a Western view on the importance of the past onto other societies. In the
West, forgetting, disconnecting or remembering the past differently to how it occurred is seen
in negative terms; a losing struggle against the imperative process of accurate recall (Connerton
2008, 59). For example, in a popular psychology book Schacter (2001) describes memory recall
that diverges from true events as ‘sins’, but demonstrates how ubiquitous this is (also Bridge
and Voss 2014; Connerton 2008; Schacter et al. 2003; Wade et al. 2002; and many others).
Archaeologists in particular spend their professional lives trying to connect with the past, but

this desire to connect is not universal, as the above ethnographic examples demonstrate.

There are instances where archaeological interpretation does discuss disconnection with the past.
These include Semple’s (1998; 2013) analysis of the place of pre-Saxon archaeological remains
in Anglo-Saxon society and ideology. It is particularly powerful as it considers how this changed
over time. It is argued that in the early period these were a focus for pagan spiritual activity,
regarded as the home of spirits, ancestors or gods and a focus for burial, often of important
people (Semple 1998, 117-20; 2013, Chaps. 3 and 4). In the later Christian period, however, there
was a deep fear of barrows. These were haunted by dragons, goblins and elves, and became the
burial grounds for socially marginal individuals (Semple 1998; 2013, Chaps. 5 and 6).2 Whitley
(2002) provides examples of social ideologies that focus on forgetting and distancing from
the past, emphasising discontinuity and ‘otherness’. Whittle (2003, 112-4) considers forms of
forgetting in his nuanced interpretation of how social memory may have worked in the Neolithic
Koros culture of the Hungarian Plain. Fowler (2003, 58-9) discusses processes of forgetting at
early Neolithic monuments in southern Britain, and Manning (1998) argues that widespread
forgetting of past people and practices was encouraged in Late Bronze Age Cyprus as a new
form of centralised power structure came to dominance. Sharples (2010, 23-36) suggests that
some earlier monuments were not important to the later prehistoric inhabitants of Wessex:
Stonehenge and Avebury seem to have been purposefully avoided, but barrows are frequently
respected and referenced in the creation of landscape features. Blake’s (2003) interpretation of
Byzantine reuse of Bronze and Iron Age rock-cut tombs in Sicily considers neither connection nor
disconnection with the past was being symbolised: original uses were of no importance. Instead,
connection with current pan-Mediterranean troglodyte fashions was the desired association.
This perspective is important as it demonstrates that we should not necessarily assume that

in referencing or using old places, objects or symbols, the past is being associated with at all.

2 Semple’s earlier (1998) analysis draws a stricter divide between earlier and later Anglo-Saxon
perceptions of prehistoric monuments. The later account differs as it argues that in the late Anglo-Saxon
period the power residing in ancient monuments was occasionally manipulated and associated with
(Semple 2013, Chaps. 4 and 6).
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Indeed, we should not assume that these ancient things were regarded as being made by humans

or beings of comparable constitution. In both these cases we may again be projecting our own
values: firstly that the past should in some way be important or referenced; and secondly our

archaeological preferences of landscape and object classification.?

This chapter demonstrates the varied ways in which people connect and disconnect with their
cultural pasts, and to the extent this is included in their communities and cultural orientation.
There is no generalised way to think about the past, and there is no shared importance on
remembering. Disconnection with the past is instead often desired. Cultural narratives are formed
through the tactical employment of specific readings of real or imagined events, while forgetting
those that do not fit into the current and desired ideological trajectory. To understand how these
processes worked in each society, a contextual approach is necessary to situate practices related

to connection or disconnection with the past within a wider cultural framework.

2.6 Summary

This chapter has argued that personhood is commonly regarded to extend into objects and other
aspects of the material world. This is demonstrated by the analogous ways in which the parts of
the material world closely associated with individuals are treated after the death of that person,
and how they are regarded by the community after death. It will be argued that the peculiar form
and treatment of material culture, houses, settlements, monuments and landscape features in

both the LBA and Iron Age demonstrate that this proposition is relevant to these periods.

It was also contended that kinship and community boundaries, as well as how the past is
thought about, is contextually and culturally specific. Social groups do not manifest themselves
by predetermined, ahistorical means. These are constructed through selective actor-based
interaction with the world, and can include non-humans and those separated by time and
space. There is no universal importance on remembering past ancestors. It will be argued
that communities in the LBA did not consist of ancestors and those recently deceased. These
were forgotten. Instead, communities consisted of those drawn from wider spatial frames. This
transformed over c.150 years in the Transition to the situation in the EIA, where ancestors were

important in the living community.

Ethnographic case studies and theoretical developments highlight wider correlations between
personhood, the treatment of objects and houses, the role of ancestors, the construction of social
groups, and the possibility of hierarchy. Fig. 2.1 and Table 2.1 provide an idealised summary of

these correlations, dividing ethnographic examples into two broad groups. This is oversimplified

3 Bradley (2002, 7) makes a direct analogy between how modern archaeologists see the past and its
material remains with how these were regarded in prehistory: ‘[ancient peoples] most certainly seem

to have been aware of their own pasts. That is because its traces were ineradicable. Just as modern
archaeologists are challenged by the survival of so many artefacts and monuments, people in antiquity
could hardly have been unaware that they were living among the material remains of past generations’.
Jivaro perceptions of archaeological remains (Taylor 2007, 149; see 2.4.2) as well as Whitley’s (2002, 123-
4) analysis demonstrates this is not necessarily the case.
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and suggests a binary relationship between these two groups. The reality is more complex; these

should be regarded as the extremes of a spectrum. Furthermore, the groupings should be used
as an analytical tool rather than a rigid typology. We should expect some mixing between the
groups, and the co-existence of more than one type of social group. We should also allow for
many contexts where objects do not become inalienable with a person, and for processes to

destroy past associations.

2.7 Theoretical Framework and the Later Prehistory of the Thames Valley

It will be argued through various lines that LBA social organisation leaned more towards
Group 1. In the LBA, the destruction, deposition and abandonment of houses, settlements and
possessions were common. Monuments and human remains are very rare, also suggesting little
desire to incorporate ancestors into the communities of the living. Despite indirect evidence
for the acquisition of foreign metalwork, such exotica does not appear to have been used in
the manipulation of social relationships. Although it is possible to point to a few examples of
such objects, for interpretation to have meaning beyond a small frame, analysis needs to go
beyond anecdotal evidence. This is particularly shown through comparison with the Iron Age.
Instead, exotic metalwork was recast into homogeneous local types in the LBA. Indeed, this
characterises much of the metalwork, pottery and other types of visible material culture: masses
of homogeneous material, unelaborated from their relatively strict typological criteria. There is
virtually no attempt at artistic embellishment or ornamentation. There is also no secure evidence
that objects were kept for long periods of time, or that ancient discovered objects were regarded
as important. The above discussions are relevant in interpreting these patterns. It is suggested
that ancestors played a smaller role in living communities: these communities were shallowly
defined but included members from a relatively wide geographical breadth. It is argued that this

transformed in the LBA/EIA Transition, to a situation towards Group 2 in the lron Age.

When we compare to the Iron Age, these features of the LBA archaeological record become
clear. Despite both periods being subject to much of the same environmental pressures and
subsequent taphonomic processes, and the daily routines of the individuals being broadly
similar in many aspects, very different patterns emerge in the Iron Age. Settlements last for
long periods of time, monuments are built and revisited over centuries, and human remains
appear to have circulated amongst the living. Objects appear to have been passed down and
reused rather than destroyed and deposited, and ancient and foreign exotica was collected and
exchanged. Iron Age metalwork is very different to Bronze Age metalwork: material in the later
period is much more heterogeneous both in terms of form and ornamentation, and this has
affected the way in which the material is categorised. Many aspects of the LBA/EIA Transition sit
between these two more extreme positions apparent in the late LBA and the EIA. It is interpreted
that in the Iron Age biological descent was of increasing importance in constructing identity and

social relationship, and ancestors were regarded as an important part of the community. The



34
boundaries of community appear to have had retracted spatially. This move from a wider spatial

frame to wider temporal frame does not have to be regarded as a hugely significant structural
shift: Helms (1993) argues that in many non-industrial societies the value in spatial and temporal
distance is seen in equal symbolic and cosmological terms. The shift may therefore be one of
emphasis and not structure. We see even more importance on the immediate family and smaller
living social groups in the MIA with the elaboration of house and household, and construction
of small enclosures. These lineal groups competed to the situation apparent in the LIA where

institutionalised hierarchy finally becomes established utilising this kinship structure.

The significant differences we see in the archaeological records of these periods need to be
explained with reference to the social logic underlying practices surrounding the creation, use
and deposition of material culture. Functional explanations such as dismissing the absence
of some objects as due solely to the degradation of the archaeological record, or settlement
shifting due to overworked soils, do not allow for these differences to occur in the extremes
that they do given the chronological contiguity and colocation of the societies under study. In
traditional terms, the functionally simple shift from one metal to another also cannot explain
these differences alone. The quantity and uniformity of material in the LBA cannot be dismissed
as the ‘normal’ or largely acultural relationship between a society engaging with the material
world and taphonomic circumstances; nor can the opposed characteristics of material remaining
from the EIA be seen in similar terms. This comparison alone is evidence that objects are more
than just material things, but deeply embedded into social and conceptual systems, and used to

reflexively define people and social groups.

Although it is argued that these general ways of relating and creating communities became
dominant in these two periods, in reality we should expect diversity and a past populated by
knowledgeable actors. Individuals within these contexts would no doubt have deviated from
these idealised positions, each placing importance in their own slightly different places. Despite
this, a general pattern and theme emerges, especially when the archaeology from the LBA and

EIA is directly compared.
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Chapter 3: Late Bronze Age

3.1 Introduction

This chapter will draw together different aspects of the archaeological record to provide a holistic
interpretation of social organisation in the Late Bronze Age (LBA) of the Upper and Middle
Thames Valley. Although this chapter will focus on the period ¢.1050-800 cal BC, changes can be
charted throughout the LBA as it is often possible to split the evidence into earlier (c.1150-1050
cal BC), middle (c.1050-900 cal BC) and later LBA (c.900-800 cal BC).

The two primary broad themes that are discussed are the relationships between material culture,
personhood and society; and ways in which community groups at various scales are formed
and identity is constructed, particularly the ambiguous role of ancestors and lineage, as well as
through practice and daily interaction. These follow the more theoretical and anthropological
discussions in the previous chapter, using these ideas with specific archaeological datasets.
The chapter also discusses some problems and biases with parts of the archaeological record,

principally our metalwork corpus.

One of the key methodological approaches used in this chapter, as with the bulk of the thesis,
is the comparison between the LBA and sub-periods within the Iron Age of the study area. This
is done through both quantitative and qualitative methods, statistically comparing trends in the
data alongside using specific examples that can be understood at a more human level. One of
the advantages of this diachronic comparative method is that it teases out peculiarities in the
archaeological record that are the result of specific cultural choices, which can sometimes be
mistaken for ‘natural’ or ‘functional’ features. Examples include the short-lived nature of LBA
settlements, the dearth of various types of EIA material culture, the homogenous character of LBA
metalwork types, or substantial gullies around MIA houses. By demonstrating that these do not
occur in spatially and temporally contiguous cultures that lived broadly in the same environmental
contexts with the same taphonomic process and sharing much in terms of daily routine, it is
shown that these need to instead be explained by social factors. A further methodological
approach assesses different types of evidence to try to understand the underlying patterns that
structure both contemporary practices and the formation of the archaeological record. These
two approaches also cross traditional boundaries in prehistoric research, hopefully uncovering
previously unrecognised patterns. The chapter will also define and discuss some of the more
specific analytical devices that are referred to throughout the thesis. These include the definition

of special deposits, and categories of settlement longevity.

Interpretation in this chapter moves away from the traditional, object centred approaches that
argue a significant hierarchy existed in the form of elites/chiefs/big-men, hereditary, achieved,
or based around other social groupings, principally the warrior. These models tend to favour

metalwork as the basis for interpretation, with theoretical perspectives based on power being
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achieved through the control of exchange networks where prestige goods such as weapons and

gold ornaments were used to symbolise and create status (e.g. Bradley 1980; 2007, 206-24;
Burgess 1980, 164-80; Coombs 1975, 70-7; Earle 2002; Ellison 1980, 137; Eogan 1994; Gillman
1981; Harding 2000, Chap. 12; Hodges 1957, 55-6; Kristiansen 1998; Kristiansen and Larsson
2005; Rowlands 1980; Yates 2007). A difficulty with these approaches is that they continue
an interpretative trajectory that was established in an era before settlements were regularly
excavated or attributed to the LBA in Britain. A large number of these sites are now known, and

need to be integrated into social interpretation at its initial stages.

A number of other approaches have recently developed that consider theoretical perspectives
that more explicitly interrogate the creation of the archaeological record and the relationship
between material culture and society. Joanna Briick (1997; 1999a, 328-335; 1999b; 2000;
2001a; 2001b; 2001c; 2004; 2006a; 2006b; Briick and Fontijn 2013; also Wickstead 2008) leads
the deconstruction of previous models by arguing that the rationality inherent in correlating
particular objects or things with status and power, for example, or seeing bronze as a form of
capital that can be converted for personal gain are the result of modern, Western frameworks
that are not appropriate to prehistory. It is argued that this dominant discourse does not allow
for the active role that agents play in constructing meaning in the material world. Individuals are
inherently part of the production and reproduction of symbols, not passive ‘subjects’ in a world
of ‘objects’. This questions the role of metalwork in the Bronze Age: to understand its social
meaning we need a contextual perspective. Stuart Needham (1988; 1993; 1998; 2001; 2007a;
2007b; 2008; also Bradley 1990; Fontijn 2002) in particular has demonstrated the importance of
recognising the structured and incomplete nature of the metalwork dataset. These perspectives
turn analysis around by taking the specific contexts of the creation, exchange, fragmentation and

deposition of objects as a starting point.

The following chapter will take inspiration from these perspectives, whilst not following them
wholesale. It will begin with an assessment of the now extensive settlement record, arguing that
there was little in the day-to-day routines of households that would have supported, allowed
for or reinforced any major localised social differentiation. The nature of special deposits on
settlements will be reviewed. The model advocated by David Yates (1999; 2001; 2007) will be
assessed, demonstrating that enclosures, field systems and Ewart Park metalwork deposition
cannot be used together in models of social organisation for the majority of the region as these
three features were not contemporary. Specifics of the manufacture, deposition, distribution
and form of Ewart Park metalwork will be assessed, arguing that we should expect some quite
different patterns if status negotiation was a primary function of the material. Underlying
patterns structuring the nature of the settlement record will be related to metalwork deposition
and other material culture, arguing that the same sociological processes can tie together and
explain these otherwise disparate activities. The periodic destruction and abandonment of the

material world is found across a variety of types of evidence. It will be argued that this occurred
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following death. This evidence will form a holistic interpretation of how LBA identity and
communities were structured, suggesting relatively fluid social groups that were not situated

around ancestors or kin.

| will then compare aspects of the metalwork and pottery evidence to argue that three distinct
cultural regions existed within the study area. These groups differed in some aspects of metalwork
type and treatment, ritual practices, ways of storing or consuming food, and emphases in social
organisation. Island sites, later with characteristic midden deposits, occur at the boundaries

between these areas, and it is likely these were meeting places for these ostensibly different

groups.

1. Cotswold Community/Shorncote

Quarry

(Brossler et al. 2002;
Hearne and Adams 1999;
Hearne and Heaton 1994;
Powell et al. 2010)

2. Roughground Farm — Burial
(Allen et al. 1993)

3. Eynsham Abbey
(Barcley et al. 2001)

4. Cassington West
(Oxford Archaeology 2006)

5. Yarnton
(Hey et al. forthcoming)

6. Rover Plant — Ditch
(Keevil and Durden 1997)

7. Eight Acre Field
(Mudd 1995)

8. Castle Hill/Wittenham Clumps
(Allen et al. 2010; Hingley 1980;
Rhodes 1948)

9. Mount Farm — Waterhole
(Lambrick 2010; Myres 1937)

10. Bradford’s Brook
(Boyle and Cromarty 2006)

11. Whitecross Farm/Wallingford
(Cromarty et al. 2006;
Thomas et al. 1986)

12. Settlement under Grims Ditch
(Cromarty 2006)

13. Milton Hill North
(Hart et al. 2012)

14. Former Nurses Home, Stone
(Gibson 2001)

15. Latchford (Site 35)

(Taylor and Ford 2004a)

16. Weathercock Hill
(Bowden et al. 1991-3)

17. Rams Hill
(Bradley and Ellison 1975;
Needham and Ambers 1994;
Piggott and Piggott 1940)

18. Beedon Manor Farm
(Richards 1984)

19. Cop Round Barrow - Spread of

Finds
(Farley 1992; Head 1938)

20. Site of First Battle of Newbury
(Gajos et al. 2011)
21. Turnpike School
(Pine 2010)
22. Hartshill Copse
(Collard et al. 2006)
23. Dunston Park
(Fitzpatrick 2011)
24. Mortimer Hill Farm
(Taylor 2011)
25. Aldermaston Wharf
(Bradley et al. 1980)
26. Knights Farm
(Bradley et al. 1980)
27. Pingewood
(Johnson 1983-5)
28. Anslow’s Cottages
(Butterworth and Lobb 1992)
29. Reading Business Park/Green
Park
(Broosler et al. 2004; 2013;
Moore and Jennings 1992)
30. Duffield House
(Hardy 1999)
31. Lea Farm
(Manning and Moore 2011)
32. Barkham Square
(Torrance and Ford 2003)
33. Furze Platt
(Lobb 1980)
34. Widbrook Common
(Allen et al. forthcoming)
35. Taplow
(Allen et al. 2009)
36. Amerden Lane East
(Allen et al. forthcoming)
37. Marsh Lane East - Groups of
Burials
(Allen et al. forthcoming)
38. Lot’s Hole
(Allen et al. forthcoming)
39. Eton Rowing Course — Spread
of Finds and Island
(Allen et al. forthcoming)
40. Agars Plough
(Allen et al. forthcoming)

41. Runnymede
(Longley 1980; Needham 1991;
2000; Needham and Spence

1996; Waddington 2009, Chap. 5)

42. Petters Sports Field — Ditch
(O’Connell 1986)
43. Thorpe Lea Nurseries
(Hayman and Poulton 2012)
44. Shepperton Green
(Canham 1979)
45. Hurst Park
(Andrew and Crockett 1996)
46. Jewsons Yard
(Barclay et al. 1995)
47. Prospect Park
(Andrew and Crockett 1996)
48. Nobel Drive
(Elsden 1997)
49. Cranford Lane
(Elsden 1996)
50. Caesar’s Camp, Heathrow -
Spread of finds
(Grimes and Close-Brooks 1993)
51. Heathrow Terminal 5 - Spreads
of finds, Field Systems and Early
Settlements
(Framework Archaeology 2010)
52. Stanwell
(O’Connell 1990)
53. 15 High Street, Stanwell
(Leary 2004)
54. Mayfield Farm
(Jefferson 2003)
55. Hengrove Farm
(Hayman 2005)
56. Matthew Arnold School — Ditch
(Hayman and Jones 2008)
57. Weston Wood
(Harding 1964; Russell 1989)

58. Carshalton/Queen Mary Hospital

(Adkins and Needham 1985;
Groves and Lovell 2002)
59. London Road
(Bagwell et al. 2001)
60. Coombe Warren
(Field and Needham 1986)

see overleaf for map
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3.2 Houses and Settlements

A common recurring type of LBA settlement can now be distinguished. These are unenclosed sites
with one to three roundhouses, of which there are two broad types. A discussion of roundhouse
reconstruction can be found in Appendix 2. Type 1 houses are defined by an inner post-ring, a
pair of entrance posts (or ‘porch’) and occasional postholes following the circumferential line
of the protruding entrance postholes. It is argued in Appendix 2 that the outer wall probably
followed this line: these houses do not appear to have had a distinct porch. Type 2 houses are
defined archaeologically only by a post-ring. Post-rings of Type 2 houses are smaller than those
of Type 1. There are usually one or two of each type per settlement. Often a larger, Type 1

roundhouse is paired alongside a smaller Type 2 structure.

One or two four-post structures and short fence lines may also be present in the settlement;
larger rectangular buildings are rarer, but occasionally occur. These features are accompanied
by a light scatter of pits and unintelligible postholes (Figs. 3.2-16). The settlements are generally
single phased and short-lived, with no overlapping features, and material culture and radiocarbon
dates belonging to only one sub-phase. This will be demonstrated below. Aldermaston Wharf,
Yarnton Sites 1 and 3, Furze Platt, Hartshill Copse, Weston Wood, the settlement below Grims
Ditch, Prospect Park, Mortimer Hill Farm, Stone former Nurses Home, Reading Business Park
Area 7000, Beedon Manor Farm, the pre-enclosure phase at Rams Hill, and five settlements
at Cotswold Community/Shorncote Quarry all conform to this pattern; Former Jewsons Yard,
Uxbridge, is another, but might date to the Transition or possibly MBA. Pingewood and another
of the Cotswold Community/Shorncote Quarry sub-sites are similar, but appear multi-phased.
Reading Business Park Area 5 is similar in each of its constituent phases.! The large areas stripped
around the majority of these sites confirm their small size, with excavation often clearly extending
beyond at least some of the edges of the settlement. Many other sites also appear to conform,

but the archaeological evidence is too fragmentary to be certain.

There is a clear difference in the size of houses with entrance posts (Type 1) and those without
(Type 2). Type 1 houses are generally larger. This is even the case if we do not assume that the
wall followed the line of the protruding entrance posts and compare just the inner post-ring
sizes. The size difference is clearer still when the wall line is followed from the outer entrance
(‘porch’) postholes (Table 3.1; Graphs 3.1-3). This suggests a clear difference in these two types
of houses, suggesting a different function. The interpretation of where the wall line falls is very
significant in terms of floor space, given the exponential relationship between area and diameter.
For example, although the difference between the post-ring diameter and the wall diameter on
Type 1 houses is on average 3.2m, this accounts for a doubling of floor area. Outer walls may
be archaeologically invisible on Type 2 houses as they probably did not follow the post-rings.
Despite this problem, they were still smaller than those of Type 1. Comparing floor areas further

shows the difference between Type 1 and Type 2 houses.

1 Cotswold Community/Shorncote Quarry and Reading Business Park/Green Park have been
reassessed in Appendix 3.
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Type 2 Type 1 Type 1l Modern Modern
Post-ring, house Post-ring, house | Wall following 1 bed 3 bed
w/o ‘porch’ (=67) | w/ ‘porch’ (=55) ‘porch’ (=55) | single story | two story
Mean Diameter 6.7m 7.8m 11m =7.7m =10.6m
Mode Diameter 5-6m 8-9m 11-12m - -
Mean Area 35m? 47.7m? 95m? 46m? 88m?
Mode Area ¢.19.6-28.2m? ¢.50.2-63.6m? €.95-113.1m? - -

Table 3.1. Late Bronze Age house size averages

20 20
18 18
16 16
14 14
12 12

o N M O ®
oN &~ o ®

3-4m  4-5m 56m 6-7m 7-8m 89m 9-10m 10-11m <1lm 3-4m  4-5m 56m 6-7m 7-8m 89m 9-10m 10-11m <1lm

Graph 3.1. Post-ring diameter of LBA Type 2 Graph 3.2. Post-ring diameter of LBA Type 1
and related houses and related houses

16

14

12

10

7-8m  89m  9-10m 10-11m 11-12m 12-13m 13-14m 14-15m 15-16m

Graph 3.3. Outer wall diameter following ‘porch’
or outer post-ring of LBA houses

By means of further comparison, average sizes of modern new-build UK one-bed single story
and three-bed two storied houses have been given (Roberts-Hughes 2011). Floor area has been
converted to an equivalent size if the living space was a single storied circular structure, like a
roundhouse. This shows that houses without entrance posts (Type 2) may have been generally
smaller than modern one-bed houses (if the post-ring is taken as representing the outer wall),
but those with entrance posts are larger than three-bed houses.? This measures only the ground
floor area of a roundhouse: we should assume another partial floor existed in at least some
houses, although this is usually impossible to prove. Despite such comparison being fraught with
problems given the culturally specific uses of space and notions of privacy, this still provides a

useful way of thinking about the data.

The layout of settlements argues against different types and sizes of houses representing any
significant status divides. Many of the smaller houses are paired with larger examples, and

this accounts for the largest size differences: smaller houses in general appear to be subsidiary

2 Modern UK new-build houses are the smallest in Western Europe. The average floor area of a

‘porched’ LBA roundhouse is smaller than homes in the Netherlands or Denmark (Robert-Hughes 2011,
10).
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structures to these larger, Type 1 examples. Although there appears to be significant differences

in the sizes of houses within both types, the histograms mask a more realistic picture available
through comparison of settlement plans (Figs. 3.2-16). Within each site, there are no significant
differences between the sizes of houses within each of the two types. Instead, house sizes differ
between settlements. However, this does not appear significant enough to attempt classification
of different types of settlement or to suggest that settlements were ranked in any form of
hierarchy based on house sizes. The differences between sites instead give the impression
of individuals with very similar expectation of what a settlement should be like, but each
responding to the specific dynamics and situation faced when building each site. For example,
the settlement based around the relatively small house 5815 at Yarnton Site 3 does not appear
to qualitatively different to the site around the much larger roundhouse at Mortimer Hill Farm
(Hey et al. forthcoming; Taylor 2011; Figs. 3.2, 3.4). We might conclude that it was decided, for
whatever reason, to incorporate the function of the subsidiary structure into the larger house at
Mortimer Hill Farm. Perhaps a slightly larger family lived at Mortimer Hill Farm, or the builders of

Yarnton Site 3 were less confident at erecting a large structure.

LBA settlements are small, comprising only a handful of houses. We are not seeing sites where
a diversity of individuals considering themselves as belonging to substantially different social
groups lived in the same place. Instead, smaller numbers of people shared the same space, often
the same house. From a perspective that favours embodied practice as essential in creating and
reproducing social relationships (Bourdieu 1977), this suggests that significant social differences
were not enacted and reinforced in the settlement context, although smaller differences based

around age, gender or other factors could still have existed.

These sites appear to consist of one or two households, presumably based around one or two
extended families. There is not enough diversity in the settlement record for it to be likely that
separate sites were split into groups based around gender, age or other social groupings. There
are also few archaeologically visible ways in which space within a settlement was split to provide
visual differentiation, or to structure movement based around social concerns: ditches are very
rare and fence lines, although fairly common, are not positioned to segregate visible living areas.
This is in contrast to divisions commonly seen in many MIA settlements (see 6.2). Modern notions
of privacy also seem to be little considered. Postholes within houses are fairly common, but
these rarely form any pattern that can be interpreted as divisions within the structures.®> More
ephemeral boundaries may have existed that did not penetrate the subsoil. Some segregation
may have occurred in the use of the subsidiary Type 2 structures, for example, although these
are clearly part of a larger single unit usually including a Type 1 house. Even on short-lived sites,
not all structures need to have been in existence during the entire life of the settlement: some

could have a function specific to one stage in the lifecycle of the social group.

3 Possible fence lines are present in Roundhouse D, Hartshill Copse; and Roundhouse 2313,
Settlement C, Cotswold Community/Shorncote Quarry (Figs. 3.3, 3.13).
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There is little desire architecturally to distinguish between houses: 90% are represented by only

a single post-ring, or post-ring and ‘porch’ (Tables 7.2-3; Graphs 7.2-3). The orientation of 65
houses can be distinguished: 45% of these face to the SE, and 83% face between E and S (Fig.
3.1; Table 7.4). When we compare architectural differences diachronically, we can see that the
LBA and LBA/EIA Transition are particularly homogenous, with the MIA displaying the largest
differences in construction technique in terms of the house itself and the area immediately in
front of it. This again suggests that that there was little desire to distinguish between those living

either within a single settlement, or between them.

The reviews of MBA and LBA settlements in southern Britain by Briick (1999b; 2007) stress the
increase in finds, size and longevity in the latter period, as well as a diversification of settlement
types. Although this may be broadly correct, Briick (2007) includes the period that is identified
here as the Transition, and many of these changes are better dated to the Transition. Regional
differences may also be masked. For example, in the current study area MBA settlements appear
longer lived in the Middle Thames Valley compared to the Upper basin. LBA middens, ringworks
and hillforts also have regional and chronological foci, which will be discussed below. Many of
these appear to have had a communal function: the vast majority of people appear to be living

in the common type of settlement outlined above.

|= one house

Fig. 3.1. Orientation of Late Bronze Age houses
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Fig. 3.3. Late Bronze Age settlements 2. Hartshill Copse
After Collard et al.2006, fig. 4.
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Shorncote Quarry Northern Area, Settlement A
After Hearne and Adams 1999, fig. 3
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Fig. 3.15. Late Bronze Age settlements 12.
Shorncote Quarry Northern Area, Settlement D
After Hearne and Adams 1999, fig. 3
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Fig. 3.16. Late Bronze Age settlements 13.

Shorncote Quarry Northern Area, Settlement E
After Hearne and Adams 1999, fig. 3
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Shorncote Quarry/Cotswold Community
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After Hearne and Heaton 1994, fig. 2;
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3.2.1 Settlement longevity — destruction and abandonment

68% of the 50 LBA sites have been classed as single-phased. This figure includes open settlements,
enclosures and sites of a more communal nature. Single-phased sites are defined by having no
overlapping features and material culture and radiocarbon dates belonging to only one sub-
period. 20% are multi-phased, consisting of a sequence of two or three overlapping features
and/or material culture/radiocarbon dates belonging to two successive sub-periods. 12% are
long-lived, defined by four or more overlapping features and/or material culture/radiocarbon
dates from more than two successive sub-periods (Graph 7.1; Table 7.1). Splitting settlements
into one of these three categories can be justified as the later prehistoric settlements that have
been dated through Bayesian analysis can be classed under this scheme, and in general follow
appropriate use-lengths for the given categories.* We may therefore see single-phased sites as

belonging to no more than one generation.

As the majority of settlements seem to have lasted no longer than a single generation, it appears
that it was not considered appropriate, even taboo, for successive individuals to live within the
same house and place. Perhaps after the death of the founding inhabitants their house was
destroyed and settlement moved to a different area of the landscape. Houses and settlement
space appear to have been intimately associated with the individuals living within them —
perhaps their personhood and essence was thought to extend into this aspect of the material

world (see 2.2-3).

There is evidence for houses being burnt down in the LBA at Runnymede (F31; Longley 1980) and
Hartshill Copse (Roundhouse C; Collard et al. 2006), and Latton Lands (Roundhouse 3008; Powell
et al. 2009) probably during the Transition; this may have been purposeful. Similar evidence is
lacking in the Iron Age. LBA houses lasting limited periods of time — perhaps one generation — are
further suggested by the only group in the study area to be subject to Bayesian modelling. Three

houses have been remodelled at Hartshill Copse, two dating to the LBA and one to the EIA (Derek

4 For example, three LBA settlements have been modelled with Bayesian statistics at Bestwall
Quarry, Dorset (Ladle and Woodward 2009). Settlements 1 and 2 are single-phased under this scheme,
and they were occupied for respectively 15-50 years and 40-70 years, both at 68% probability.
Settlement 3 is classified as multi-phased due to a series of pits overlapping dismantled House 8.
Bayesian analysis demonstrates this was inhabited longer than the other settlements, spanning 60-100
years, at 68% probability. The extensive programme of dating later Iron Age sites in East Central Britain
by Hamilton (2011) found sites conforming to single-phased, multi-phased and long-lived categories, and
have appropriate durations. However, as the artefactual record is generally poorer with less precisely
dated pottery in this region, these categories have been primarily defined by overlapping phases. Sites
classified as single-phased include Kilton Thorpe Lane, LBA Standingstone and phase 2 of East Brunton
Farm; these were in use for respectively less than 45 years, 30 years and 20 years, all at 68% probability.
Multi-phased sites include Ingram South, phases 2-3 at Druburn Bridge, the structures at Fishers Road
East, the post-scoop settlement at Phantassie Farm, and Iron Age Standingstone. These sites lasted
between 25-110 years, 50-170 years, 1-145 years, 20-90 years and 1-120 years respectively, all at 68%
probability. Long-lived sites include Street House Farm, Thorpe Thewles and Fawdon Dean, lasting 145-
230 years, 160-235 years, and 175-270 or 150-240 years respectively, all at 68% probability. Sites that
do not fit into the expected longevities given the archaeological sequences include ‘long-lived’ Stanwick,
whose five phases were contained within 80-120 years; and ‘multi-phased’ Knowes Farm, which lasted
between 175-300 years, both at 68% probability.
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Hamilton pers. comm.). Although ideally more samples could be added, it appears that the LBA

houses (Roundhouses C and D) were in use for very short periods of time, whereas the EIA
house (Roundhouse B) appears to have had considerable longevity. The durations are as follows:
Roundhouse C spanned 1-90 years; Roundhouse D spanned 1-125 years; and Roundhouse B
spanned 55-195 years (all at 68% probability). The archaeological remains of all three houses are
remarkably similar, suggesting differences in longevities resulted from cultural norms rather than

functional limitations (see Appendix 2).

Even at most of the sites that lasted for longer periods of time, we see similar patterns of periodic
destruction and rebuilding of houses at a faster rate than is functionally necessary. At these sites,
we have the same taboos with regards to inhabiting the same house as the previous generation,
although settlement stayed in the same place rather than shifting through the landscape. This is
most clearly seen at Reading Business Park Area 5: here we have at least eight phases belonging
to a fairly restricted timeframe of c.200 years, allowing c.25 years per phase (see Appendix 3; figs.
3.7-9). Such periodic destruction and rebuilding is also evidenced at special sites. At the Riverside
Zone at LBA Runnymede, four main phases of architectural activity probably belong to the ninth
century. Each required the destruction of the last phase, with at least two of these having sub-
phases (Waddington 2009, Chap. 5; Stuart Needham pers. comm.). Each phase therefore lasted
only short periods of time — on average less than 25 years each. At Area 6 the timber waterfront
structure was built, destroyed possibly by fire, built again and destroyed again probably all within
the ninth century (Needham 1991; Needham and Spence 1996, Table 63).°

At the proto-hillfort at Taplow, at least three or four LBA phases of defences have been recognised.
They consist of two phases of palisades, which were replaced by a ditch, bank, and outer
chevaux-de-frise, possibly of two phases. The building of each of the first three phases required
total destruction of the previous phase. Bayesian modelling of the radiocarbon dates associated
with the defences suggests that these phases were all built within 1-130 years (68% probability),
in the late 11" to ninth centuries cal BC (Marshall et al. 2009, 174). This again suggests each
phase lasted a maximum of 40 years, but probably much less. There were also as many as four
structural phases occurring behind the defences during this time; some of these may represent
further palisade defences possibly adding more distinct phases in the limited time span (Allen
et al. 2009, 35-70, fig. 4.1). The limited numbers of long-term LBA settlements therefore tend
to look busier with more overlapping features than Iron Age sites, even when the Iron Age sites

lasted even longer periods of time.

5 Eight radiocarbon measurements have been taken from the piles comprising the first
waterfront structure, returning a combined latest date of c.870 cal BC (68% probability; Needham 1991,
62). This was not built before c.900 cal BC as earlier contexts can be narrowed to this date. Seven dates
have been taken from the second structure, returning a bracket of 840-720 cal BC. This can be further
narrowed down with a date from an articulated dog skeleton (Needham and Spence 1996, Table 63). This
dog burial is within the silts associated with the abandonment of waterfront 2 that finally seal the rotted
stumps of the outer row piles (Needham 1991, 65, Table 2, fig. 22). The dog could not have died after
790 cal BC at the very latest. This compresses the waterfront structural activity completely within the
ninth century cal BC, giving a slightly shorter range to that published in Needham (1991).
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The frequent destruction of the built environment usually accompanied by the abandonment of

place is one example that suggests a desire for living communities to distance themselves from
those of the past in the LBA. It was not appropriate to continue to inhabit the house of previous
generations perhaps due to identities being based around wider, non-kin group affiliations, as
opposed to ancestors and lineage. Fixing identities to ancient, even supernatural, authority by
associating with ancient people, titles, material culture, place, monuments and houses (in both
the material and Lévi-Straussian sense) has been demonstrated as a common means by which
social differentiation is expressed and institutionalised (see 2.4.4-6). The destruction of houses
and abandonment of settlements provides evidence that this was not occurring in the LBA,
supporting the interpretation from other aspects of the settlement record that this was not a
period of significant social differences. This desire to disassociate from the past is also seen in

the treatment of material culture, both within and outside of settlements.

3.3 Special deposits

The concept of ‘special deposition’ is now pervasive within later prehistoric interpretation, and a
considerable literature is building up that discusses the identification of these and the usefulness
of classification. The majority of what might be considered as ‘special deposition’ in the LBA
consists of metalwork placed outside of settlements. These are not considered in this section,
but assessed in 3.6. This section will begin by defining ‘special deposits’ on settlements, before

discussing the two principle types that date to the LBA.
3.3.1 Defining special deposits

The analysis of Iron Age finds from Wessex settlements and hillforts by Hill (1995) was a
landmark study in understanding the structured nature of the archaeological record of later
prehistory. This statistically demonstrated the increasing suspicion that a large amount of the
material recovered from these sites did not enter the archaeological record through random
accumulated and deposition (e.g. Cunliffe 1992; Wait 1984, Chap. 5; See Garrow 2012 for a
review). Hill (1995, 39-40) identified four categories of ‘exceptional’ deposits. These will not be
repeated here, suffice to say that they are similar but not identical to the criteria used in this
analysis. In the present study, special deposits are defined as single contexts or closely related

contexts in the same feature containing one or more of the following:
e Two or more small finds;
e Articulated animal remains;
e Animal skulls;
e ‘Unusual’ quantities of disarticulated animal bone;
e ‘Unusual’ quantities of pottery;

e Complete or nearly complete pots, or sherds from complete or nearly complete pots;

e Human remains with any of the above
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These differ from Hill in that human remains without any other indicator have not been included:

these are dealt with separately. Also, there are no strict limits on the number of pottery sherds
or animal bones needed to satisfy the criteria, although those included in this study are all
somewhat higher than Hill’s (1995, 40) limits, which comprised fewer than 5-10 large sherds; or
20-30+ of small to medium sherds; or more than 30-40 animal bone fragments. It was decided
not to impose rigid thresholds due to the site specific nature of both deposition and subsequent
taphonomic processes, as well as more recent discussions that warn against such absolute
distinctions (e.g. Brudenell and Cooper 2008; Chadwick 2012; Garrow 2012). Not all need agree
with the proposed categories, and each deposit needs to be considered individually within its

site context. Details of each special deposit is given in Appendix 9.

Garrow (2012) hasrecently distinguished between ‘odd deposits’ and ‘material culture patterning’,
critiquing the interpretation of the latter as deliberate, but accepting the intentionality and
even ritualised nature of ‘odd deposits’. Most, if not all, of the examples listed here should be
classed as odd deposits. Brudenell and Cooper (2008) have criticised the intentionality behind
odd or special pottery deposits, suggesting more complex criteria should be used than just sherd
size, quantity and associations. It is recognised here that the segregation of artefact producing
layers into either special or non-special deposits is problematic and overly course. These should
probably be seen on a continuum as all practices resulting in deposition of material are related
to wider social and cultural structures and beliefs, and those regarded here as special may not
have necessarily been thought as such by those depositing them, although the relative rarity of
these does demand that they were unusual in at least one sense. Despite these problems, the
segregation of special deposits has still proved to be a useful analytical tool, and although the
study does not have the scope of highly detailed intra-site discard (e.g. Brudenell and Cooper
2008; Hill 1995), it does have the advantage of assessing a large number of sites under the same
rubric and from different time periods. The use of the same criteria from a diachronic perspective
teases out specific cultural practices and assists in understanding meaning and process. That
clear patterns through time can be demonstrated — both between each contiguous period, as
well as broad incremental patterns though the millennium that this study covers — demonstrates
the applicability of both the general concept of special deposits, as well as the criteria used here.
Diachronic analysis should form a fundamental part of future research into structured deposition

and understanding the nature of the archaeological record.

It is not assumed that we should see special deposits as the result of specific ritual practice,
distinguishable from non-ritual practice. The problems with distinguishing ritual from non-
ritual practice has been highlighted by Briick (1999a), who argues that practices that might be
deemed ritual by modern post-Enlightenment logic need not be seen as non-utilitarian by those
that carry them out: if it is truly believed that a propitiatory act is necessary for the successful
growth of a crop, for example, then the ‘ritual’ is, in the mind of the actor, just as ‘functional’ as

planting the seed or fertilising the ground. However, if these special deposits were intentional
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with ‘ritualised’ elements (Bell 1992; Garrow 2012, 94-5), then we should be able to interpret

some social meaning from observable patterns. An analysis of special deposits was carried out
in order to find common principles found in other types of evidence that can be related to wider

aspects of social organisation and cultural orientation.
3.3.1 Special deposits in the Late Bronze Age

At least two distinct types of special deposits occur on LBA settlements (Table 7.7; Graphs 7.19-
20). This considers both the content and where the deposition was placed. The most common
type are large pottery deposits, comprising complete or largely complete pots, or vessels broken
in situ or broken and quickly deposited. These often consist of only one pot, but can contain up
to 20 vessels. At least 23 examples of these special deposits dating to the LBA are known.® These
tend not to be deposited with other objects, but up to a further 12 are associated with at least
one small find.” In one instance substantial portions of a jar and bowl were placed on an inverted
hearth that in turn was above a dismembered horse®. These deposits are occasionally closely
connected with houses, for example at Hartshill Copse, Beedon Manor Farm, Reading Business
Park Area 5, Hurst Park and Heathrow T5 Settlement 4. This practice may have been associated
with the abandonment of the house and settlement, destroying and depositing pots belonging
to an individual after their death. It may be that these too were bound up with personhood.
Perhaps it was not appropriate to continue using these objects as separation from the deceased
was socially desired. This interpretation would be assisted by analysis of how fresh or worn the
sherds are as this would add information about the history of the material prior to deposition

(e.g. Brudenell and Cooper 2008).

Another special deposit that was associated with a house was a complete in situ quern in the
occupation layer of Structure 2 at Weston Wood; a similar interpretation seems suitable. This
tradition continues into the Transition, where the deposits tend to be larger (see 4.3). Although
the practice of depositing substantial quantities of one or more pots in single contexts occurs
throughout later prehistory, this appears to be a particular feature of the LBA. Later special
deposits tend to be of more mixed character. The practice of destroying and depositing objects
on settlements is recognised by comparing the frequency of small finds and sizes of pottery
assemblages with the Iron Age. This can also be explained by cultural processes similar to those

described above.

6 Special deposit IDs 1, 13, 24, 50, 225, 317, 318, 322, 324, 345, 353, 354, 357, 377, 381, 396,
397, 398, 399, 415, 416, 442 and 379.
7 Special deposit IDs 2, 340, 351, 352, 355, 356, 382, 400, 401, 402, 403 and 404.

8 Special deposit ID 340
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Despite the majority of settlements only lasting for short periods of time, on average more

small finds® are recovered from LBA settlements® compared to later periods (Graphs 7.13-4).
Although when all sites are included the MIA looks to be the most abundant, the figures are
skewed for each period due to a few sites being particularly rich. These are Carshalton for the
LBA, Runnymede!! for the LBA and Transition, Alfred’s Castle for the EIA, and Gravelly Guy for
the EIA and MIA.2 When these four sites are taken out of the analysis, the LBA dominates with
nearly five objects on average found at each site, compared to less than two for the Transition,
around three for the EIA, and around four and a half for the MIA. Objects were deposited more
frequently on settlements in the LBA compared to later periods. The percentage of small finds
in special deposits is not particularly high,®® but a more detailed survey of where these objects

were placed might draw out patterns that could suggest purposeful deposition.

Comparing the number of small finds per site to other periods demonstrates that cultural
norms determined depositional patterns even in cases where objects do not obviously appear
to be placed in a structured manner. If accidental losses unrelated to wider cultural processes
accounted for most of the small finds outside of special deposits, we would expect LBA numbers
to be similar to the Transition and Iron Age. It must be stressed that Iron Age settlements should
produce many more small finds, given that activity typically spanned a number of centuries with
sites comprising many more features, including often hundreds of pits and dozens of lengths of
ditches. This is compared to the much smaller, single-generational LBA settlements that have far
fewer sub-soil features: despite this handicap these settlements still produce more small finds.
Similar patterns can therefore be recognised with the deposition of various types of objects both
on and off settlements, as well as the treatment of houses, settlements and some landscapes.
This all suggests that the various objects associated with individuals were periodically destroyed
or abandoned, in turn suggesting that there was a social desire to forget and distance the present

organisation from that of the past.

o Includes worked bone, stone and wood; amber, shale and jet objects; and fired clay objects
excluding vessel sherds. Recognisable metallic objects are excluded in this analysis as metalwork is
considered elsewhere. However, these figures do include small fragments that have been excluded in the
metalwork analysis. The inclusion of all metal objects would make no difference to the results.

10 Settlements include enclosures, pit spreads, middens, iron smelting sites and hillforts. Field
systems, burnt mounds, singular waterholes, linear ditches etc. are excluded, along with sites that did
not produce enough evidence to characterise. Included are 50 LBA settlements, 47 Transitional, 67

EIA, and 103 dating to the MIA. 27 (54%) LBA, 18 (38%) Transitional, 34 (51%) EIA and 58 (56%) MIA
settlements produced one or more small find(s).

u Only material published in Longley (1980), Needham (1991), and Needham and Spence (1996)
has been included in this analysis. Some information from the Riverside Zone is incorporated into
discussion below (after Waddington 2009, Chap. 5). Stratigraphic Units B-F have been designated LBA
and date to the ninth century. Later units date after 800 cal BC, and are considered Transitional.

12 This bias particularly affects the MIA as around 350 objects dating to the MIA were found at
Gravelly Guy. This does not seem to be due to particularly increased deposition at Gravelly Guy, but
rather the unique excavation strategy as every feature was completely excavated at this extensive and
long-lived site. At all the other excluded settlements, increased numbers of finds appears to be due to
increased levels of deposition, rather than more through excavation.

13 Around 14% of all LBA small finds are from special deposits. This figure is similar to the EIA.
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Aside from large pottery assemblages in single contexts, the second main type of LBA special
deposits are complete animal burials, articulated remains or skulls placed in liminal boundary
positions. Given the location of these, they are unsurprisingly more common on enclosed sites.
At least 13 are known.* The practice of burying animals and placing special deposits in liminal
positions are both long lived, and probably functioned as a way of ritualising and socially imbuing
boundary areas to increase their meaning and enhance the significance between inside and out.

This will be explored further in 6.2.2.

3.4 Human Remains

Human burials on land are becoming increasingly recognised, although they tend to belong to
the earlier part of the LBA and are largely restricted to loose groups of burials on a small number
of sites. These sites include Heathrow T5 settlements 8 and 10, Reading Business Park Area 7000,
and Marsh Lane East. The majority of LBA human remains are adult cremations, but deposits of
single bones, groups of bones and articulated skeletons are known (Table 7.5; Graph 7.7). This
continues a pattern present in the MBA. They are rarely associated with houses or any small
finds (Graph 7.10), and there is one example of worked human bone. These latter features are
more common feature in Iron Age deposition (see 5.3-4; 6.4-5). Interestingly, all of these are
known from Reading Business Park/Green Park Area 3100/3000B, a settlement that appears
more ‘lIron Age’ in its longevity and apparent lack of house destruction. Very small amounts
of cremated remains have been found in a number of contexts at Cassington West, some of
which are associated with houses. However, radiocarbon dating has shown that at least some of
these are redeposited from EBA activity (Chris Hayden pers. comm.). Further dating at this site
is on-going. If we exclude Cassington West, all of the sites containing loose groups of cremations
are located in the Middle Thames Valley, and this might be part of a wider cultural repertoire
that distinguishes the Middle Thames Valley from the Upper basin (see 3.7). The non-funerary
features that differentiate the two areas primarily date to the later LBA: the cremation evidence

suggests this broad geographical division may have also been present in the earlier LBA.

Very few human remains can be dated to the period contemporary with Ewart Park metalwork.
Some that might appear to follow the pattern of animal burials that are positioned at liminal
locations.*> Over 300 human skulls have been recovered from the Thames; 24 have been
radiocarbon dated, and 20% of these belong to the LBA (Bradley and Gordon 1988; Schulting and
Bradley 2013). These will be discussed in 3.6.4. Even with these Thames finds, the later LBA is our
least understood period with regards to human burial, despite only knowing minority rites in the
Iron Age. Although interpretation is always difficult from negative evidence, this could support
other aspects of the archaeological record in suggesting this was a period where disconnection

with the dead was desired.

14 Special deposit IDs 25, 26, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 282, 346, 385, 386, 422 and 340.
15 Human remains ID 20, 389 and 390
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3.5 Field systems and enclosures

David Yates (1999; 2001; 2007) has recently enhanced our understanding of Bronze Age
landscapes by collating data on a large number of field systems dating to the MBA and LBA
discovered during commercial excavations. He and others regard these as an integral part of
the social hierarchy, controlled by elites living in enclosures. It is argued that these enclosures
were situated at the head of field systems within defined territories, and form a focus for high-
status metalwork deposition (e.g. Bradley 1980; 2007, 206-24; Brown and Medlycott 2013,
159-61; Ellison 1980, 132-7; Rowlands 1980, 32-7). Within this model, field systems were
designed to increase productivity to extract a food surplus that could be converted into power
and prestigious metalwork. However, when we scrutinise the chronology of these sites it can
be demonstrated that these three features — field-systems, enclosures and large quantities of
metalwork deposition — are either not contemporary or are geographically distant, so cannot be

used to build a coherent social model in the Upper and Middle Thames Valley.

Field systems date primarily to the MBA, continuing only into the first half of the LBA, with very few
examples dating to the early first millennium cal BC. Appendix 4 summarises the dating evidence
for field systems. The latest appear to have been abandoned just before the large quantities of
Ewart Park metalwork appears. They are instead contemporary with the much smaller numbers
of early Wilburton depositions. Enclosures in the Middle Thames near areas of field systems date
to this later period, constructed after the fields fell out of use. Although enclosures in the Upper
Thames tend to date to the earlier LBA, these are in areas where field systems do not occur.
Although not appropriate for the majority of the study area, Yates’ interpretation may have some
bearing on its south-east periphery and areas further east (for alternative suggestions see Brilick
2007, 33-4; Guttmann and Last 2000, 352-3; Needham 1993, 54-6).

Each enclosure and its landscape can be discussed to demonstrate this. Rams Hill saw three
phases of construction in the later Bronze Age, the first dated to between 1255-1010 cal BC, the
last 1010-915 cal BC (both at 68% confidence; Needham and Ambers 1994, 234, Table 2; Bradley
and Ellison 1975; Piggott and Piggott 1940). The site is on the escarpment of the Lambourn
Downs: virtually all excavated and surveyed field systems on the downs postdate the Bronze
Age; possible exceptions are the unexcavated lynchet under Perborough Castle hillfort, and a
possible MBA example at Lollingdon Hill. Both are distant from Rams Hill, and the latter is more
likely to be Roman (see Appendix 4). Bronze Age field systems do not appear to be present in
the Vale of White Horse, the area Rams Hill overlooks (Tingle 1991). Rams Hill was abandoned
by the Ewart Park phase, with occupation instead dating to the periods before and after this
phase of increased metalwork deposition. Eynsham Abbey also dates to the transition between
the MBA and LBA; modelled radiocarbon dates indicates activity occurred within the bracket
1270-1040 cal BC (Barclay et al. 2001). Bronze Age field systems have not been discovered in the
area, despite large-scale excavation taking place on the nearby gravels at, for example, Yarnton,

Farmoor and around the river Windrush.
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Castle Hill/Wittenham Clumps is on a chalk hill adjacent to the Thames overlooking the flat

gravels. Radiocarbon dating of the enclosure ditch indicates construction in the tenth century,
and like Rams Hill was quickly followed by a period of abandonment as the molluscan and pollen
evidence suggests woodland regeneration soon after construction (Allen et al. 2010; Reynolds
2010; Parker 2010). This site does however seem to have been revisited for deposition in the
following centuries. Excavation has revealed a series of field systems on the nearby gravels,
although only Eight Acre Field and Bradford’s Brook might date to a period during which the
enclosure was used. Eight Acre Field is clearly not geographically associated with the enclosure.
The majority of the fields on the gravels date to the MBA, and appear to have been abandoned

well before the construction of the enclosure.

LBA activity at Taplow is dated between the 11" and early ninth century, and like Rams Hill
belongs largely before the great quantities of Ewart Park metalwork deposition (Allen et al.
2009). Extensive excavations nearby at Eton Rowing Course and the Flood Alleviation Channel
uncovered multiple field systems dating to the MBA, but little LBA activity, and no field systems
of this date (Allen et al. forthcoming). A further MBA field system was found at Weir Bank Stud

Farm, but again there is no evidence this continued into the period contemporary with Taplow.

Marshall’s Hill at Reading is a possible enclosure, although our understanding of the site is poor
(Lambrick 2009, 347; Seaby 1932). Pottery from the interior appears to date either to the late
LBA or Transition: field systems in this area date to the MBA and very early LBA. There is clear
evidence for abandonment and disuse of the fields early in the LBA at Reading Business Park,
where an extensive settlement was built over the field ditches. The enclosure recognised by
aerial photographs at Mayfield Farm may date to the LBA, although excavation was inconclusive
(Jefferson 2003, 13, fig. 3; Jon Cotton pers. comm.). There may be a relationship between this
site and an adjacent field system, although the latter is better dated to the MBA. A field system
probably dating to the LBA was, however, discovered at Stanwell c.2km to the north-west
(O’Connell 1990; Appendix 4). Another enclosure was discovered at Staines Moor, c.2.5km to
the west of Stanwell. Limited excavations were also inconclusive in providing a date, although
it might date to the Transition given the pottery fabrics comprising flint, sand and grog, and the

presence of a fingertipped rim (Brown 1972).

Despite large areas being exposed around many LBA settlements — especially Cotswold
Community/Shorncote Quarry, Reading Business Park/Green Park, Yarnton, and Eton Rowing
Course/Flood Alleviation Scheme — field systems are rarely found that are contemporary with
LBA settlement, except those that date to the very beginning of the period. Many other very
large excavations have failed to find LBA field systems: it instead appears that those built in the
MBA were abandoned towards the end of the second millennium cal BC. Reasons for this will be

explored further below.
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Available interior evidence is unfortunately slim at most of these sites, and more excavation is

needed to better understand the nature of activity. The two houses at Taplow and four at Rams
Hill were all on the periphery of the enclosures, and fall within the smaller ranges of LBA houses
(Fig. 3.6). This differs to large and/or centrally or conspicuously placed roundhouses that can
be seen at other LBA enclosures, for example Thwing, North Yorkshire; the two sites at West
Harling, Norfolk; and the Essex sites of Springfield Lyons (Brown and Medlycott 2013, fig. 2.9),
Mucking North and probably Mucking South Ring (Evans et al. 2016, 151-3, fig. 3.12; Bond 1988,
fig. 3), and South Hornchurch (Guttman and Last 2000, fig. 8). Environmental evidence at both
Castle Hill/Wittenham Clumps and Rams Hill sites suggests woodland regeneration quickly after
construction, suggesting punctuated activity (Allen et al. 2010; Reynolds 2010; Parker 2010;
Evans 1975).

Enclosures and field systems are not contemporary in the study area, so cannot be used to form
a unified social interpretation. Enclosures in the Upper Thames date to the earlier LBA, but are
not in areas of field systems. Most enclosures in the Middle Thames date to the later LBA, after
field systems fell out of use. Taplow is the exception, but earlier LBA field systems are not present
around this site despite extensive excavations. It is worth exploring some of the motivations

behind the abandonment of these often extensive and dominating landscape features.
3.5.1 Abandoning field systems

Understanding why these sites were abandoned is just as important as understanding why they
were initially constructed. However, abandonment is frequently overlooked and under-theorised,
often thought of as just a natural stage in any site sequence. Functional explanations may be
sought. Abandonment could be due to social changes — differences to farming regimes requiring
different land management, or vice versa; or changes to social relationships and breaking down
structures of tenure/ownership that provided the foundation for previous patterns. Factors
external to society may be invoked — environmental change or population replacement by
invasion. The argument of abandonment due to land becoming overworked and unfertile cannot
be sustained wholesale for a number of reasons, although it could be a factor at some sites.
First, field systems were in use for up to half a millennium through the MBA and early LBA before
being abandoned; this careful, long-term management is confirmed by some positive evidence
for manuring (Carruthers 2010, 12-53, cf. p.82). Second, at least some field systems appear to be
constructed more for pastoral regimes than arable (Pryor 1996; Yates 2007, 129-30, 142; Fleming
2008, 133-5; Framework Archaeology 2010, 139), although the poor preservation of animal
bone in the study area precludes more detailed analysis and meaningful discussion of pastoral
change. Yates (1999, 163) notes that cereal does not appear to have been a major element of
the Thames Valley field systems. In the West of London group there is evidence for fields being

for both animals and crop.
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Itis likely that various factors had a role in the abandonment of the field systems. To understand

why this occurred, it needs to be fully contextualised within the wider social context of the
early first millennium BC. The dramatic change from a highly structured landscape would had
to have been accompanied by changes to wider social and agricultural practices as these are
dependent on landscape use. Specifically, land division is related to tenure; ownership of a
landscape divided into blocks is easier to manage, especially between generations and smaller
social groups. Abandonment of this system suggests a change in inheritance patterns to practices
not as focused on passing specific blocks of land to others. Even if structuring inheritance
was not a main reason for constructing the systems, after centuries of continued use this
may have become important. Just as it has been argued that the appearance of field systems
and enclosed settlements suggests a society consisting of more fragmented and small-scale
communities (Briick 2000; Barrett 1994a and b), the abandonment of the fragmented landscape
and regimes suggests a similar upheaval in social structures. This rupture from the past may
indicate a change to one that was more communally minded, removing the landscape divisions
that could segregate property and enforce inheritance through smaller, restricted channels.
There is a contemporaneous move from primarily enclosed settlements in the Middle Thames
Valley in the MBA to those being primarily unenclosed in the LBA. Opening up the landscape
could open out ownership, in turn allowing communities comprising more individuals to use
larger parcels of land with less segregation and social differentiation. The abandonment of field
systems suggests more expanded and inclusive social relationships, with individuals and lineages
not tied to specific land and inheritance. Field systems that could theoretically provide a means
of segregating people into smaller communities by tying lineages together through defined
inheritance and providing surplus for powerful minorities (cf. Yates 2007) were destroyed and
abandoned. Instead, landscapes that favoured larger, more inclusive groups were either forged
in areas where this did not previously exist, or continued existing open patterns. The presence
of fairly large local groups with little desire to internally distinguish within them is suggested by

a close reading of the metalwork, especially in the Ewart Park period.
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3.6 Late Bronze Age Metalwork

This section introduces research on Thames Valley metalwork, followed by an interpretative
summary of the Wilburton and Ewart Park material. It will be argued that in the Wilburton period
the Thames should not be seen as a particularly rich area for deposition when contextualised with
the lack of non-riverine finds and patterns in adjacent areas. Most of this material could be have
belonged to a small number of medium-sized depositions. Patterns in the Ewart Park metalwork
show regional differences in both object type and the treatment of material; distributions of
other practices also follow these regions. Hoards can also be grouped following topographical
placement and composition. Finally, reasons for metalwork deposition will be considered, along

with a characterisation of the material, and an assessment of the evidence for metalworking.
3.6.1 Previous work

Bronze Age metalwork from the Thames has long been of interest, with the material being
regarded as nationally important (Needham and Burgess 1980, 442-4; Bradley 1990, 24, Chap. 3;
Thomas 1999, 117; Fox 1943, 66-7). The survey by Ehrenberg (1980) assessed the finds from the
Thames above Teddington and provided some context with nearby non-riverine finds. Needham
and Burgess (1980) looked at Thames finds mainly from Greater London, and their assessment of
non-riverine finds covered the London Basin west of Royston-Mucking. Thomas (1984) evaluated
the objects from the Thames at Wallingford, and later compared the dirks, rapiers and swords
from the Thames Valley and Fenlands (Thomas 1999). York (2002) has studied the treatment of
objects before they were deposited in the Thames upstream from Teddington. My dataset from
the river therefore compares well with Ehrenburg (1980) and York (2002), although the non-
riverine catchment is more extensive than Ehrenburg (1980), and has a more westerly focus than

Needham and Burgess (1980), with some overlap.

Biases affecting the dataset have been explored in Appendix 10. Whilst recognising these
problems, most commentating on LBA finds from the Thames stress the quantities of weapons
recovered compared to axes and tools (Barrett and Bradley 1980, 261; Ehrenberg 1977, 24; 1980;
Needham and Burgess 1980, 442-5; Lambrick 2009, 341-2; Sharples 2010, 99-102; Thomas 1999;
York 2002). This is in absolute terms, compared to dryland finds, and compared to other regions.
The presence of weapons in particular is used to argue the existence of a stratified society due
to the interpretation that ownership of such prestige goods differentiates groups into those
with power and weapons, and those without (e.g. Coombs 1975, 70-7; Ellison 1980; Harding
2000, 400-1; Hodges 1957, 55-6; Kristiansen 1998, 113-23; Rowlands 1980; Sharples 2010, 99-
102; Yates 2007, 124-8). However, some of the specific characteristics of this metalwork will
be explored below, arguing that this material was employed more to distinguish communities
between regions rather than individuals within them. This is more apparent in the Ewart Park than
Wilburton periods. Furthermore, when these finds are contextualised with both non-riverine

finds from the Thames Valley and other nearby regions, it can be seen that the Thames above
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Teddington is not particularly unusual either in terms of numbers of finds or relative quantities of

particular types. Instead, it seems that the Thames was the preferred location for the deposition
of metalwork by groups from the surrounding area within a framework of hoarding and single
deposits that is seen in adjacent regions. This can be demonstrated by looking at the LBA in its

constituent phases.
3.6.2 Wilburton

Although it is certainly true that the majority of finds from the Thames during the Wilburton
phase are weapons and their accruements, in terms of relative proportions this is not an unusual
occurrence compared to adjacent regions of southern Britain. Furthermore, due the dearth of
non-riverine Wilburton material in the rest of the Thames Valley, the quantities from the Thames

are not unusual compared to other regions of southern and eastern Britain.

The Wilburton period in southern and eastern Britain is characterised by often large hoards
dominated by weapons (Coombs 1975, 54-63). These do not occur in the Thames Valley; instead
we have only one certain small dryland hoard, and two other possible examples. Furthermore, it
is likely that the only certain example — Norbury Park — dates to the very beginning of the period,
the Limehouse subphase, rather than the period when the majority of Wilburton metalwork was
probably deposited (Burgess 2012; Williams 2008; Appendix 1).

Interpreting Wilburton Thames finds

It is difficult to be sure of the circumstances of deposition in rivers — whether concentrations
of finds represent a series of single deposits, small hoards, or a single large hoard. Despite this,
recent opinion tends to assign these as single deposits (e.g. Bradley 2013, 131; Thomas 1999,
117), probably because conclusive evidence for hoards is rarely present. Placing this assumption
on the material does, however, affect interpretation, and consequently proportions of finds from

the Thames may have been over-emphasised.

Iltems from the Thames deemed associated by antiquarians must all be questioned (Thomas
1984, 12-4), although there are finds from rivers that appear to be hoards. This includes the
Broadness hoard from the Thames estuary (Burgess et al. 1972), and the Wilburton hoard
at Syon Park, just beyond the present catchment area. This was discovered in the process of
being eroded from the banks of the Thames (Needham and Burgess 1980, 445). Analysis of Iron
Age finds also demonstrates that hoards deposited in the Thames do not necessarily become
dispersed. Currency bars were generally deposited as hoards (Hingley 2005), so it is reasonable
to assume that multiple finds in the same place in the Thames were the result of a single event,
rather than multiple separate single depositions. The practice in the Bronze Age of both hoarding
and the placement of single objects makes it harder to understand depositional circumstances in
this period than in the Iron Age. Of the four places currency bars have been found in the Thames,

only one was found on its own. Of the three non-Thames riverine find spots, again only one was
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found on its own (Hingley 2005, 202-3; Allen 1967, 333). It is best to interpret these Iron Age

collections as hoards, demonstrating that finds of multiple Bronze Age objects in the same place
could at least in some cases have been hoards placed in the river. Wilburton finds from the river
cluster in a few areas, suggesting a good proportion of these may have been. At least one has
good evidence that the objects were deposited together. This is the collection from Reading (Fig.
3.18).

Twenty-one spearheads have been found in the Thames at Reading, seven of which can be
placed in the Wilburton phase with some confidence. This includes six stumpy spears with
splayed sockets, and a long bladed spear with a short socket (Shrubsole 1906, fig. after p.184,
no.6). None are of more certain Ewart Park type. 20 are in the Royal Ontario Museum, and all but
one was bought from Llewellyn Treacher in 1907 (Pryor 1980, 11-4). There is reason to believe
these were from Reading as ‘Treacher was a serious collector who appreciated the importance of
accurate provenance for the objects in his possession — many of which he found himself’ (Pryor
1980, 1). Furthermore, six spearheads have been melted by intense heat, leaving them damaged
and distorted. Included in this number are those of both certain and possible Wilburton date.
This treatment prior to deposition is unusual, and it is likely that at least these six, if not all 21
spearheads belong to the same episode of deposition.'® A ferrule of Wilburton date and the
end of an unclassified sword blade were also found by Treacher at Reading (Pryor 1980, 17-8).
It seems reasonable to suggest all were part of the same hoard deposited into or close to the
Thames.?” We may also tentatively include an axe (Shrubsole 1906, fig. after p.182, no. 5) clearly
related to Schmidt and Burgess’ (1981, 218, Pl. 86.1295-1303) ‘miscellaneous slender socketed
axes with rectangular sectioned bodies’ as belonging to this Thames hoard. These are rare and
appear to date early within the Ewart Park period; one was found at Peelhill, included here in
the possible group of hoards which the Thames at Reading may also belong (see note 3.16). Less
convincing although possible are the Ewart Park Southern and possible South-Welsh axes also
found here: although the hoard appears to be Wilburton, others in the potential hoard group are

transitionary containing Wilburton and Ewart Park types.

16 This appears to be part of a wider group of typically large hoards dating to late Wilburton, early
Ewart Park, or a transitionary period between the two that focus on weapons — especially spearheads
—where a number have been melted, and are often deposited in wet places. Other examples include
Thames Street, London (this lies just outside the study area; Burgess et al. 1972, 239, fig. 24.2-7); Bishops
Castle, Shropshire (Burgess et al. 1972, 240, fig. 27.1-8); Ashley, Hampshire (Burgess et al. 1972, 237,
figs. 19-20); Peelhill, South Lanarkshire (Burgess et al. 1972, 239; Coles and Scott 1962-3); Wilburton,
Cambridgeshire (Evans 1884; Bridgford 2000; Colquhoun and Burgess 1988, Pls. 145-52); Waterden,
Norfolk (Bridgford 2000; Northover and Bridgford 2002); and Duddingston Loch, Edinburgh (Burgess and
Colquhoun 1988, 52, 95, 98, PI. 177; Callander 1922, 360-4, fig. 4; Burgess et al. 1972, fig.31.54).

7 The more certain Wilburton spearheads 80, 83, 84, 90, 91, 93, 184. Also Sword 112; Axe 347;
Other 30.
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Fig. 3.18. Wilburton and possible Wilbuton

metalwork from the Thames at Reading
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Another concentration of Wilburton material is at the Taplow/Maidenhead reach. Here, four

swords, two ferrules and two spearheads of certain Wilburton date were found alongside 13
spearheads, a sickle and four bracelet fragments were also found that might be Wilburton.®
Two of these swords have been fragmented in exactly the same way, possibly suggesting they
were deposited at the same time. These swords, along with the ferrules and five to seven of the
spearheads have previously been classed as a hoard, found in a creek and donated to the British
Museum by Ada Benson in 1898 (Burgess and Colquhoun 1988, 43; British Museum records).
These and at least some of the rest may belong to a riverine hoard. The bracelet is of a rare
type, having longitudinal ribs running along each of its sides. The only associations of this type
of bracelet are in the Isleham and Tower Hill hoards, dating respectively to the late Wilburton
and Llyn Fawr periods (Davies 2012). Objects dating to the Ewart Park period found in the river
below Taplow include a sickle, three axes, a decorated spearhead and a barbed spear dating to
the beginning of the period. This latter object in particular could belong to the possible hoard

(see note 3.16). One Giindlingen sword was found between Taplow and Bray.

The nearby proto-hillfort at Taplow was constructed in the 11th century BC, contemporary with
the Wilburton period, with its LBA phases ending in the Ewart Park period. Riverine deposition
may have been related to this site, although it is impossible to know the circumstances these
objects entered the water. However, the Wilburton collection is comparable to hoards of this
period outside of the Thames Valley, and it is possible that most of the material entered the river

together.

The next concentration of Wilburton material is around Windsor. Here a sword, two spearheads®
and a ferrule were found of more certain Wilburton date, alongside a sickle and four more
spearheads that might date to the period. No certain Ewart Park or Transitional metalwork has

been found here.

Another concentration of material is at Staines. Here, one sword and two spearheads of certain
Wilburton date were found, alongside up to three spearheads and a socketed axe fragment that
could belong to the period.?’ The sword, two of the spearheads and the axe fragment were
apparently found together, and it has been conjectured elsewhere that these belonged to a
hoard (Vulliamy 1930, 111; Burgess and Colquhoun 1988, 45). A Ewart Park and Carps Tongue

sword have also been found in this stretch.

18 The more certain objects are Spearheads 49, 50; Swords 42, 44, 49, 53; and Other 46, 47. The
possible objects are Spearheads 51, 52, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67; Tools 35; Ornaments 15,
16,17,18

1 More certain Wilburton objects are Sword 47; Spearheads 35, 72; Other 58. Less certain are
Spearheads 47, 70, 73, 74; Tools 34.
20 The more certain Wilburton objects are Sword 43; Spearheads 10, 11. Less certain are

Spearheads 151, 152, 153; Axe 345
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The last concentration of material is at Kingston. Two swords, perhaps five possible late
palstaves, four spearheads, three chapes and a ferrule date to the Wilburton period.?* A barbed
spearhead was also found, alongside six further spearheads that might be Wilburton. However,
this concentration is much more difficult to understand as this area also saw much deposition
in the Penard, Ewart Park and Llyn Fawr periods. Looking further down the river to the Lower
Thames, Syon Reach immediately outside of the catchment area is the only other stretch that
seems to have been a particular focus of deposition, and at least one hoard seems to have been

deposited there (Needham and Burgess 1980, 445, figs. 7-8).

The objects considered here as possible Wilburton riverine hoards comprise 61% of the certain
Wilburton objects from the river, and 68% of the riverine objects possibly dating to the Wilburton
period. They also make up 42% of all non-settlement Wilburton finds. It therefore seems probable
that much — perhaps the majority — of the Wilburton metalwork from the Thames resulted from
a small number of medium-sized depositions within a framework paralleled to the south and
north of the region. Furthermore, the concentrations from at least Reading and Taplow, and
possibly Kingston, may be part of a wider group of hoards that has a considerable geographic
distribution. These focus on weapons and especially spearheads, are deposited in wet places,
with objects subjected to extreme temperature prior to deposition. These also tend to date to the
transitionary period between Wilburton and Ewart Park, evidence by barbed spearheads and/
or a mixture of types usually dated to both phases. We can therefore propose that a significant
number of the Wilburton objects studied perhaps date to this transitionary period given the
presence of rare barbed spearheads. We might, perhaps, consider the possibility that some of
the Ewart Park objects also found in these stretches belong to these transitionary deposits. It is
interesting to note that the only certain Wilburton dry-land hoard — Norbury Park — dates instead

to the very beginning of the Wilburton phase.

Although the tendency to be cautious with uncertain hoard associations and concentrations in
rivers — dismissing those that are not certain —is sensible in typological and association analyses,
this automatically assumes these objects were instead single depositions. Again unimportant in
traditional studies, this has a huge effect in how the data is perceived in social analyses. Social
circumstances surrounding a large number of small deposits would be quite different to a small
number of larger depositions spread over a long period of time. Rather than a picture of frequent
destruction, it appears that Wilburton material was rather infrequently deposited and in smaller
guantities than various adjacent areas. Given the relatively thorough programmes of dredging
that the Thames has undergone, and the real lack of dryland hoards in the Thames Valley, the
dataset for this area is also probably more complete than other areas. This lack of dryland finds in
the region further compensates for the apparent large numbers of riverine objects. The picture
the Wilburton metalwork presents, if we accept the presence of riverine hoards, is therefore

one of limited destruction: small and infrequent deposition where the Thames is a clear focus,

2 The more certain Wilburton objects are Sword 46, 51; Spearheads 97, 105, 141, 149,
Axes 180, 181, 182, 320, 322 (identification of these as late palstaves is not certain); Other 25, 26, 48, 91.
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perhaps drawing individuals and groups from a wide area in the Thames Valley to ritually destroy

their weapons.
Wilburton Quantities

There are 106 certain Wilburton items in the catchment area, 66 of which are from the Thames
and its tributaries. A further 168 objects might date to the period, of which 68 are from the
river. Half of these possible objects are spearheads, 53 of which come from the Thames. Spears
therefore make up most of the possible Wilburton objects from the river (Tables 3.2-3; Graphs
3.4-6).

Similar numbers of objects and proportions of types are present when we look at other areas.
Although this is not the place for a comprehensive survey of LBA metalwork outside of the
Thames Valley, comparison can be made between a small number of hoards from Hampshire
and Cambridgeshire. When grouping five Wilburton and Broadward? hoards from Hampshire,
and three from Cambridgeshire, numbers of objects and relative proportions of types in both
areas are comparable to those from the Thames.?® This also provides evidence that much of the
Wilburton Thames material was deposited as hoards. The Thames has the smallest number of
objects of these three groups, even when including those only possibly dating to the period.
There are more axes in the Thames than in these hoards, and more possible ornaments and tools
(Graphs 3.6-7). The catchment area of this study covers a larger area than those in Hampshire

and Cambridgeshire.?*

Overall, this demonstrates that in the Wilburton period the Upper and Middle Thames and its
tributaries do not particularly stand out in southern and eastern Britain as being particularly rich
in finds; neither is there anything distinctive about the relative quantities of certain object types
over others. Instead, this region follows the depositional patterns seen elsewhere in the south,
east and beyond, with a focus on weapons. What is distinctive is that the Thames itself seems to
have been the focus of deposition; it seems people from the valley may have come considerable
distances to put bronze objects into the river. However, the clustering of objects suggests that
the Wilburton material may also have resulted from only a small number of medium-sized
depositions, although this is very difficult to demonstrate with certainty. This focus on water is
by no means unusual, and it is becoming increasingly clear that hoards and other deposits not

obviously in wet locations nonetheless reference water (Yates and Bradley 2010a; 2010b).

2 Although Broadward hoards are later than most Wilburton hoards, there is considerable

overlap in some types (see Appendix 1). Broadward also sees the continuation of Wilburton depositional
practices (Coombs 1975). Furthermore, the Thames Valley Ewart Park corpus has no hoards that look
early within the period, and most of this material belongs after Broadward in the mature Ewart Park
phase (see Appendix 1). Including some Broadward material in this comparison is therefore justified.

3 The Hampshire hoards are Winchester, Ashley Wood, Bossington, Blackmoor and Andover;

the Cambridgeshire hoards Wilburton, Wicken Fen and Fulbourne Common. Information from Coombs
(1971), Burgess et al. (1972) and Burgess and Colquhoun (1988).

2 The areas covered in Hampshire and Cambridgeshire are c.300km? and 60km?. These are both
much smaller than the catchment of this study, covering c.5,750km?



River Hoard Single Find | Settlement | Total
Axe 8 2 11 0 21
Sword 20 0 3 1 24
Spearhead 26 0 11 0 37
Chape/Ferrule 11 1 0 14
Ornament 0 0 4 4
Other 0 5 6
Total 66 3 27 10 106
Table 3.2. Contexts of certain Wilburton metalwork
100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
H Settlement
50% -
20% - = Single Find
30% - W Hoard
20% W River
10% -
0% -
Axes Swords Spears Chapes/ Ornaments  Other
(21) (24) (37) Ferrules (4) (4)
(14)
Graph 3.4. Contexts of certain Wilburton metalwork
River Hoard Single Find | Settlement | Total
Axe 1 5 0 1 7
Tool 6 1 34 0 41
Sword 4 5 10 0 19
Spearhead 53 2 31 0 86
Ornament 4 0 3 1 8
Other 1 5 0 7
Total 69 18 79 2 168
Table 3.3. Contexts of possible Wilburton metalwork
100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - M Settlement
50% m Single Find
40% - m Hoard
30% - )
| River
20% -
10% -
0% - ; ; ; ; ;
Axes Tools Swords Spears Ornaments Other
(7) (41) (19) (86) (8) (7)

Graph 3.5. Contexts of possible Wilburton metalwork
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It might be argued that this could be seen within a framework of elite competition, consumption
and exchange, albeit of limited frequency. Such an interpretation seems more applicable to the
Wilburton corpus than the Ewart Park metalwork given the emphasis on weapons at the expense
of axes and tools in the earlier period. Indeed, the quite different depositional contexts and
object types represented in these two phases argue that the conscious motivations and symbolic
meanings behind metalwork consumption may have been quite different. Following a summary
of Ewart Park depositional patterns, an alternative explanation of metalwork deposition is

provided, alongside a reinterpretation of some of the peculiarities of the corpus.
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3.6.3 Ewart Park

Although distinct changes do occur in the Ewart Park period, some patterns carry on from the
Wilburton phase. Like regions to the south and east, this period has the greatest concentration
of material, with a particular focus towards the end of the ninth century. Dryland hoards now
become a feature in the Thames Valley: at least 22 are known, and a further ten might date to

the period. None of these look early in the Ewart Park.

There are 370 objects definitely dating to the Ewart Park phase, and a further 213 that might.®
The majority of the possible objects should belong to this period given the much higher frequency
of demonstrable deposition. Of the definite objects, 74 are from the Thames and its tributaries,
203 are in hoards, 66 are single finds, and 27 come from settlements. Of the possible objects,
77 are from the river, 14 in hoards, 111 are single finds and 13 from settlements (Tables 3.4-5;
Graphs 3.8-10). Although this is a large number of objects, it is far fewer than substantial parts
of contemporary East Anglia and Kent (Pendleton 1992; Turner 1998; Coombs 1971, figs. 23-84,
90-168, 214-262, 297-350, 365-407; Weller 2014). In these areas, large hoards are common,
often containing many dozens of objects. More than three times as many Ewart Park objects are
known each from just hoards in Kent, Essex and Cambridgeshire than all the objects from the

Upper and Middle Thames Valley.

The best known hoard in the Thames Valley is Petters Sports Field (Needham 1990). This is
perhaps unfortunate as it is highly unusual when set among other Ewart Park hoards. Excluding
metallurgical debris, Petters contains 77 objects. The next largest is Wickham Park on the edge
of the study area with 18 objects. Overall excluding Petters, the average hoard size is just 5.6
objects; when hoards belonging to the Eastern Surrey North Downs group are excluded, this
number is even smaller (see below). Non-riverine Ewart Park hoards of the Thames Valley can
therefore be characterised by small deposits, and it is within this context that the river finds

should be considered.

The situation is in some ways therefore similar to the Wilburton period, with many objects ending
up in the Thames rather than being placed in dry-land hoards. Although hoards do now occur,
these are generally small. Despite this, the Thames has now lost its dominant position as the
primary location for the deposition of bronze. Only 20% of the total definite Ewart Park bronzes
come from river contexts. There is also less clustering of objects in the Thames in the Ewart Park

period, making it unlikely that many of these objects resulted from hoard deposits in the river.

= Lumps, ingot fragments and scrap have been excluded in these quantities analyses as accurate

numbers in published records are often inadequate; large numbers of small pieces inaccurately reflects
the size of hoards; and the absence of these from the Thames is probably due in large part to these
not being recorded or kept after retrieval (e.g. Syon Reach hoard — Needham and Burgess 1980, 445;
Appendix 10).
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Hoard references for Map 3.3:

1 - Blewbury

2 - Princes Risborough

3 - Emmer Green

4 - Bourne End

5 - Hoveringham Gravel Pit 1, Bray
6 - Hoveringham Gravel Pit 2, Bray
7 - Langley Marsh

8 - Petters Sports Field

9 - Southall

10 - Hanwell

11 - Disraeli Road

12 - Wandsworth

13 - Wandsworth Gas Works
14 - Coombe Warren, Christs

Hospital School

15 - Coombe Warren - George

Gravel Pit

16 - Wimbledon
17 - Beddington
18 - Wickham Park

19 - Railway Cutting C, Carshalton
20 - Carshalton Park

21 - Perrotts Farm

22 - Hogs Back

82

23 - Saunderton

24 - Culgarth House

25 - Carshalton, Railway Cutting D
26 - Kew Gardens

27 - Laleham Burway

28 - Lechlade

29 - Coombe Warren, ?waste hoard
30 - Coombe Warren, ?ingot hoard
31 - Coombe Warren, ?ingot and
waste hoard

32 - Coombe Warren, rising ground
above Kingston

River Hoard Single Find | Settlement | Total
Axe 25 111 37 0 173
Tool 13 27 9 2 51
Sword 26 29 5 0 60
Spearhead 17 5 1 32
Ornament 2 5 10 17
Other 17 5 14 37
Total 74 203 66 27 370
Table 3.4. Contexts of certain Ewart Park metalwork
100% - B —

90% -

80% - .

70% -

60% - m Settlement

50% 1 u Single Find

40% 1 ® Hoard

30% 1 M River

20% -

10% -

Axes Tools Swords Spears Ornaments  Other
(173) (1) (60) (32) (17) (37)
Graph 3.8. Contexts of certain Ewart Park metalwork
River Hoard Single Find | Settlement | Total

Axe 5 1 29 0 35
Tool 9 1 36 7 53
Sword 4 5 10 0 19
Spearhead 54 0 31 0 85
Ornament 4 0 4 2 10
Other 5 1 4 11
Total 77 12 111 13 213

Table 3.5. Contexts of possible Ewart Park metalwork



100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - M Settlement
50% - m Single Find
0, -
40% W Hoard
30% - .
M River
20% -
10% -
0% - T T T T T

Axes Tools Swords Spears Ornaments Other
(35) (53) (19) (85) (10) (11)

Graph 3.9. Contexts of possible Ewart Park metalwork
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There are some differences in terms of where certain object types were deposited. 58-65% of

finds from all major categories were found in hoards, 9-22% were single finds, and 14-43% from
the river. The river and settlement categories are therefore the most diverse — 14% of definite
Ewart Park axes and 44% of swords come from the Thames.?® There is therefore an emphasis
on weapons in the Thames, but this does not detract from substantial occurrences in hoards,
or as single finds, especially if we include at least some of the increasing number of unclassified

fragmented examples (Tables 3.4-5; Graphs 3.8-10).

Ornaments and ‘other’ objects stand out as larger numbers have been found on settlements. This
is common across Britain, with pins being the only bronze object commonly found on settlements
(Davies 2012). Other find types more common in settlements than other contexts are tweezers

and razors. These are related to ornaments as they are to do with bodily presentation.
Ewart Park Hoards

Dryland hoards can be placed into four consistent groups, considering both content and
topographical location. The majority fit into one of these four groups. These are: Thames-side,
Tributary, Eastern Surrey North Downs and Coombe Warren. The Thames-side group are also
commonly located near tributary confluences (Appendix 11.1). The placement of these latter
hoards suggests that at least some of the river finds could have originally have been dry-land
deposits that subsequently eroded into the river, and that some of the Thames-side hoards could
originally have been river deposits that subsequently became areas of dry land following shifts in
the river channel (e.g. Needham 2000, 221-37).

The Thames-side group consists of Petters Sports Field, Bray Hoveringham Gravel Pit 1 and 2,
Bourne End, Wandsworth Gas Works, Wandsworth, and probably Lechlade. Kew Gardens and
Laleham Burway may also belong to the group, although little is known about these. The next
group of hoards were placed by tributaries of the Thames. These consist of Hanwell, Blewbury,
Princes Risborough, and possibly Langley Marsh, Wimbledon and Beddington. Although
Beddington was placed near the river Wandle, it might be better considered as belonging to the
Eastern Surrey North Downs group. This latter group also consists of Wickham Park, Carshalton
Park and Carshalton Railway Cutting C and possibly Railway Cutting D hoard. Perrotts Farm might
belong to this group. These lie on the south-eastern edge of the catchment area: numerous other
hoards belonging to the group lie outside the catchment area and are not included in this study.
This group has been previously identified by Needham (1987, 120). These hoards sit close to the
broadly contemporary Carshalton enclosure: this association will be discussed below. The final
group of hoards is at Coombe Warren, above Kingston (Field and Needham 1986). Understanding
the exact nature of activity here is difficult due to inconsistent recovery and recording, although

there appears to have been a series of ingot and scrap deposits alongside a smaller number of

% The proportion of spearheads in the Thames might be slightly higher as a large number cannot

be more accurately phased than to the general LBA. These have been classed as possible Ewart Park.
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axes and weapons. An enclosed settlement may have been present here, and pottery recovered

is of later plain post-Deverel-Rimbury type, contemporary with Ewart Park.

Along with topographical similarities, each hoard group also shares characteristics in composition.
Those near tributaries are generally small axe hoards containing metallurgical debris. The
Thames-side hoards are typically larger, more fragmented and more varied than the tributary
hoards, containing weapons and tools as well as axes and metallurgical debris. Interestingly,
there appears to be a purposeful selection of different types of axes in these hoards, with
numerous types usually being represented rather than repetition of one or two. This may also
be apparent in some tributary hoards, although recognition is more difficult in this latter group.
They all appear to be associated with confluences with tributaries. Recognition of topographic
and compositional similarities makes the possible small dispersed hoard at Lechlade more likely

to be genuine as it shares these features with other Thames-side hoards.

The Eastern Surrey North Downs hoards usually contain axes, weapons, tools and metallurgical
debris. However, unlike the Thames-side examples, the typological inclusion of axes is much
more restricted. These are entirely confined to South Eastern and End Winged types: hoards of
this group immediately outside the study area often contain many axes and are also dominated
by these two types. The South Eastern axes are also occasionally have wing ornamentation. This
pattern also appears to be present in the single finds in the locality: none of the other axe types
occur in the Eastern Surrey North Downs region of the study area that are common closer to the
Thames. Also present in this group are other Carps Tongue elements. Carps Tongue objects occur
only very rarely in the Upper and Middle Thames Valley outside of this locality: indeed Petters
may be regarded as the westerly limit of the general distribution as this hoard contains some of
these elements, although it is better placed in the Thames-side group. Some explanation for this
group can be given when compared with hoards and other features outside of the study area. It
will be demonstrated in 3.7 that this metalwork distribution follows the distribution of numerous

other features, and can be interpreted as a belonging to a different cultural group.
3.6.4 Destruction and Deposition

It has been argued that the Wilburton metalwork largely resulted from a modest number of
medium-sized depositions. Also, many more Ewart Park phase objects are known in the Carps
Tongue regions to the east. Despite these factors, there are still a huge number of objects and
depositional events in the Upper and Middle Thames Valley during at least this latter period.
This is especially apparent when compared to other prehistoric periods, and when quantities
are broken down into the average number of metal objects we have for each year (see 7.1.3;
Table 7.6; Graphs 7.11-2). This demonstrates that the peculiarities of these assemblages are
underpinned by peculiarities in contemporary social logic. The large numbers of objects resulted
from frequent deposition in the Ewart Park, a specific choice that makes no ‘functional’ sense

within our own western logical systems as bronze objects can easily be recycled. The same
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underlying patterns of increased destruction, deposition and abandonment can be seen in the

treatment of houses, settlement space, metalwork, some pottery vessels and some landscapes,
especially in the Middle Thames in the Ewart Park period, but apparent throughout the LBA

across the region.

Itis argued here that the underlying reason for this was twofold. First, personhood was regarded
to have extended into at least some of the objects, houses and places intimately associated with
an individual; and second that the overarching social expectation was that community affiliations
should include those from a relatively wide area, rather than identity being shared primarily with
ancestors or family members (see 2.2-4). The material culture a person used and settlement they
lived in were thought to contain some of their essence: after death, it was deemed necessary to
destroy these things as the person no longer belonged in the living community or was identified
with it. It is not suggested that these factors were explicitly known or could be easily articulated
by every person in the LBA, just as an anthropologist commenting on one’s own society can
provide hitherto unrecognised explanations for behaviours and beliefs. Personhood extending
into objects and the dead not being involved in identity and community construction manifested
themselves as taboos around the use of objects, houses and places heavily associated with
those who had died or otherwise changed social category to the extent that it was thought
that these material things should be destroyed. This in turn resulted in the idiosyncrasies of
the archaeological record of the LBA — short-lived houses and settlements; large quantities
of fragmented metalwork from frequent depositional events; special deposits consisting of

complete but fragmented pots; possibly some very large pottery assemblages; and other factors.

This model further helps to explain the large numbers of purposefully destroyed metal objects. In
these cases, it seems objects were ritually ‘killed’. York (2002) has demonstrated that none of the
EBA metalwork from the Thames was deliberately destroyed, but this practice begins in the early
MBA, becoming increasingly popular before peaking in the Ewart Park period?’. This practice
includes artefacts being chopped at right angles; crushed or struck in a manner inconsistent
with primary use; bent to breaking point; and burnt or twisted (York 2002, 80). Such destruction
is even more prevalent with dry-land finds. None of the swords from hoards are complete, and
only two (10%) of the single finds are complete. These are of Limehouse and Taplow types® and
date to the transition between the MBA and LBA. Only 19% of the spearheads from hoards are
complete, although 45% of non-hoard dry-lands finds are complete. Just over half of the Ewart
Park axes from both the hoard and single find categories are complete, compared to 75% of
Wilburton dry-land axes. This brief analysis does not, however, attempt to distinguish between

pre- and post-depositional fragmentation, nor fragmentation/destruction resulting from

z 25% of Acton/Taunton spearheads were destroyed, rising to 44% in Penard, and finally to 60%
in Wilburton/Ewart Park. 39% of Penard swords were destroyed, compared to 70% of the Wilburton
examples, and 74% of those dating to the Ewart Park. This then falls to 40% of the Gunlingen swords,
dating the eighth century. Fewer LBA axes were destroyed — 13% - but this is still a rise from 8% during
the MBA (York 2002, 84-9).

28 Swords 28, 37.
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use. Recent finds reported under the Portable Antiquities Scheme are much more frequently

fragmented compared to those reported through other avenues, suggesting that real proportions
of fragmentation are higher than our dataset currently suggests (see Appendix 10). Nevertheless,
there is a clear increase in destruction through the Later Bronze Age in all categories of object,
peaking at the same time as metalwork deposition peaks. The effort required to fragment or ‘kill’
the sturdier objects in a manner that does not prepare the material for recycling should not be

underestimated, and often this was a significant undertaking.

Destruction through fragmentation, ‘killing’ or depositionin an unretrievable location (and indeed
dry-land contexts, as many objects were never retrieved in antiquity), suggests a purposeful
desire to break from the past and the context of the objects use. This could have happened at a
moment of social transition, passing from one social status to another, including during funerary
rituals.?® Such transitions are almost always marked by ritualised activity, dramatizing change.
These often include symbols of separation, making otherwise abstract social processes visual.
Such acts commonly include breaking, cutting and tearing: the fragmentation and destruction
of objects fit well within this framework, especially if separation from the deceased is desired
(van Gennep 1960; Lindholm 1997). Such metaphorical relationships between people and their
possessions have been previously recognised in the Later Bronze Age (Brick 2001a; 2006b). The
destruction and deposition of objects seems to be associated with the change in social status in
both the LBA and Transitional phases at Potterne, Wilts. Recent analysis of the large collection
of shale bracelets found that they were of a standardised size, large enough only to be worn
by children. There were also clear patterns in fragmentation, and none were complete. It is
suggested that these were related to life-cycle rituals, with destruction and deposition marking
an end to one stage in the human lifecourse (Brick and Davies in prep.). The link between

metalwork deposition and funerals is also often made, especially for the LBA.

In southern Scandinavia, for example, Goldhahn argues that LBA smiths were ritual specialists
who also performed cremations, as bodies here were burnt at high temperatures only possible
in furnaces, and cremation burials and metalworking are frequently associated (in Bradley 2013,
129-30). In southern Germany, copper waste, weights and unfinished bronze objects are found
in burials (Winghart 2000), and on a wider European scale there are certain key relationships. In
regions or time periods where furnished burials occur, the same objects found in graves are likely
to be deposited in watery contexts in the adjacent region or time period, if furnished burials do
not exist (Bradley 1990, 99-102; Torbrugge 1971). As furnished burials decline, objects such as

swords are instead deposited in rivers.

These observations are applicable to the current study area: furnished burials are unknown,
but water deposits frequent. More specifically, over 300 human skulls have been found in the

Thames, often from the same places that produce Bronze Age metalwork (Bradley and Gordon

2 For ethnographic examples and interpretation of the destruction of property following the
death of an individual, see 2.4.2.
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1988). These tend not to show significant signs of rolling, suggesting they were found close to

where they were deposited (Schulting and Bradley 2013, 52). One example from Mortlake has
a LBA radiocarbon date (1020-800 cal BC; 95% confidence), and was apparently found beneath
‘bronze implements’. Another without a date has green copper staining, resulting from prolonged
contact with a copper-alloy object; another still was found at Staines with a ‘bronze vase and
spearheads and a bone spearhead’. Lastly, a skull was found with a Ewart Park sword at Wraysbury
(Schulting and Bradley 2013, 32; Bradley and Gordon 1988, 505; Chadwick 1982, 102). Several
programmes of radiocarbon dating demonstrate that although examples are known from the
Neolithic to Medieval period, they cluster in the LBA to LIA (Schulting and Bradley 2013, Table 6).
Alongside the large number of direct water deposits, virtually all the dryland hoards outside of
the Eastern Surrey North Downs group as well as numerous single finds closely reference water
(Appendix 11.1). This parallels deposition in adjacent regions (Yates and Bradley 2010a; 2010b).

No general rule distinguishing wet and dry deposits should therefore be made.

The association of water, metalwork and human remains is paralleled elsewhere in Britain, Ireland
and other parts of Europe (Schulting and Bradley 2013, 53-69). For example, the Duddingston
Loch, Edinburgh, hoard was found alongside human skulls and other bones. The metalwork was
subjected to intense heat (Callander 1922). This find is practically relevant as it shares many
similarities with the proposed late Wilburton Thames river deposits (see note 3.16). One of
these is at Reading, where a number of spearheads were also melted. The Limehouse sword
from Mortlake was also burnt at a very high temperature (Burgess and Colquhoun 1988, no.97);
metallographic analysis of swords has demonstrated that this occurs with some frequency, and
much more common than visual inspection suggests as intense burning unrelated to production
processes can often only be seen microscopically (Bridgford 2000, 216-8). This particular
treatment of metal objects also provides a further connection between deposition and funerary
rituals. Such burning could have occurred on a funeral pyre and accompanied human cremations
(Bridgford 1998, 210-2). Although evidence for human remains is poor, at least 23 cremations
are known from the Upper and Middle Thames Valley, comprising more than twice as many
non-riverine unburnt remains. Indeed, the lack of human remains may suggest that cremation
was at least popular, even if the formal burial of the remnants was generally rare. Even if metal
objects were not burnt during human cremations, similar pyrotechnical treatment of objects and
bodies at the end of their lives suggests these were at least metaphorically linked (Briick 2006b).
A further suggestion could be made about the Thames skulls in this respect. At least some date
to the LBA, and considering the available types of non-blunt weapons a surprising number of
these have unhealed blunt force trauma (Schulting and Bradley 2013, 34-40). Rather than this
causing death, it is possible that skulls were purposefully fragmented after death as part of the

funerary rite, mirroring the treatment of metalwork.*® Overall, there are clear links between

30 This would find an ethnographic parallel in the Hindu practice of kapal kriya where the chief
mourner smashes the deceased skull during cremation (Parry 1994, 177). Interesting, Parry (1994, 177)
further notes that a large pottery vessel is also smashed, which is a recapitulation of the skull. These
rites represent the final death and symbolically destroys the attachment between the living and dead: ‘as
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the treatment of human remains and metalwork, adding to the interpretation that metalwork

deposition occurred principally at funerals, or other transitionary periods in the human lifecycle.

Understanding the specific conscious reasons for, and circumstances surrounding, hoarding
and other metalwork deposition is difficult, even if something of the underlying motivation and
effects can be suggested. Given the wide variations in this practice in one area and at one given
time — let alone considering the phenomenon diachronically — clearly no single reason can be
given, and the interpretation proposed here is not meant to be widely applicable throughout the
European Bronze Age. Each region and time period needs to be studied contextually. Perhaps most
were broadly ‘votive’, but this does not preclude a variety of other more specific circumstances
surrounding metalwork deposition. It is suggested here that much of the LBA material in Southern
Britain seems to have been related to changes in the social status of individuals or groups,
including deaths and funerary rites. Given the wider range of objects deposited, this seems more
applicable to the Ewart Park period than Wilburton, or at least the practice was afforded to a
wider range of individuals and situations. Objects are ritually ‘killed’, the treatment of metalwork
and bodies appears similar, but most importantly metalwork destruction and deposition parallels
the treatment of other aspects of the material world closely associated with individuals: like
metalwork, houses, settlements, pottery, other possessions and even some landscapes were
periodically destroyed and abandoned. Metalwork deposition cannot be interpreted in isolation
from these other phenomena. It seems most likely this destruction occurred during changes in
the social status of individuals, assisting these lifecycle transformations by manifesting them
physically. That it was deemed appropriate to destroy material things closely associated with
individuals suggests two processes: first that personhood extended into these objects so the
death of a physical or social person needed to be accompanied by the death of the objects; and
second that there was social pressure to forget the dead. This in turn suggests that identity was
not situated around lineage or kin, instead based more on wider living groups. The ethnographic

basis of this interpretation has been outlined in 2.2-4.

The exact contexts surrounding metalwork deposition are still open to question: objects need
not be destroyed immediately after death or other change; and only some may be afforded this
ritual. The limited object types represented in the Wilburton period could be explained by this:
the practice may have been more restricted in this phase. The frequent inclusion of waste in
hoards suggests that objects may have been melted down with only token amounts deposited;
fragmented objects in hoards also rarely if ever join, again suggesting the inclusions of only token
amounts following their destruction, with the remainder presumably recycled. The appearance

of occasional unused objects, for example in the Blewbury hoard, may be related to the change

the saying goes, ‘pot broken, relationship finished””. Kapoor (2010) describes: ‘having gone through the
experience with both my parents, | can say that this one act breaks all the attachment to the deceased.
Before doing it, you shiver — for this person was alive just a few hours back — but once you hit the skull,
you know what burns in front of you, is after all just a body. All attachments are gone.” If this did occur in
the LBA, it might be another example of purposeful distancing between the living and dead.
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of status of a smith, or perhaps these objects were created specifically for a lifecycle ritual that

included its deposition. Such unused objects more frequently date to the Transition: a good

example of this is the Tower Hill hoard.

The interpretation that metalwork was deposited due to an anthropologically widely held belief
of the necessity to give back to the earth part of what is taken from it (e.g. Helms 2009; Bradley
2013, 130) is not appropriate in regions like south-east England that are devoid of ores. It is
unlikely that those living in such regions believed that metal was ‘redolent with the cosmological
life force of the earth that originally generated them’, and needed to be given back to the earth
(Helms 2009, 155). No smelting occurred in the Thames Valley as metal was imported as both
ingots and objects. It is likely that the processes of extraction and even the existence of metal-
producing stone ores were not known to those living distant from areas where mining and
smelting was occurring. We can see this among the American Northwest coast society. The Ahtna
controlled the exchange of copper and the source region of native copper in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries AD (Cooper 2012). The neighbouring Tlingit, however, believed copper
came from encounters with superhuman creatures (Kan 1989, 240-4). If Bronze Age smiths did
not know copper and tin originated from the earth, they would not need to give it back to the

earth.

The Thames-side hoards usually include a wider variety of weapons, tools and other objects than
hoards of the other groups, and there is a remarkable inclusion of different types of axes. This is
quite different to the homogeneity seen within the Surrey Eastern North Downs group. This looks
purposeful, and it suggests that our axe typology was in some ways recognised and meaningful in
the LBA. Each axe type has its own distributional cluster; those relevant to this study area during
Ewart Park are often broadly represented in their modern names: South-Welsh, Southern English
and South-Eastern. The deliberate inclusion of different types might indicate a desire to represent
difference within a bounded hoard. It is tempting to suggest that at least some of these objects
were carried from the areas of their main distribution, perhaps with marriage partners, where
different forms continued to represent the origins of certain individuals. However, the evidence
from moulds suggests that common types were made locally, although the Petters South-Welsh
axe mould is particularly interesting. This is made from keratophyre, a rock type fairly rare in
Britain but present in Wales and the south-west peninsula (Needham 1981, 26)3. Distribution
of the axes themselves centres on south Wales and north Somerset, with fewer numbers across
much of the rest of southern Britain and parts of France (Needham 1981, fig. 10; Schmidt and
Burgess 1988, 239-41). Perhaps moulds were carried with moving peoples, making it possible
to keep remaking axes of a local type more suitable to their homeland. They may instead have

been exchanged via various mechanisms, visibly representing social relationships long after the

31 It is probably from the same geological intrusion as the South-Welsh mould from Burderop,
just outside the study area at the bottom of the chalk escarpment of the Marlborough Downs. Another
mould from Bulford on Salisbury Plain is of a similar rock and may be from the same source. Moulds

of this rock have not been found near their source; the other stone moulds of this axe type have been
found in Cornwall and used a different local rock (Needham 1981).
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event. However, any symbolic meaning of different object types was no doubt contentious and
contextual, with multiple interpretations being simultaneously appropriate. Despite this, a desire
to incorporate diversity can be recognised in the Thames-side hoards, although this diversity
only stretches to locally abundant types, not those with non-local provenances. This might be
evidence that these hoards were not the possessions of single individuals, but collections of
objects from a variety of people. If related to deaths — physical or social — perhaps these objects

were kept for a period of time before being deposited together at a larger communal event.
2.6.5 Manufacture, Form and Distribution

This section will assess metalwork production and distribution, arguing that the contexts
surrounding metalwork creation and decisions about form, decoration and distribution suggests
that social competition was of little importance in the employment of this aspect of material
culture, especially in the Ewart Park period. Such choices may in fact have worked to undermine

the potential role that metalwork could play in social differentiation.
Metalworking

Metalworking evidence has been found on 13 (26%) settlement sites, and moulds are known
from four hoards. The context of a further mould found at Coombe Warren is unknown. Most
of the major metalwork types are represented by these32. Each site has produced only very
small quantities of metalworking material — no more than one or two items seem to have
been produced on each occasion, and there is no evidence for regular repeated episodes of
metalworking at any site. An exception may be Coombe Warren where many ingots and copper
alloy lumps have been found, although not enough contextual information is known and the

discovery of only one mould is certain.

Metalworking was not favoured at any particular type of site. It is evidenced from a cross-section
of sites, including single-phased and multi-phased unenclosed settlements, pit spreads, field
systems, island sites and enclosures. There is no discernable difference between the contexts of
the production of different broad types: there is no separation between potentially high and low-
status objects. The two sword moulds are from otherwise very unassuming locations — a small
unenclosed pit spread at Lea Farm, and a well next to a field ditch at Cranford Lane. Surveys of
both refectory assemblages and metalworking on settlements from elsewhere in Britain suggest
similar patterns with some local variation, principally in Essex and Kent (Needham and Bridgford

2013, 68-74). Small amounts of metalworking debris are also found at around 30% of all excavated

32 Details of up to 24 LBA moulds are included. Up to 10 are undiagnostic, consisting of one each
from Castle Hill/Wittenham Clumps and Coombe Warren, alongside four unidentified fragments from
different contexts at both LBA Runnymede and Aldermaston Wharf. Identified moulds were used to cast
probably two late palstaves at Cotswold Community; South-Eastern axes at Blewbury, Wickham Park
and Beddington; South-Welsh axes at Petters; Southern axes at Cotswold Community and Southall; a
Limehouse phase sword at Lea Farm; a spear at Reading Business Park; a probable sword and spearhead
from Cranford Lane; a razor from Runnymede; and a ring from Cassington West. We therefore have
evidence for local production of all the common axe types except faceted axes.
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LBA sites in southern Britain: a very similar percentage to the study area (Sophia Adams pers.

comm.). Even swords, the object sharing the widest geographical typological similarities, have
specific regional patterns in their finishing techniques, demonstrating these were generally not
exchanged a great distance from where they were produced (Bridgford 2000, 226-7). While
recognising the shortcomings of our refectory assemblages (Needham and Bridgford 2013, 68),

this still gives the picture of small-scale, domestic production of all types.

Metalworking is often thought to have been a highly-charged magical and transgressive process
in prehistory, with the smith having special status and perhaps working outside of normal social
boundaries (Budd and Taylor 1995; Hingley 1997; cf. Childe 1930, 4, 10; 1958, 169). We now
have enough evidence of metalworking to begin to reconstruct its organisation rather than solely
relying on information from other societies, although evidence for metalworking is still under-
represented given the number of objects we have. The archaeology currently suggests that metal
production was a process that was not significantly separated from everyday life. This does not
rule out ritualised aspects, but these should not necessarily be qualitatively different from other
productive activities: each is understood within logical systems that are different from our own.
Given that mining and smelting did not occur in the Thames Valley, metalworkers did not have
to navigate the more intrinsically magical process of transforming stone to metal, and therefore

their association with cosmologically powerful processes is less necessary.

Ethnographically, it is not unusual for metalworking to be part of everyday village life:
specialists rarely exist unless supported by privileged minorities. In places without this degree
of specialisation metalworkers are often closely supported both socially and practically by the
community, with members being heavily involved and even physically helping in the process of
manufacturing. Aside from their metalworking duties, smiths tend otherwise to be fully engaged
in society, but are often seen as different, either positively or negatively (Barber 2003, 129-
34; Rowlands 1971). Archaeologically there currently does not appear to be either specialised
production centres or smiths employed by privileged minorities. This is evidenced both by the
wider social context and the specific contexts where metalworking has been found. The technical
proficiency required to create some objects, particularly swords, fancy spearheads and MBA
shields, does for some give a prioiri impression of specialists (e.g. Bridgford 2000, 217; Davis
2006, 86; Rowlands 1976, 63-4, 116-25), but we could equally suggest that this was carried out
by highly skilled individuals primarily travelling to settlements within fairly restricted areas to
cast bronze objects, but otherwise being members of the community, and perhaps carrying out
other ritual roles. Factors such as individual skill, experience or ritual status might prevent smiths
from producing the full range of objects, but as the available evidence gives the impression
of small-scale metalworking from all types of sites, special and even supernatural connections
potentially ascribed to objects of skilled craftsmanship are reduced (cf. Helms 1993, 11-88; Gell
1992b; 1998; 2.4.5). It is, however, problematic that evidence for metalworking is still under-

represented given the number of objects that we have.
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Form and Decoration

One of the key features of LBA metalwork is the surprisingly high levels of homogeneity that
occurs within almost all types. It must be questioned why it was chosen not to individualise and
symbolically elaborate these objects, despite the ability to do so. Within each functional class of
material a few contemporary types exist. For example, the various Ewart Park period axes include
Southern, South-Eastern, Faceted and End-Winged types. These follow strict conventions, and
it seems that, by and large, many of our typological classifications that deal with contemporary
material were recognised in the LBA. This leads to a characterisation of LBA metalwork as a series
of internally largely undifferentiated masses of material (e.g. Colquhoun and Burgess 1988, 2,
55; Schmidt and Burgess 1981, Pls. 74-99). Although some studies assessing the micro-typology
of metalwork might appear to disagree with this description (e.g. Colqguhoun and Burgess 1988,
55-68; Brandherm and Moskal-del Hoyo 2014), when we step back from this fine and often
statistical detail and compare with other periods, particularly the Iron Age but also other eras
(e.g. Jope 1961; Adams 2013, 44-94; Stead 2006; Manning 1985; Hull and Hawkes 1987; Jope
2000, 221; Nielsen 2013), such a characterisation is justified. Objects both traditionally seen as
high-status and those of more everyday function are far more heterogeneous and individualised
in the lron Age compared to the LBA, in terms of both form and decoration (see 6.8; 7.1.3;
Figs. 7.1-15). There is very little desire to differentiate between certain objects outside of their
types in the LBA: decoration is restricted to only one or two very common, simple motifs, and
only present on axes and spearheads. This is paralleled in the contemporary ceramic repertoire,
and there is a further lack of decoration on virtually all other artefact types. This can again be
highlighted by comparison. LBA swords and knives from the continent are often highly decorated
and individualised (Novak 1975, Taf. 19-8, 26-7; Peroni 1970; 1976; Riovsky 1972, Tafs. 12-29;
Schauer 1971, Tafs. 78-91). There seems to have been a purposeful decision not to decorate

objects in the LBA in Britain.

It is within the context of both probable small-scale non-specialist production and homogenous
plain objects that we can consider the applicability of Gell’s (1992b; 1998) concept of the
‘enchantment’ of technology and art. Gell argues that art and other forms of high craftsmanship
produced by a select few are often regarded in traditional societies to have been created with
magical or supernatural assistance as the required skills transcend that of most spectators (also
Helms 1993; 2.4.5). Custodianship of such objects confers status through association with the
supernatural (Helms 1993, 11-88). This is especially apparent for complex and visually attractive
decorative motifs as they in particular work to entrance the audience (Gell 1992b, 44-6; Helms
1993, 61-8). Gell (1998, 74-83) further argues that such patterns have intrinsic social functions,
even agency, that is used to affect the human world. Therefore objects without decoration do

not play such a role in negotiating social relationships.
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Although some of the more technically proficient objects may mesmerise modern viewers

unfamiliar with the corpus, this should not be assumed for those for whom these objects are
part of daily life (Gell 1998, 81-3). That metalworking appears common place — perhaps anyone
could assist the smith or otherwise be involved in manufacturing (cf. Rowlands 1971, 211-2) —
democratises the process, taking away potential beliefs of divine assistance. Furthermore, there
was no desire to create intricate designs to individualise and visually enhance the objects despite
the technical ability to do so, suggesting these were not generally employed to enchant the
viewer into submission or to communicate social differences. Exceptions might include some of
the more unique Wilburton spearheads and MBA shields, but these objects do not exist in the

large quantity of material belonging to the primary period under study, the Ewart Park phase.

Similar approaches are applicable to foreign and old objects. Like those of high craftsmanship,
the ancient and exotic are mysterious and incomprehensible; the viewer is unable to identify
with the context of creation, placing the object and its possessor above and beyond themselves
in the sphere of the supernatural and divine (Helms 1988; 1993; 2.4.5). Objects that would have
already been ancient are rare finds in LBA contexts. The only certain instance of a LBA hoard
containing items that would be phased to an earlier period is at Southall. A possible association
occurs at Speen. At Southall, a collection of metalwork that would comprise a fairly normal
Taunton period hoard® was found with a Ewart Park phase socketed axe mould. It seems likely
here that a Taunton hoard was found in the Ewart Park period and redepositied with the current
object. This is quite different to the increasingly recognised phenomenon of mixed period
hoards deposited in the lIron Age, and the significance of the lack of ancient objects in the LBA is
highlighted by this diachronic comparison. Objects comprising these collections are all of varied
dates and provenances, demonstrating these must have been carefully exchanged, collected and
curated in a fashion not evidenced at Southall (4.9.2). A Neolithic axe was found in the enclosure
ditch at Rams Hill (Bradley and Ellison 1975, 86); however, instances of such incongruous finds
are rare (see 5.6.2; Appendix 6). There also appears to have been no relationship between the
placement of metalwork and earlier monuments. Neither ancient objects nor earlier monuments
were exploited for social gain. Foreign and ornamented objects are also not present in the LBA,

but are again a particular feature of the Early and MIA.
Insularity and Localism

Like ancient or highly decorated artefacts, exotic objects can be manipulated for social gain
through the same processes. The acquisition of foreign metalwork is indirectly documented in
the LBA as the Thames Valley is not a region containing either copper or tin ore. Metallographic
analysis confirms incoming metal from the continent and western Britain (Rohl and Needham
1998). However, this is clearer if we look to the MBA as a number of probable shipwreck

finds date to this period, giving otherwise unprecedented insight into exchange mechanisms

33 Similar to Gosport and Portsmouth, Hants., or Grimstone and Eglesham Meadow, Dorset.

(Rowlands 1976, 231-42).
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(Needham et al. 2013). These primarily consist of objects from various continental regions, the
furthest originating from Sicily, but significantly these types are extremely rare or entirely absent
in British non-shipwreck assemblages. Examples include Median-Winged axes: more than 60 of
these were found at Langdon Bay but only one other, from Alexandra Bay, Hull, has been found
in Britain outside of shipwreck contexts (Needham et al. 2013, 58-91). Unfortunately very little
shipwreck metalwork has yet been found dating to the LBA, but projection of this MBA evidence
into the subsequent phase is necessary. Exotic and unusual objects were clearly imported in the
Later Bronze Age, but these were melted down and recast into locally homogenous types. Of the
large quantity of LBA objects in the study area, only a small handful may be regarded as exotic
— the Méringen sword found at Chertsey, probably originating from the Middle Rhine (See Table
A6.1; Needham 1987, 123); the possible Auvernier or Tachlovice hilt fragment from Wickham
Park, possibly made in southern Germany or Switzerland (O’Connor 1980, 183-4); and the
single-edged razor from Cothill.** This latter object has been grouped with examples from North
Rhine-Westphalia by Jockenhovel (1980, 166, no. 614), although it is quite different from other
Nordic razors having a thin perforation in its body rather than a looped or peripheral handle.
The potential symbolism in exotic objects was therefore not regularly exploited for either social
gain or other purposes, for example locally differentiating in less hierarchical fashions. Indeed,
powerful foreign objects were actively taken out of circulation, not being allowed to become
a means to discriminate between individuals within local groups. The suggestion by Needham
(2007b, 282-3) that endemic recycling could transform bronze in non-metalliferous regions to be
perceived as a local resource is pertinent: despite originally have an exotic provenance, bronze

need not have been considered as a foreign material.

The other non-local objects comprise four Dowris axes probably from Ireland, one Portree and
one possible Gillespie axe both probably from Scotland (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, 190, 197-8).
Interestingly, there are no definite Yorkshire axes, despite this type being very numerous in their
eponymous county, as well as Lincolnshire and East Anglia® (Schmidt and Burgess 1981, 223-39;
Burgess and Miket 1976). These non-local axes were either not sought out, or acquired for their
material worth before being recast into local types. This picture of exchange is similar if we look
at British exports to the Low Countries during this period. Like the southern British Ewart Park
period, the equivalent HaB2/3 period in the Low Countries is very rich in metalwork (Fontijn
2002). However, the only visible British imports in this region are five swords, contributing a tiny
fraction of overall finds (Fontijn 2009, Tab. 9.1). Both the MBA and LBA/EIA Transition are much

better represented in the numbers of imports, despite metalwork being rarer in both periods.

34 More certain exotic razors were discovered just outside the study area at Brentford
(Jockenhovel 1980, 133, 144-4).
3 A possible example from the Hounslow hoard(s) has been excluded, reported in the National

Bronze Index. This was not part of the original acquisition so association is doubtful, but if it was part
of the mixed period hoard its date of deposition would probably be Iron Age, and not necessarily
representing LBA distribution. See 4.9.2.
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Although Bronze Age exchange is much discussed, connections between areas appear to have

been played down in the period. Rather than differentiating within regional groups, set types
seem to serve to differentiate between them. Bronze objects appear to have been employed
as regional markers, with the distribution of particular types not only following other bronze
objects, but often a wide variety of diverse archaeological traits. This is particularly clear when
considering the Carps Tongue objects and related features in the south-east periphery of the
study area. The next section will begin by introducing the archaeological differences between
this area and the Middle Thames, before arguing that three distinct social regions appear to have

existed in the Thames Valley in the LBA.
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3.7 Regional Groups in the Thames Valley

3.7.1 The Thames — a prehistoric highway?

It is often assumed that the Thames was a primary route of transportation and exchange for
prehistoric communities (Bradley 1980, 67; Fox 1946, 66-7; Lambrick 2009, 225-8; Yates 2007,
41). This is especially relevant in the Bronze Age due to the large amount of exchange we have
evidence for in the form of bronze metal and objects. Although this interpretation seems
reasonable enough, evidence from various types of material culture and landscape features,
especially in the Ewart Park period, does not support the idea that ‘the Thames itself afforded
access to innovating cultures derived ultimately from the Continental mainland’ (Harding 1972,
3). Rather than the valley being an area of relative cultural homogeneity, there instead appears
to have been three separate areas, demonstrated and defined by differences in the distribution
and treatment of material culture and monuments. These differences are themselves dictated
by social and non-material cultural choices. The boundary between two of these does not sit
expectedly with regards to the natural topographic landscape of the Middle Thames Valley,
instead crossing the Thames around Runnymede. The discussion of these groups will begin with

metalwork.

The Carps Tongue complex is the dominant group of metalwork contemporary with the later
Ewart Park period in northern and north-west France. Related material, chiefly swords, are also
present further east and in Iberia, and it has recently been suggested that the British and French
material should be distinguished as the ‘Boughton-Vénat’ complex due to differences between
this and the metalwork present further south (Brandherm and Moskal-del Hoyo 2014). This is
followed in the present study; reference to ‘Carps Tongue’ refers to the more specific Boughton-
Vénat material and areas where this occurs. Metalwork of this group is present in southern and
eastern Britain, with authors often suggesting cultural and economic links across the channel
in areas where we find these types (Brandherm and Moskal-del Hoyo 2014; Briard 1979, 202-
4; Burgess 1968, 17-8). Diagnostic Carps Tongue material includes the Nantes variant of the
eponymous sword, wing decorated South Eastern axes, End-Winged axes, Bag-Shaped chapes,
Minnis Bay sickles, Hog-Backed knives, ornamented and/or saw-tooth plates, and other bric-a-
brac (Blanchet 1984, 279-98; Brandherm and Moskal-del Hoyo 2014; Burgess 1968, figs. 13-4,
38-9; Needham 1990, 73-4).%¢

36 There is no agreed consensus as to what objects constitute the Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat

complex (Brandherm and Moskal-del Hoyo 2014, 24-5, note 60). Only objects that do not also belong
to other complexes are included here as only these are specifically Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat.
Other objects, for example Ewart Park swords, Bugle-Shaped objects, Thorndon knives, South-Welsh
axes, Faceted axes, socketed gouges and tanged chisels, have much wider distributions so cannot be
considered as defining the Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat group. Bugle-Shaped objects have a more
limited distribution than these other objects and are often closely associated with Carps Tongue/
Boughton-Vénat material, so might be considered as partly defining the complex. However, these are
also present in areas far to the north of specifically Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat distributions, for
example in the St Andrews (Cowie et al. 1991) and near Berwick-upon-Tweed hoards (Needham et
al. 2007). Two of the three Bugle-Shaped objects in the study area are within other Carps Tongue/
Boughton-Vénat distributions (Other 2, 62); the third is on the Berkshire Downs (Other 63).
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Such material in Britain occurs primarily in Kent and Essex, with smaller distributions elsewhere
in East Anglia and on the south coast (Matthews et al. 2011, fig. 7; Map 3.5). In this current study
area, the main region that these objects are found is the Eastern Surrey North Downs group of
hoards (Appendix A.11.1.4; Maps 3.4). End-Winged axes and South Eastern wing ornamented
axes are only present in any number in this group. Larger hoards dominated by these two types of
axes with other types only rarely occurring is also a common feature of Carps Tongue/Boughton-
Vénat hoards elsewhere (Blanchet 1984, figs. 155-64; Turner 1998; Weller 2014). The Eastern
Surrey North Down hoards are therefore highly influenced by the Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat

phenomenon.

As already discussed, the Thames-side hoards are quite different as they are characterised by a
mixture of different types of axes and tools, rarely having Carps Tongue elements. The Petters
hoard provides the western boundary of the distribution in the valley; the eponymous swords,
Bag Shaped chape and Minnis Bay sickle fragments are the relevant elements. After Petters,
Carps Tongue material very rarely occurs in or near the river, or further upstream away from
the river.3” Carps Tongue material was therefore reaching the eastern, north-eastern and south-
eastern peripheries of the study area, and was dominant in the Thames Estuary region, but had
little presence in the valley or river itself. Instead, different objects and depositional practices
were present in the core of the Upper and Middle Thames Valley. This questions the assumption
that the Thames was an artery of communication, transport and cultural links through south-
eastern Britain. Bronze may have passed up the valley, but was recast from these types into
local objects at some point in the process. Either way, it seems that potential cultural links were
deliberately undermined. It appears that communities in the Upper and Middle Thames Valley
isolated themselves from continental influence and exchange: given the distribution of these
objects on the peripheries of the region, and that exchange must have occurred to acquire the
material, the lack of Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat objects in the main area seems purposeful.
Networks culturally linking together those on the continent with parts of Britain did not seem
to use the Thames beyond Petters/Runnymede, even if bronze as a material did move through
the region. However, despite this difference in the valley itself, these cultural and exchange links
as evidenced by the metalwork and depositional patterns do occur on either side of the valley,
shown for example by the Watford and Manor Drive, Aylesbury hoards just north of the study
area (Coombs 1979; Farley 1979). These have more similarities with the Eastern Surrey North

Downs group than the latter group have with Middle Thames Valley hoards.

37 The only other Carps Tongue material in the study area north-west of Petters are swords from

Bourne End and Staines, a wing ornamented axe from Dorchester, an End-Winged axe each from Bray
Hoveringham Il hoard and High Wycombe, and a Bag Shaped chape from Little Wittenham.
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3.7.2 Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat beyond metalwork

Areas of Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat metalwork also correlate with other archaeological
features. Although this is not the place for an extensive survey as this primarily falls out of the
current study area, a few observations can be made. The distribution of perforated clay plaques
follows the main concentrations of Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat hoards, focusing especially on
the Thames Estuary, the Blackwater and coastal Kent. These objects are remarkably uniform, and
it has been recently suggested that they were used in bread baking. As there are no predecessors
of this object, this represents a new technology and cultural feature (Champion 2014). The
complete absence of these west of Petters/Runnymede, and their concentration by this western
boundary around the rivers Colne and Brent, closely ties in with the furthest western Thames

Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat material (Maps 3.4-5).

Handled jars also follow these distributions. These are found at Coombe Warren and in large
numbers at the Carshalton ringwork, in the heart of the Eastern Surrey North Downs hoard
group. Only one is present at Runnymede, helping to demonstrate that this is the boundary
area, and one each from the nearby Stanwell field system and Caesars Camp. The only other
examples in the study area are Weston Wood and one each from Aldermaston Wharf and Stone:
this latter site is on the northerly boundary of the study area, 5.3km from the Aylesbury Carps
Tongue/Boughton-Vénat hoard, and also appears to date earlier than the main Boughton-Vénat
metalwork. Aldermaston Wharf also appears to be slightly earlier. More than 27 LBA sites in
the study area therefore do not have handled jars, but they become slightly more common in
the Transition. Handled jars occur in some of the Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat® areas further
to the east primarily in Essex, for example at Springfield Lyons (Brown 2013), Mucking North
and South Ring (Barrett and Bond 1988; Brudenell 2016), South Hornchurch (Harrison 2000),
Springfield Park (Manning and Moore 2004) and Boreham Interchange (Lavender 1999); but also
occasionally in Kent at Cliffs End Farm (Leivers 2014) and Mill Hill (Champion 1980, fig. 6). A
number of LBA sites in north-west France and Belgium have also produced handled jars, although
a more detailed study of cross-channel pottery similarities is needed to confirm this significance
(e.g. numerous sites in papers in Bourgeois and Talon 2005; see also Bourgeois and Talon 2009,
52-5). These distributions hint at differences in the preparation, storage and consumption of food
in ‘Carps Tongue’ areas and those outside of it, although there are differences in pottery within
this broad area (cf. the Essex sites with Cliffs End Farm: Leivers 2014). Processes surrounding
food are deeply culturally embedded and provide major arenas in social expression (Goody
1982; Orton and Hughes 2013, 260). It is therefore not surprising that archaeologically surviving
material relating to food — pottery and perforated clay plaques — follow the distribution of other

culturally specific features.

38 They were not found at the Essex sites of Hall Road (Newton 2008), South Ockendon
(Jurgielewicz and Maynard 2000), Frog Hall Farm (Brooks 2002), Great Baddow (Brown and Lavender
1994), Broomfield (Atkinson 1995), and Broads Green (Brown 1988); and in Kent at Highstead (Couldrey
2007), Hoo St Werburgh (Moore 2002), and Monkton Court Farm (Perkins et al. 1994).
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Ninth century ringwork enclosures also share these distributional patterns (Maps 3.4-5). Although

earlier enclosures are known further west at Rams Hill, Eynsham Abbey, Castle Hill/Wittenham
Clumps and Taplow, these are quite different sites and either entirely or primarily predate the
Ewart Park/Carps Tongue deposition. In the study area, those contemporary with this metalwork
includes Carshalton, probably Nore Hill and Mayfield Farm, and possibly Coombe Warren. Three
of these are in areas of significant Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat metalwork deposition, and all
are in areas producing perforated clay plaques and handled jars (Map 3.4). East of the study area
the chronology of ringwork enclosures focuses on the ninth century, contemporary with Carps
Tongue/Boughton-Vénat/Ewart Park metalwork, but also span the centuries immediately before
and after (Manby 2007; Guttman and Last 2000; Hull 2001; Brown and Medlycott 2013; Bennett
et al. 2007; Bond 1988; Clark and Fell 1954; Stead 1969; Evans et al. 2016, Chap. 3). A similar
survey of the French Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat region has not been undertaken, although
broad association between this metalwork and ringworks enclosures can be seen at Malleville-
sur-le Bec, Normandy (Bourgeois and Talon 2009, 45-8). This region also allies with Britain due
to the presence of roundhouses, differing from rectangular buildings common in other areas of
France (Mordant 2013, 576-8; Bourgeois and Talon 2009, 45-8). However, we should not see this
large area consisting of Kent, Essex and parts of north-west France as an entirely unified cultural

region as there are differences within it, for example the lack of visible LBA roundhouses in Kent.

Here we are seeing a broad cultural region dating to the ninth century. This is defined by the
presence or absence of particular types of material culture, and differences in the treatment of
these objects. This group is differentiated from those further up the valley due to the presence
of Carps Tongue/Boughton-Vénat metalwork with its particular depositional patterns, alongside
perforated clay plaques, handled jars and ringwork enclosures. Pottery fabrics and assemblage
sizes also differ in this region compared to the Upper Thames. These patterns in material culture
tell not only of physical exchange and interaction, but also different religious and social practices,
and specific cultural choices and orientations. This group appears in the study area either side
of both the north and south peripheries of the Middle Thames Valley, but no further west of
Petters/Runnymede in the valley itself. It continues into the Lower Thames Valley and beyond.
There appears to be an outlier in the Upper Thames Valley at Castle Hill/Wittenham Clumps —this
enclosure is related to the eastern ringworks and saw at least some activity in the ninth century;
found nearby were two Carps Tongue objects,*® and the size of the pottery assemblage is also
unusual in this region, more characteristic of sites further downstream (see below; Map 3.6).
Perhaps a group here was imitating activity more normal in the Lower Thames Valley. Excluding
Castle Hill, the distribution of this wider cultural group therefore appears to deliberately avoid
the Upper and Middle Valley itself. Alongside this cultural region, there is a further broad split
between the Upper and Middle Thames Valley that can also be seen in various aspects of the

archaeological record.

39 A Bag-Shaped chape was found 500m from the enclosure, and a wing ornamented axe from
Dorchester, c.2km away. The two northerly ringwork outliers — Thwing and Grimthorpe in East Yorkshire
—are also both c.30km from the northerly Carps Tongue sword outlier (Burgess and Colquhoun 1988, PI.
133).
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3.7.3 Material culture patterns

Hoard groups

The Eastern Surrey North Downs and Coombe Warren hoard groups seem to be loosely
bounded subgroups within the Carps Tongue phenomenon, although they are immersed within
communities to the east. The other two hoard groups have wide distributions — the Thames-
side ranges from Wandsworth to Lechlade; and the Tributary hoards from Hanwell to Princes
Risborough on the Chilterns, and Blewbury off the Berkshire Downs. Given their overlapping
distributions, it does not appear that these latter groups of hoards were deposited by ostensibly
different social groups, unlike those belonging to Carps Tongue. Instead, particular topographic
locations were deemed appropriate to deposit particular assemblages of objects. However,
the lack of metalwork in and around the upper reaches of the Thames, especially compared
to notable concentrations elsewhere, does suggest different cultural practices and outlooks
to those downstream from around Wallingford, the last concentration of riverine Ewart Park
material. This broad split between the Upper and Middle Thames Valley with Wallingford at the

boundary is also seen in pottery fabrics and perhaps assemblage sizes.
Pottery

The sizes of pottery assemblages suggest a broad split between the Upper and Middle Thames
Valley, but the divide between the Middle Th