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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis is to introduce a new approach to the analysis of social
organisation of the southern Greek Mainland during the Early Helladic II period.
Central to this approach is a view of social organisation less as a “problem” faced by

soclety and more as an open-ended project that involves defining particular networks

of relationships as “associations that matter”. From this point of departure, this thesis
undertakes a novel analysis of domestic and monumental architecture (and their
related artefactual assemblages), placing emphasis on the definition of contexts of
practice where particular models of groupness were promoted and reproduced. The
analysis establishes the “domestic” and the “public” as historically specific statements

of belonging, firmly grounded in the ways specific activities, commensal events

involving the sharing of a collectively procured produce, were structured.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Aims, Scope and Structure of Thesis

1.1 The problem

Even for those only barely acquainted with the Prehistory of the Aegean, Early
Helladic II (EH II), the second and longer-lived phase of the Early Bronze Age
(2750/2650 - 2200 B.C. — Manning 1995: 168-174) on the Greek Mainland, needs
little introduction. Since Wace and Blegen’s (1918) definition of a tripartite scheme
to describe the mainland prehistory (Early, Middle and Late Helladic), and the

further three-fold subdivision of each of the three major periods, it dominates

perceptions of the mainland Early Bronze Age (EBA) (Rutter 1993a; Manning
1997).

This privileged status stems at least party from this phase being the best known and
best represented (Figure 1.1), in turn the result not only of a highly distinctive,
readily recognizable, and widely distributed ceramic repertory, but also of
exceptionally well-preserved, and occasionally large-scale, architectural remains, in
association with which this pottery was commonly found. But EH II is mainly
famous for supposedly having seen not simply the emergence of social complexity,

but also its unique (vis-a-vis the other phases of the EBA) manifestation. It thus

stands at the core of current understandings of the historical trajectory of the

mainland.




That this understanding was built over a long period of time and as a result of
particular concerns in the study of the Aegean prehistory is not a grand revelation. Its
foundations, as is widely known, were laid in the context of an attempt to re-interpret
the palaces of the Minoan-Mycenaean era. Most analyses of the Aegean Bronze Age
begin by recounting how Renfrew, attempting to prove the “complexity” of the
palatial civilisation as an indigenous creation, has drawn attention to the EBA as the
moment “when it all started”. Equally, it is rethinking of the insights of the
Emergence that brought forward as the particularity of the mainland the fact that

ostentatious indications of complexity are limited to the EH II (Manning 1997).

The more recent call for the EBA to be studied in its own terms (e.g. Day and Wilson
2002) has hardly forced us to rethink the story we have being accustomed to telling.
After nearly a century of research, Early Helladic studies seem thus to have reached a
point where any understanding of the “architecture” of EBA (how, paraphrasing
Sherratt 19935, parts of it are different one from another, and in what ways they all fit
in an intelligible unfolding) needs to accommodate a particular interpretation (as
“complex™) of a series of phenomena referred to under the heading EH II. The
paradigmatic status of this interpretation cannot be thus emphasised enough,

considering the range of expectations it raised, the valorisations of the material it

entailed, and the consequential arguments it instigated.

1.2 Aims and objectives of thesis

The purpose of this thesis is precisely to rethink the programme within which this
particular narrative of the EBA was constructed. It more crucially involves providing
an alternative to social inquiry that may help us appreciate the nature and social
significance of the EH II material and to eventually assess the position of the phase

in the historical trajectory on the Mainland. Moving from static models of social

organisation to an approach able to highlight social order as an ongoing product of

human action seems a promising path to take.




1.3 Structure of thesis

Chapter 2 gives a brief background to the EH II, presenting previous attempts to

address its social significance, and the unanswered questions that these gave rise to.

Chapter 3 underlines some of the fallacies surrounding current analytical and
interpretive priorities and introduces an alternative theoretical framework for
approaching this material. By means of a theorization of practice, social organisation
1s highlighted as a kind of statement — discursive knowledge dependent on practice.

It is argued that this involves the definition of particular social networks as

“associations that matter” by highlighting particular contexts of practice as

“dominant”.

Chapter 4 states the methodological principles and focus of analysis. The relevance
of an inquiry into the “built environment” as structuring contexts of interaction 1s
discussed and the particular premises and goals of this analysis are presented. More
specifically, analysis will seek to reveal the ways in which architecture is implicated
in the production of conditions of interaction while at the same time becoming the
embodiment of the relationships that this interaction promotes. The relevance of such

an inquiry to the study of the archaeological record of the Early Helladic II 1s then
demonstrated.

Chapter 5 undertakes an analysis of the “domestic record”. Moving beyond previous

attempts to identify the “typical domestic unit”, this chapter emphasises the dynamic
nature of this architecture. In view of this analysis, the domestic record emerges less
as an aggregate of similar (“cellular”) units and more as the ongoing product of

particular “dwelling” practices. The special significance of the room with a central

hearth is also considered.

Chapter 6 proposes a general redefinition of the nature of EH II monumental
architecture. Stressing the predictable and identifiable character of these buildings, as
opposed to the more fluid domestic architecture, monumentality is presented as

involving the strategic creation of fixed and lasting places, potentially inviting large

groups of people.




In the following two chapters, analytical focus shifts to the examples of monumental

architecture excavated at one of the most important sites of the EBA mainland, Lerna
in the Argolid.

Chapter 7 undertakes a sustained analysis of the “communal” character of
monumental architecture through a particular focus on the famous House of the
Tiles. Also, a review of the architectural history of the site shows that much of the

architectural investment on the mound of Lerna revolves around the definition of this

“public” or communal space.

Chapter 8 explores the nature and significance of the activities documented in
relation to the Lerna monumental buildings. Particular emphasis is placed on the
sealing assemblages, which have to date dominated discussions of the Early Helladic
period. Contrary to current views of the sealings as evidence for the operation of an
administrative/bureaucratic system, this chapter puts forward the possibility that
sealing practices were implicated in a process of food collection, distribution and

consumption. The implications for current models of redistribution are then

considered.

Chapter 9 brings together and discusses insights gained by the analysis of domestic

and monumental contexts. Also, in order to demonstrate the potential of the approach

for the study of social change, it briefly considers some of the material evidence of
the following period, the EH III .




CHAPTER 2

IMAGINING THE EARLY HELLADIC I

2.1 Introduction

This chapter serves a dual purpose. First, it offers some background information on

the material designated as EH II. Second, it outlines current interpretive priorities in

its analysis.

Generally, two major phases can be distinguished in the analysis of the EH II

material. The first 1s characterized by an almost exclusive concern with its

appropriate chronological definition and has been, by extension, rather poor in

insights as to its historical significance. The second has witnessed an increasing

effort to provide a social “interpretation” of this material. Mainly building upon the

programme introduced by Colin Renfrew’s (1972) seminal Emergence of

Civilisation, such analysis has been tightly related to the perennial question of social
evolution. As posited by Renfrew himself, such a concern was synonymous with
detecting and explaining the emergence of social complexity. In this framework, the
identification of the social type thought to most accurately describe EH Il
organisation often figures as the ultimate purpose of analysis. The particular

problems, that insistence on this approach has given rise to, are also exposed.




2.2 Defining the EH 11

As currently known and employed, the EH II is the product of a tripartite scheme
proposed early in the 1920s for the classification of the EBA material on the Greek
Mainland. The major proponents of this scheme were, of course, Wace and Blegen.
Appearing in 1918, their joint paper on “the pre-Mycenaean Pottery of the Mainland”
represents the first explicit attempt to organise the distinctive prehistoric material
furnished by excavations at a number of sites north and south of the Corinthian
Isthmus (in the modern regions of Phokis, Boeotia and Argolicorinthia - see Forsén
1992: 10). In this scheme, “Early Helladic II” (EH II) referred to those strata which
contained “good quality” glazed pottery, yellow mottled vessels and much plain
ware, as opposed both to the predominant polished and red glaze ware of the lower

(EH I) levels and the “degenerated” glazed and dark-on-light painted wares of the
EH III strata.

Conducting extensive survey in the region of north-eastern Peloponnese (Arapiza,
Yiriza, Korakou), Blegen (1921) was also responsible for elaborating on the
particular features of the period. A site of Corinthia in the valley of Kleonai,
Zygouries, proved particularly illuminating. Underneath the Mycenaean deposits,
excavation revealed a series of structures, which, based on the earlier definition,

appeared to be assigned to EH II (Blegen 1928).

Progress in the definition of these three phases was rather slow in coming. In fact,
only Goldman’s (1931) excavations at the Boeotian site of Eutresis, near Thebes, has
furnished a clear stratigraphy which allowed to posit with greater precision the
features of the three phases in ceramic terms. This involved the definition also of a
comprehensive repertory of distinctive shapes (as opposed to the former exclusive
preoccupation with surface treatment) for each phase: large bowls, cups, jars and
pyxides for the earliest EH I strata; a variety of deeper and shallower bowls,

sauceboats and askoi for the EH II; tankards, beaker jugs, and large jars and pithoi
for the EH IlL.

By the mid 1950s, the idea of three fixed phases in the historical development of the

EBA Mainland had begun to take deep roots, and subsequent excavations in other
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parts of the area (e.g. Aghios Kosmas in Attica — Mylonas 1959) sought more or less
successfully to implement the given set of ceramic criteria for the characterisation
and dating of the uncovered deposits. Given the relative absence of sound
stratigraphic information, this was not always a straightforward procedure. Blegen
(1951: 21) himself, who always insisted on the importance of stratigraphy, had
already cautioned that these phases “have not yet been adequately correlated to
permit a general application with any clarity of definition to one entire area” and that

Early Helladic I, II, and III remained concepts “somewhat nebulous and ill-defined”.

It was especially after the excavations at Lerna (Caskey 1954, 1955a; 1956; 1957,
1958) that the nature of the period came to be most forcefully acknowledged. First of
all, EH II diagnostic pottery was correlated with impressive architectural remains,
including two superimposed rectangular buildings of an unusually complex plan and
exceptional dimensions (Building BG and its successor, the famous House of the
Tiles), found in association with part of a complex fortification system (Figure 2.1).
Equally impressive was the variety of small objects from metal, stone, bone and clay,

including at least two significant collections of sealings (Heath 1958; Wiencke
1969).

The stratigraphic clarity at Lerna allowed to resolve several of the ambiguities
surrounding the definition of the EH II (Caskey 1960: 285). Most important was the
possibility of redefining the date of important sites excavated to that date (Raphina,
Askitario, Aghios Kosmas) and wrongly assigned by their excavators to the EH 1lI.
Although not all ambiguities were resolved, Caskey’s work did bring to the forefront
the impressive homogeneity of the EH II material. This also allowed to underline a
fundamental uniformity in the particular geographical area where early explorations
had focused. As a result, a “core area” or “heartland” of Early Helladic Culture was

defined, mainly consisting of the modern divisions of Argolid, Corinthia, Attica, and
Boeotia (Pullen 1985: 47-52).

Thus, by the early 1970s, the quantity and quality of the material associated with the
EH II had already begun to dominate perceptions of the EBA of the Greek Mainland.
Contrary to the often enigmatic EH I and the far less well represented EH 1lI,

ceramics attributed until then to the middle phase of the EBA were not only, as
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already said, both ubiquitous and abundant, but also associated with substantial and

often particularly well-preserved architectural remains.

Held back by a pervading antiquarianism, the Cultural-Historical school of research
most notably represented by John Caskey seemed to lack the conceptual tools that
would allow the significance of this material to be addressed. As a result, it was
possible to go only so far as to confirm “a bright flowering of human society”
(Caskey 1960). The information on this society concerned not only details on the
nature of settlements but, most importantly, the existence of more substantial
structures, such as those revealed at Lerna. In an archaeology long dominated by the
“glory” of the Minoan-Mycenaean palaces, there were very few alternatives for
conceptualizing the significance of this discovery. In this sense, the best preserved
House of the Tiles and its predecessor, Building BG, suggested to their excavator
that the complex architectural achievements of the later prehistory of southern
Aegean had some clear earlier counterparts. The relationship of EH II to the palatial

era was of course addressed far more explicitly a few years later by C. Renfrew.

2.3 Colin Renfrew and the emergence of EH II complexity

2.3.1 From “periods” to “cultures”

The publication of Colin Renfrew’s seminal Emergence of Civilization early in the
1970s appeared to signal a major breakthrough in the analysis of Early Helladic
material. The methodological and interpretive programme presented there 1s common
enough ground. It represents the first attempt to examine EBA material remains from

the southern Aegean within the context of an inquiry into social evolution. Such a

priority defined the purposes of social analysis as concerned with the emergence of

complexity.

To undertake this inquiry it was necessary to provide corrections to previous
classifications of the EH material. More specifically, Renfrew challenged both the
usefulness of the tripartite scheme itself for the description of these “bodies of

material”, and the validity of the concomitant assumption of a single culture



developing in three stages. The core of the argument, later reiterated by McNeal

(1975), rested on the perceived qualitative differences between the three EBA
assemblages from the Greek Mainland. “Early Helladic I, II, and III”, Renfrew

maintained, “designate distinct assemblages of material, which are, in effect,
cultures, in the well-defined archaeological sense of that term” (1972: 54, emphasis
added). Renfrew referred to Childe’s (1929: v-vi; see also Clarke 1968: 206) famous
definition of cultures as constantly recurring assemblages of artefacts, complexes, in
other words, of regularly associated material traits (Renfrew 1972: 4, 54; 1979).

“Cultures”, Renfrew went on, “have extension in time and space: they are not the

same as chronological periods” (1972: 53). So although numerical designations (such
as EB 1, 2, and 3) could be maintained for purely chronological purposes, they do

not, and should not, necessarily imply sequence in cultural terms.

In this sense, then, the sects of matenial (primarily ceramic) features that were

previously used as diagnostic of three chronological phases could now be employed

to define three distinct cultural groups, each named after the site where those features
were either first identified or found best represented (Renfrew 1972: 54, 99). In this
respect, Renfrew proposed the term “Korakou Culture” to describe the assemblage
characterised by the widespread thin-walled pottery, with lustrous surface (known as
Urfirnis) occurring in readily recognisable shapes such as the sauceboat, the askos,
and the little footed bowl or saucer. This cultural group was distinct from both the
earlier “Eutresis Culture” and the later “Tiryns culture”. The former referred to the
“EH I” ceramic assemblage, characterised by the predominance of red-slipped ware
and ceramic shapes such as the jug, the large bowl and the jar, which, although first
recognised by Blegen at Korakou, seemed better illustrated in Group III at Eutresis.
The latter designated the Early Helladic 111 assemblage, first identified in Tiryns, but
substantially redefined on the basis of the Lerna evidence (Caskey 1960). The
diagnostic ceramic material of this “cultural group” consisted of the characteristic
light-on-dark and dark-on-light pattern painted wares, occurring in diagnostic shapes

such as the two-handled tankard and the wide cup with out-turned rim.

Renfrew’s alternative scheme was promoted as having important analytical
implications. While it continued to be necessary to establish each culture’s diagnostic

(mainly ceramic) features, and to position the different cultural groups with greater



accuracy in time and space (i.e. to delineate these chunks of time and space within
which particular material regularities can be registered), this was only the first step of
the analytical procedure. The second step involved defining the sources of this
temporally- and spatially-specific variation. For, importantly, the definition of a
culture as a set of artefact-type categories, which consistently recur together in
assemblages (Clarke 1968: 206), merely described the ways in which a distinct form
of life can be expected to become manifested in the archaeological material, without
actually also presuming the source of these patterns. To eschew unwarranted
normative overtones (the idea of culture as an abstract structure of shared thought
and custom) and unsubstantiated ethnic assumptions (its conventional correlation
with particular “peoples”), Renfrew stressed that what these spatially and temporally

specific bodies of material collectively record is the organisation and regulated

operation of human behaviour - a unique human adaptation at a given time and place
(1972: 4).

The thrust of the argument lay, in other words, in the idea that the regularities in
human behaviour represented by an archacological culture revealed a kind of order
achieved through the workings of an integrated whole, best envisaged as a closed
system (Renfrew 1972: 19). This system could be methodologically dissected into
separate yet interdependent and interacting fields of human activity, the “sub-
systems” (subsistence, technology, social, projective or symbolic, trade and
communication). Investigating these interactions supposedly allowed a rigorous and

objective analysis of the operational mechanisms of the system, which, as already

said, ultimately accounted for the particular form and spatio-temporal patterning of

the material.

2.3.2 “Change in EH II”

Renfrew’s revision and re-classification of the EBA evidence from the mainland not
only confirmed the exceptional nature of the assemblage now referred to as the
Korakou Culture; reading into the material far more than the previous abstract idea of
a “bright flowering society”, Renfrew could now also clarify the true nature of its

differences from the other EBA assemblages. The possibility of treating this
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assemblage as the empirical manifestation of a bounded cultural system, allowed him
to highlight an array of material phenomena as recording significant changes in

several subsystems (technology, subsistence, exchange), and ultimately in the social

domain.

The scholar first of all stressed not only the proliferation of EH II sites in relation to
the ecarlier phase (the “Eutresis Culture™) but also the particular form the
correspondent architectural remains often took. The appearance of settlements of
agglomerate plan, of the type excavated to that date for example at Zygouries
(Blegen 1928; see Chapter 5), was significant, especially by comparison to the
“earlier” “widely spaced” houses: EH II settlements represented an aggregation of
population, and could be regarded as “proto-urban” (“small towns™) in terms of the
wide range of functions they fulfilled (1972: 108). Equally, if not more, significant
were the examples of large-scale architecture, taking the form of both defensive
works (fortifications) and prominent buildings. For Renfrew, all these examples
bespoke the ability to mobilise labour, as well as the need for “central” supervision
and co-ordination. Buildings such as those excavated at Lerna further testified to this
“central authority”, by virtue not only of their size but also of their association with
large assemblages of sealings, since this indicated to his mind a previously unattested
centralisation of economic transactions. In his words, EH II mainland provided “the
earliest clear indication of a formal redistributive organisation, such as is very clearly

documented in the palaces of Crete some 500 years later” (1974: 80-81; also 1972:
482).

As this evidence clearly paralleled (albeit potentially in “embryonic” form) the
developments which Renfrew regarded as defining the palatial societies of the
second millennium, the EB2 on the Greek Mainland could now be highlighted as
“the decisive phase for the emergence of civilisation” (1972: 107). This idea was
confirmed by the designation of EH II social organisation as conforming to a
“chiefdom”. In other words, the above mentioned material features were thought to
sustain the identification of one of the most crucial (and ubiquitous) social types, as
defined and made operational archaeologically by Service (1962). Although Renfrew
subsequently argued against the value of such “catch-all” social types for predicting

the course of social evolution, foregrounding instead their advantages only as
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conceptual tools for the exploration of social organisation (1974), it was a rather
fortunate coincidence that in the Aegean these early chiefdoms were in fact followed

by the complex “states” of the 2nd millennium B.C. (Tringham 1974).

2.4 After Renfrew: defining the “incipient complexity” of the EB 2 mainland

Even though the direct linkages which Renfrew tried to establish between the EBA
and the palatial societies of later prehistory were severely criticized (e.g. Cherry
1984), Renfrew’s program was meant to have a lasting impact on EH studies.
Attempts to understand this particular material seemed now to hinge on the ability to
elicit the social and political organization which lay behind its material features, and
to tie this, if possible, into a general history of the Aegean. The idea that this period
may have witnessed the emergence of important social asymmetries, definitely an
intriguing possibility, further commended this inquiry; it also justified the emphasis

on the EH II, as the particular moment within the period when such change becomes

more readily evident.

This fascination with the EH II or Korakou Culture seemed to be sustained by
ongoing empirical discoveries. This involved both the excavation of “typical”
settlernents of the period (such as Lithares; Tzavella-Evjen 1985) and the discovery
on both sides of the Corinthian Isthmus of at least five new buildings of a plan and
size comparable to the House of Tiles and Building BG at Lerna (Shaw 1987; 1990).
Moreover, while the other two assemblages continued to remain rather poorly
represented (with some exceptions - see Dousougli 1987 for new findings on the EH

I), the first systematic field surveys produced abundant EH II material (see for

example Van Andel et al. 1986; Van Andel and Runnels 1987).

At least two major synthetic analyses undertaken in the mid 1980°s, Konsola’s
analysis of the phenomenon of “urbanisation” and Pullen’s doctoral thesis on Early

Helladic Social Organisation, demonstrated a new confidence in analysing this

growing corpus of material, betraying in their interpretive and analytical focus the

new emphasis on the “emergence of complexity”.
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Konsola’s comparison between a number of sites sought to associate good quality
architecture and buildings of “monumental” character or “special function” with
“high” quality craft goods and traded objects (1984a; 1986). That these
characteristics were to be found in a group of larger settlements (most of which
assignable to EH II) could indicate “central places” controlling larger regions (1984a:
166). Such supposed evidence for the co-ordination of economic and social activities

at a larger geographical scale, provided a direct indication for the emergence of

regionally organised societies, of chiefdoms or “polities” in other words, thus

corroborating Renfrew’s original assertions.

At about the same time, Pullen’s (1985) doctoral dissertation undertook an explicit
inquiry into EH social organization, an inquiry which was deemed necessary, given
Renfrew’s only cursory engagement with the material from the mainland. At least
initially, Pullen questioned the ability of social typologies (on which previous
scholars had extensively relied) to provide adequate descriptions of social
organisation, and insisted instead on the enhanced potential of a “multi-dimensional”
approach. This should be able to provide accurate “measurements” of social
complexity, by examining potential differentiation both vertically and horizontally
and at several “levels” of social organization (individual-settlement-region). Both
funerary and settlement evidence from the “heartland” of the mainland Greece was
assembled and subjected to this inquiry. Not all sets of evidence provided clear or
coherent results, and the treatment of the EH period as a whole further obscured

matters. Nonetheless, Pullen eventually found that at least the EH II evidence fitted
the category of chiefdom fairly well (Pullen 2003).

The question of social organisation in EH II was also briefly tackled by Wiencke
(1989). Surveying developments in several fields of activity (agriculture, trade,
technology), the scholar confirmed a gradual development that “culminated” towards
the end of the period in the appearance of the material phenomena that had captured
Renfrew’s attention in the first place — i.e. large monumental buildings together with
sealings, in addition to large decorated hearths and similarly decorated pithoi. The

earlier characterisation of this relatively complex society seemed therefore secure.
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This basic understanding provided the framework for the analysis of different aspects

of the material. For example, defining degrees of “specialization” became an

important analytical goal of ceramic or lithic studies (see for example Rutter 1993b;

Runnels 2001). In a similar vein, the identification of site hierarchies has figured as a
prominent objective of field surveys. On the basis of discrepancies in site size, and of
the concentration of “special” finds (such as roof tiles and large clay hearths) and of
evidence for craft (mainly of obsidian production) at some “larger” sites, such
hierarchical organisation of the landscape was considered to be true not only of the
Argolid and Corinthia (which since became the focus of much intensive survey - see
Van Andel, Runnels and Pope 1986; van Andel and Runnels 1987; Runnels and van
Andel 1987; also Runnels et al. 1995; Forsén 1992; Wells and Runnels 1996;

Cosmopoulos 1998) but quite possibly of the whole Peloponnese (e.g. Methana and
Laconia — Mee 1999; 2001) and central Greece (e.g. Cosmopoulos 1991a, b).

2.5 Imagining the historical trajectory of the mainland: Complexity and Decline
in the EBA

The validity or usefulness of this interpretive and analytical programme has to date
never been challenged. On the contrary, in the following years, the insights which 1t

enabled provided an unquestioned basis upon which new questions were formulated.

For example, the “fortune” of this “emergent” society soon became the object of
much scholarly scrutiny. Its explanation was even, as declared in his introduction, the

basic purpose of Pullen’s analysis (1985: 1). For by that time, the observation that
the Mainland had failed to develop palaces immediately subsequently to the EBA

had begun to gain increasing importance.

Adherence to the evolutionary paradigm initiated by Renfrew himself left few other
options but to perceive this differential development as a “decline” (1972: 116, 255-

64, 477; also see Whitelaw 2004: 233; Whitley 2004). Indeed, all the analyses of the
EBA Mainland which followed Renfrew’s precepts (e.g. Konsola’s aforementioned
analysis of the phenomenon of “urbanisation™; also Wiencke 1989) ended up
confirming that all the “complex” characteristics of the EB 2 settlements (mainly

large-scale architecture and potentially sealing systems) subsequently declined

14



instead of proliferating, and that what had come to be known as the “EH III” or
Renfrew’s “Tiryns Culture” clearly lacked any indication of such complexity
(Konsola 1986: 17). This was a conclusion which remained largely unaffected by the

subsequent demonstration of lines of continuity in several other aspects of the

material record of the two periods (for example ceramics and lithics; see Rutter 1979;
1995; Runnels 19835; 2001).

Renfrew himself had already acknowledged these marked differences and while also
perceiving them as a “break” in the development of the EBA Mainland (see above),
he seemed little concerned to explicitly address them. On the contrary, for the
following generation of researchers, it was precisely such presumed “disintegration”
of EH II social systems, the fact that the promising EB 2 developments were
followed by a static, rather “regressive” and occasionally “obscure” EB 3 (Konsola
1986; Pullen 1985; Pullen 1987: 534; Wiencke 1989: 509; Manning 1994, 1997),
rather than by the anticipated “civilisation”, that could ultimately offer significant
insights into the question of social change in the prehistoric Aegean (Pullen 1985: 1).
What at the very least, this “historical hiccup” of the Mainland (as graphically put
by Manning 1994: 242) was thought to demonstrate, was the possible existence of
“local” or “regional” developmental trajectories, which had been glossed over in
Renfrew’s unifying and large-scale approach: it became evident, in other words, that

the broader picture that Renfrew had built was at the expense of significant “local”
particularities (Pullen 1985: 2).

Establishing the particularity of the historical development of the Greek Mainland 1n

terms of its delay in developing “the palace oriented societies such as evolved on
Crete immediately subsequent to the third millennium B.C.” (Pullen 1985: 1)

eventually confirmed the failure of the EH II developments to lead to “superior”

forms of social organisation - an idea most forcefully conveyed in Cherry’s

characterisation of the EB 2 Mainland as “a null case” (1984: 21). In Cherry’s terms,

this called into question Renfrew’s gradualist approach, clearly invalidating his

attempt to trace the “seeds” of the palatial institutions in the preceding period. It
became in other words possible to argue that the appearance of “superior” forms of
social organisation as illustrated by the palaces of Crete and the Greek mainland was

not dependent upon (and therefore could not be explained or predicted by) earlier
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formations, however “developed” or promising these might look. That social change
1s in fact a far more discontinuous process than Renfrew had imagined, and that
“apparent steps towards centralisation and organisational complexity in one

generation may be offset or reversed later” (1984: 23; emphasis added), was

suggested to Cherry by the particular example of the Mainland.

Establishing the source of these discontinuities became the next important task.
Theories about “newcomers” and “invasions” were already particularly popular
among the earliest generation of researchers, and, even though increasingly frowned
upon as outdated (Rutter 1993a), more sophisticated “processual” attempts have
hardly managed to produce any more convincing scenario. Thus, while for some
archacologists there was no obvious alternative to presenting a new population

element as responsible for “the catalysis” of EH II societies (see Wiencke 1989;

2000), others have relied on the idea that the emergence of complex social
institutions and their failure are inevitably intertwined (cf. Tainter 1988: 3), and have
therefore attempted to find evidence for the depletion of that vital resource which had
sustained the EH II developments in the first place. A well-known scenario which
followed this logic surmised that excessive land clearance onto hill slopes, and large-
scale intense arable farming (as given further support by the recently available
evidence for the use of the plough - Pullen 1992), created the circumstances where
slope denudation was possible (van Andel et al. 1986; 1990; Jameson et al. 1994:
191, 355; Manning 1997: 152). The evidence called upon to back up this scenario
was rather flimsy and too localised to be of general applicability (see Broodbank
2000: 325-326): it consisted of the so-called “Picrodafni” alluvium, presumably
documenting a major episode of soil erosion taking place in the Argolid in the mid-

third millennium BC (as indicated by the presence of EH II sherds in the alluvium,

and by a single radiocarbon date - Zangger 1992; 1993).

Such failure aside, the crux of the matter lay, as Cherry himself put it, in the

“inherent fragility” of these emergent formations. Cherry claimed that it is precisely
such fragility that may well “find reflection in the extent of their decline in the face
of the disruptions during the latter part of the Early Bronze Age” (Cherry 1984: 30).

In other words, this evident inability to cope with adverse circumstances seems,

according to Cherry, to be a direct consequence of the very principles along which
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these early societies were organised and integrated: despite the dearth of information
on the details of this organisation, their presumed conformity to the chiefdom type
(this time indicated by a number of exceptional sites, among which Lerna with its
large-scale architecture) was taken to “explain” their lack of stability (1984: 30). The
question seems to boil down to sheer scale and complexity, for Cherry also cautioned
against assigning these early formations an “undeserved illusion of grandeur” (1984:
30). Terms such as “proto-urban”, Cherry maintained, not only imply a uni-
directional developmental trajectory, serving thus to reinforce the erroneous
impression of continuity with the later palatial societies, but also risk misleading us
on the scale and complexity of these societies. The chiefdom was thus sufficiently
general to allow for different developmental trajectories (Renfrew 1974), but perhaps

too general to enable a more sustained enquiry into the conditions that allowed for

these “divergent” histories.

2.6 Conclusions

After nearly a century of research we appear thus to have reached an interpretive and

analytical dead-end. On the one hand, we seem to have said all there is to say of EH
IT society. On the other, we have been rather less successful in dealing with the
question of change. Given the considerably enriched empirical evidence, it would be
perhaps unjustified to attribute the problems surrounding Early Helladic materal
exclusively to lack of relevant or well-published information. To be sure, new
interpretive objectives and analytical priorities have made during the past decades
new demands upon the material, and the poor quality of older reports has caused
justified frustration (Pullen 1985). If, however, this material continues to remain
stubbornly mute to our questions, is it not just possible that there is something
fundamentally wrong not only with these questions themselves, or with the
methodologies set to pursue them, but even with the background assumptions which
helped to categorise things in a specific way and thus to “constitute” the evidence as
such (Wylie 1996)? With such questions in mind, critical evaluation of current
understandings must expose the dominant problems of Helladic prehistory as what
they are: much less inherent in the archaeological evidence itself and far more the

product of a series of pre-understandings and often unverified assumptions which
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orientated ways of organising, looking at, and making sense of, this “evidence”. It is
only by rethinking the more general assumptions upon which particular types of

society (with “ideal” evolutionary trajectories) were identified, that we may

eventually achieve an enhanced understanding of the “historical trajectory” of the
Greek Mainland.
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CHAPTER 33

COMPLEXITY, POWER, AND “ASSOCIATIONS THAT MATTER '

AN ALTERNATIVE FRAMEWORK FOR THE ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL ORGANISATION

3.1 Introduction

It was shown in the previous chapter that our appreciation of the social significance
of the EH II material has come to depend on a social analysis which gave primacy to

the definition of the degree of social complexity and this has basically amounted to

the identification of a social type that this material seems best to represent.

This chapter is meant to put forward a different approach to social organization. The

impetus for this analysis is provided by recent developments in archaeological
theory. These have involved a sustained reaction against the unitary models and the
reductionism and determinism of previous approaches. It was the avowed objective
of much of this “post-processual” archaeology to do justice to the complexities and
messiness of human life, qualities that were largely masked in the unitary models of
New Archaeology. Their alternative emphasis on practice provides the possibility of
discussing the social as humanly created. To this redefinition of analysis as one not

of order but of ordering (Hinchcliffe 2000) is integral, in other words, an

understanding of patterning as a “practical achievement”.

By means of a theorisation of some fundamental properties of social action, and

particularly of its temporal character and referential capacity, emphasis 1s placed
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upon the definition of particular social networks as “associations that matter”. This
depends upon the constitution of particular practices as integral to the reproduction

of particular social groups. More specifically, attention is drawn to the strategic

elevation of particular contexts of practice as somehow “more important” for social

reproduction.

3.2 Archaeologies of complexity and the analysis of “social organization”

The major principles of analysis of social organization as currently practised stem
from social evolution. It is in this sense that emphasis on “complexity” becomes
meaningful. The idea that the history of humankind can be depicted as a progressive
movement towards increasingly complex forms sounds perhaps all too familiar.
Complexity has figured as what captures and conveys the most important differences
among human societies; as what helps to categorise social formations or to arrange
them along a scale; as the inescapable outcome of human history (almost its
underlying logic and ultimate goal); and at the same time as the most intriguing
phenomenon, the appearance of which we need to investigate and explain. This

emphasis does not mean, however, that we are in perfect control of the term or of its

application.

The most famous definition on which subsequent attempts to handle the concept
have relied is, of course, the Spencerian conception of social evolution as the
progressive movement from incoherent homogeneity to coherent heterogeneity or, in
Durkheim’s terms, from mechanical to organic solidarity. Centralisation and
differentiation have been the defining features of social complexity reproduced in
many archaeological discussions (see White 1949: 367; Flannery 1972; also
McGuire 1983). For example, in Flannery’s (1972: 409) systemic model, the
complexity of the social system can be measured in terms of its segregation (the
amount of internal differentiation) and centralisation (the degree of linkage between
the various subsystems and the highest-order controls in society). Similarly Renfrew,
in a more recent attempt to define “what the study of the evolution of ‘social
organisation’ exactly consists of”’, confirmed that what we are “in the broadest sense

concerned with is the emergence of inhomogeneity” (1984: 98). This is not any type
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of heterogeneity but the patterned relation between on the one hand segregation and

on the other centralization. As such, complexity defines (and supposedly addresses)

all the important features and principles that describe a human society: scale (and

size), social differentiation, social inequality, forms and mechanisms of integration
(see Paynter 1989).

How to operationalise these “measurements” has remained somewhat obscure. The
recurrent evocation of social types, as a convenient definition of different points
along a scale has hardly made things easier. Sure enough, social typologies have
been the most pervasive framework, appreciated both for the optimism they fostered
in the handling of the archaeological material (the concept came with a battery of
“predictions™ able to give meaning to archaeological configurations — e.g. Peebles
and Kus 1977; Renfrew 1974), as well as for their assumed grand comparative
potential (both synchronic and diachronic). Renfrew himself, and others after him
(e.g. Earle 1987; Chapman 2003) have repeatedly defended this “heuristic” value of
social typologies. Such heuristic value does not seem, however, entirely secure: for
example, some scholars have complained against the attempt to reconstitute human
history in terms of discrete stages (see McGuire 1983) and have expressed
reservations as to the process whereby ethnographic examples were temporally
ordered (to use Plog’s phrase [1973: 183], the extent to which: “patterns of temporal
variability [can be] inferred from patterns of variation in space”). Others have found
social types (the chiefdom in particular) overly general so as to become nearly trivial
(Yoffee 1993), or, on the contrary, too specific to actually fit any case other than
those they initially described (as Sanders and Webster 1978 note, the chiefdom
described by Service was in fact characteristic of Polynesia). For yet others, the most
serious problem was the internal coherence of these types, i.e. the extent to which the
(organizational and morphological) features that were presented as defining them
were “structurally related” (Renfrew 1974; see also Sabloff and Lamberg-Karlovsky
1974: 1). as these typologies developed in the context of the attempt to order

empirical (ethnographic) observation, they failed to provide mechanisms that

explained why particular “constellations of characteristics” are “non-random”.

More fundamental problems with social evolution concerned the implied idea of the

historical process as a progressive movement from simpler to more complex: with all
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its temporary “failures” and regressions, this has been a both directional and

predictable movement, driven forward by a fairly specific, if not entirely transparent
and agreed-upon, process. But most importantly, the paradigm of complexity, itself
the product of a particular era in the study of human history (Rowlands 1989), has

purposefully fostered the image of society as a manageable entity: with the logic of

the social process revealed and reduced to a set of fairly straightforward principles,
complexity itself becomes conveniently simplified. It has been already pointed out
(Shanks and Tilley 1987: 148), that what the paradigm of social evolution achieves
(and what may account for its pervasiveness and continuing appeal) is to describe an
orderly and predictable world, a world that can be known and understood, defined, as
it is, by concrete purposes and structures. It is in fact this regularity that was thought
to guarantee the status of archaeology as a science, as the objective study of
phenomena supposedly as real (and predictable) as the “things™ of the natural world
(cf. Wenke 1981: 82). The analysis of social organization (with its implicit emphasis
on order, regularity, and general principles) finds, as currently practised, its
significance in this programme. The idea that there are some fundamental principles
governing human behaviour and its development has had an understandable appeal to
archaeology. But it has come at a great price: to reduce the mass of the
archaeological data to order with an ideal type, variability has had to be suppressed
as merely contingent, the concrete and the particular had to be subsumed in terms of

an abstract category (Shanks and Tilley 1987: 149; Van der Leeuw and McGlade
1997: 5; Barrett and Damilati 2004: 149).

To this reductionism came to be added a further problem. This, as Barrett and
Halstead note (2004: x), concerns the very definition of the object of analysis. In a
chapter included in his book with the programmatic title “Approaches to Social
Archaeology” (1984), Renfrew placed particular emphasis on the definition of the
“social group” as a pre-requisite of any social (i.e. systemic) analysis. His initial
predilection for culture as indicating the “social system” (1972; see Chapter 2) was
here replaced by a “spatially” (i.e. territorially) defined entity, the polity. This 1s the
“effective” social group, or “higher order entity”. Renfrew subsequently (1986: 1)
asserted the polity as an autonomous socio-political territorial unit. As he took great
pain to argue, the importance of this definition (especially in contradistinction to the

earlier emphasis on the “culture™) is that these entities are “socially real” — entities
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not only recognized by their members but also functioning as the most pervasive
allegiance a person has (much as the citizen’s commitment to his [sic] nation).
According to Renfrew, acknowledging this is crucial, because it is precisely this
overriding group consciousness that drives group behaviour, structuring people’s

activities, and ultimately accounting for particular (archaeologically recoverable, at

least in “favourable circumstances”) material patterns (1984: 97; also 1974).

Today, the assumption that one can “identify”, “define” and “measure” societies as
closed entities amenable to classification has been seriously questioned (see Thomas
2000; Barrett 1990; 2001; Barrett and Halstead 2004). The very possibility of

classifying has been considered problematic, both because it assumes the ability to

capture “the essence” of what a particular order is, and because it presupposes
boundedness and fixity of form. Society in other words, is regarded as an object
given, or at least as a range of discoverable structures and processes analogous in

some way to the physical structures and processes which are presumably the subject

matter of the natural sciences. As will be elaborated below, this critique may serve as

a useful point of departure for rethinking the purposes and methods of social
analysis.

3.3 Dcbating societies: the emphasis on practice

The foregoing critique echoes a more general dissatisfaction in the social sciences
with the notion of society as a valid object of social discourse (Ingold 1994; Giddens
1990: 12-14; Urry 2000: 5-12; Bauman 1992: 39, 56-57). This emerged from a
reflection upon the ways in which “society” was in the first place defined (i.e. In
opposition to the individual and the community): tailored after the nation-state, the
concept either implied a domain of external regulation of social relationships
(encouraging the opposition structure/agency), or evoked a mode of social
association of rational beings bound by contract and self-interest (communitas vs.
societas). Most theorists would now take issue with the idea of a bounded entity with
a high level of social and cultural integration, a high degree of functional
interdependence of its various parts and a high degree of unity and independence vis-

a-vis other similar entities (Featherstone 1995: 132). The reaction has found general
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expression in Mann’s famous aphorism that “societies are much messier than our
theories of them” (1986: 4; see Urry 2000: 9).

The extreme proposition to dismiss the concept of society as “theoretically obsolete”
(see Ingold 1996: 57) was meant to signal a shift of emphasis from the study of
societies as things to the study of social life as process. In the simplest of terms,
“questions about social life have to do with elucidating the dynamic properties of
human relationships” (Ingold 1994: 737). The alternative thus to treating societies
“as real entities ‘out there’ presenting themselves to anthropological observation as
objects to be described, compared and classified”, would be to shift focus to
relationships, so that a concern with “societies” has been replaced by one with

“sociality” (Ingold 1994). In effect this returns the notion of society to its earlier (i.e.

prior to the eighteenth century) significance, i.e. to associate, to live in the company
of others (Strum and Latour 1987; Gregory 1989).

The shift came in tandem with an increasing emphasis on practice as “the very
ontological (basis) condition of human life in society as such” (Giddens 1993: 81).
In simple terms, this amounts to the prosaic formulation that anything that happens
or exists in social life is generated through enacted forms of conduct, and, by
extension, that things exist only insofar as we practically engage with them. From
this perspective, Thomas argues, “the social ceases to have any grounding essence
and becomes something that people do: its reproduction depends entirely on its
continual performance” (2000: 152). According to this “performative view”, Strum

and Latour argue, “society 1s constructed through the many efforts to define it: it is

something achieved in practice” (1987: 784).

We could dwell upon this idea of the “restlessly self-modifying” character of human
social orders (Giddens 1993: 117). It first of all brings forward the transformative
capacity of action, confirming its vital connection with power (Giddens 1979: 83),
where the latter is now to be perceived primarily as an ability to act (porere) and
therefore as an enabling (“power to”), rather than exclusively constraining force

(“power over”) (on the distinction between the two understandings of power also see

Benton 1981: 176; Miller and Tilley 1984: 5). The implications are crucial: “society™

ceases to be conceived as a set of fixed and static structures, existing independently
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of and guiding the actions of individuals and groups (Giddens 1984). Instead,
interpretive energy is directed to understanding the ways in which these structures

are produced and reproduced by actors’ ongoing attempts to provide “definitions” of

them.

3.4 Creating the social: social models and “associations that matter”

We should further comment on this idea of social actors providing in and through
their actions definitions of the social world (and of their place in it) — in effect
interpretations of the very conditions of their existence (cf. also Dobres 2000: 5). In

Strum and Latour’s (1987) terms, this means that social actors are “fully-fledged

social scientists”, researching (and, by so doing, constantly reinventing) what the

social world 1s, what holds it together, and how it can be altered. Once it is
acknowledged that this “research” involves human beings assessing, as Heidegger
would put it, “the possibilities of being” (Gorner 2000: 14), then its evaluative
character also becomes obvious. We may therefore construe the definitions produced
by actors’ “concernful” activities in a more active sense, as “propositions”, which are
not only about what collective life and social relations are, but also about what they
should be (see also Jenkins 1992: 69). In other words, through their continuous

involvement in the world, people sustain (produce and reproduce) claims about what

is important in life; what needs to be obtained and preserved against loss and

fragmentation and in what ways. In essence then, this amounts to the promotion

through action of particular “models™ of the social world, of visions of order (see

Featherstone 1995: 140; also Strathern 1985: 200).

Exploring the implications of this idea for the patterning of social relationships can
establish a rather different object of social analysis. It can be argued that such
propositions have to do with highlighting some relationships as somehow more

“important” than others. Strum and Latour (1987) may have argued for this more

generic sense of “society” as “association”, but they did in fact observe that “some

associations are weaker while some are stronger and longer lasting”. And they did
ask: “how does an actor make the social link hold?”. We may also ask: why is 1t

important that it does? This may be taken to replicate the “orthodox” concern of
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current analysis with “permanent” social phenomena — with “institutions™ (e.g.
McGuire 1983: 123). But the emphasis on practice, as explicated above, does
provides a new entry into the matter. This, as will be argued more fully below,

involves some reflection upon the qualities of action, - its “knowledgability” and its

temporal and “networked” character.

3.5 Theorising practice: context, knowledge, power

3.5.1. The temporality and specificity of action: an inquiry into the production of

context

Most analyses of practice begin by positing its most fundamental feature — that it is
located in (it “inhabits™) space and, even more significantly, time, and is therefore
situational (specific). In other words, even if action is to be conceived, as Giddens

(1984) suggests, as a continuous flow of interventions in the world, social life is

hardly lived out and experienced all of a piece, but in discrete segments (contexts)

which are variously distributed in time and space.

Time-Geography, especially as introduced by Higerstrand and further elaborated
upon by Pred (1977; 1984; 1985) and Carlstein (1981), has been one of the most

popular sources of inspiration for perceiving the conditions of social engagements.

According to Giddens (1984: 64), interactions between people who are co-present in
time and space are crucial to any sense of continuity of social life (incidentally, this
is what he means by “social integration™). This is what also informs his definition of
“context™: a ‘band’ or strip’ of time-space within which social interaction takes place
(1984: 71). In the terms of Time-Geography — on which Gidciens himself explicitly
relied - contexts are made possible by the coupling together (convergence) in time
and space of the paths (trajectories) of two or more people and of particular tangible
resources (Pred 1984). In other words, the constitution of contexts depends on what
in the Time-Geographic jargon has been called “synchronisation and synchorisation”

(Carlstein 1981), 1.e. the co-ordination of movement in time and space (Figure 3.1).
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Time-Geography provides thus an alternative means whereby to grasp the
(momentary) “togetherness of things”, the (precarious) coherence of social life
(Gregory 1989: 194-195): the ways in which social engagements are always in a
process of formation and deformation, how they come into being and fade away (cf.
Featherstone 19935: 135). The 1dea of this intricate web of interactions has been also
evocatively put by Parsons (1937; cited in Gregory [1989: 195)): his definition of the
‘unit act’ was as a “ ‘knot’ where a large number of threads come together only to

separate again, each one to enter as it goes on, into a variety of other knots into

which only a few of those with which it was formerly combined enter with it”.

These are all fairly imaginative renderings of context, and their value will be
demonstrated below. Not only do they evoke the “evanescent” character of action, as
well as the fact that it 1s “intrinsically defined by its tempo” or rhythm (Bourdieu
1977: 8; 1990: 81); the depiction of a synchronised convergence of persons and
things serves more than to establish points of diagrammatic intersection. Rather, it
conveys how all settings of social interaction expand well beyond immediate co-
presence. This 1s not only because each participant in a situation brings to it a
particular biography and personality, but because it focuses on practices which both
attract attention to past actions and anticipate future ones (Giddens 1987: 132). This
brings us thus to an even more fundamental dimension of the temporality of social
action, that it is informed by the past and orientated towards the future (as a capacity
to imagine and anticipate alternative possibilities — cf, Barrett 2001). This was one of
the most crucial points emerging from Husserl’s phenomenology, and it has been
variously exploited by subsequent generations of researchers both in anthropology
and archaeology. As Gell (1992a: 268) elaborates, every action is a unique
configuration of residues of the past in the present (‘retentions’) and emergent

elements of the future in the present (‘protentions’). Thus an action is not simply a

happening, but a happening infused with more time and space than itself (Munn
1990: 13).

Such emphasis allows us thus first of all more clearly to appreciate the referential

nature or capacity of action, the ability to evoke (rely on, and anticipate) conditions

which are absent. In this sense, contexts of action can be conceived as specific

interpenetrations of past, present and future, of presence and absence (Urry 2000:
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134): each context is a particular nexus between, on the one hand propinquity

characterised by co-present interaction, and on the other hand, flowing webs and

networks stretched across various (temporal and spatial) distances.

Written into the foregoing statements, then, is a dual emphasis on the one hand on
the “situatedness™ or “specificity” of action (which entails that what is important to it
cannot be grasped but only with reference to specific circumstances), and on the
other on its networked character (which entails that the intelligibility of action relies

on things that happen elsewhere in time and space, and thus an inter-relation between

all that happens or takes place).

We can perhaps grasp this dual emphasis by a particular definition of

contextualisation or “framing” as the establishment of what may be called “a horizon
or framework of intelligibility” (Thomas 1999). This posits that, if actions logically
stretch “outward” infinitely (and the simplest of activities can be demonstrated as
dependent upon a variety of other actions), then the definition of a context both

involves a degree of closure (in varying degrees of explicitness), and establishes a

particular set of other situations as those most directly relevant to the understanding
of a specific action (on the issue of relevance see Habermas [1987: 122-123, 127];
also Baxter [1987: 46]: “A situation represents a segment of the lifeworld delimited
in relation to a theme. A theme ... circumscribes a domain of relevance of thematised

elements of the situation, and is accentuated by the plans that participants draw up on

the basis of their interpretation of the situation”™).

Contextualisation in other words, does not simply amount to the imposition of
closure, the delimitation of the network of relations which extend outward from an
action and in the light of which it becomes meaningful (Yates 1990: 154; see also
Thomas 1999: 95); it most crucially involves the manipulation of the referential
capacity of action to establish particular referents, to channel its pre-conditions and
(anticipated) consequences along particular tracts of time and space. As such, it
refers to both the process producing the connections between actions and the product
of these particular connective operations. In short, therefore, the major defining
characteristic of a “horizon of intelligibility” is that it “articulates™ (i.e. establishes a

particular relation between) actions. More specifically, this relation is perceived as
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one of effect/precondition: by virtue of this ordering, certain activities are presented

as the logical consequence and precondition of particular others (cf. “chaine

opératoire”).

This understanding of contextualisation can indicate a potential line along which

differentiation between forms of practice is effected. In the most general terms, if
actions are not evenly distributed in time and space, neither do they appear as of the
same “weight” or importance. It is thus argued that such gradations of action are
facilitated by, and involve, the manipulation of its referential nature. We could in
other words relate this relative potency both to the degree to which action is able to

extend (expand) spatially and temporally its referents (its conditions and

consequences) and also to the relative emphasis with which these particular linkages

are established.

Bell (1992; 1997) coined the term “ritualisation” to describe the strategic
manipulation of action to privilege particular situations or contexts. In this
formulation, ritualisation involves the very drawing, in and through activity itself, of
a privileged distinction between ways of acting. At a more complex level, it 1s a way
of acting that specifically establishes a privileged contrast, differentiating itself as
more important or powerful, and in any case dominant in status (1992: 90). This
“clevation” of particular situations is achieved by a (historically-specific)
orchestration of action, and Bell gives a list of alternative strategies (1992: 204-205;
also 1997), whereby this has been commonly effected. These include a distinctive
periodicity, the use of a delineated space, potential restriction or control of access, or
even the definition of distinct and specialised personnel. They may also involve a
material equipment (including dress and adornment of the body) able to heighten the
formality of movement and posture, or specific preparations that demand or achieve
particular physical or mental states. Choice among these strategies would depend 1n
part on which ones could most effectively render a situation symbolically dominant
to its conventional counterparts (Bell 1992: 90). Perhaps more relevant to this
discussion is the observation that what potentially unites most of the aforementioned
strategies is an emphasis on regularity concerning the tempo and mode of interaction

(what will be done, when and where, how, by whom, including or excluding whom).
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We can consider some interrelated implications of this regularity or formality. First
of all, formality, as suggested by Bloch (1974), is very effective in promoting a loose
social acquiescence to what 1s going on and also serves to impose constraints on

potential alternative interpretations (see also Giddens’s [1984: 87-89] “frames™).
Secondly, the degree to which particular activities are regulated or formalised is the
degree to which appeal is made to traditional precedents, and hence the degree to
which it is suggested that the values and forces shaping the occasion lie beyond the
immediate control or inventiveness of those involved (Bell 1997: 169). That is to say,
formality stabilises (fixes) in an authoritative manner the referents of action. The

point is repeated in Lukes’ (1975) stress on “rule-governed activity ... which draws

the attention of its participants to objects of thought and feeling that they hold to be
of special significance” (cited in Connerton 1989: 44; emphasis added).

3.5.2 Forms of Practice and Forms of Knowledge

The above considerations may thus allow us to view this differentiation of practice in
terms and in the light of a fundamental distinction between two major forms of
knowledge (see Thrift 1985; Bloch 1985; Barrett 1991, 1994a for discussion). These

are the stocks of knowledge drawn upon by actors in the production and reproduction
of interaction (Giddens 1981: 27).

Practical knowledge as defined by Thrift (1985: 373) is that informal type of
knowledge that is learned from the experience of watching and doing in specific
contexts of co-presence. In Giddens’s terms (1984: 4), practical knowledge is the

practical competence of knowing how to proceed in daily actions, of how to “go on”.

Practical knowledge is the knowledge of the social rules (defined as “generalisable

procedures™) which allow actors to operate effectively and meaningfully. So defined,

practical knowledge is part of a continuous and repetitive flow of conduct which 1is
oriented toward doing. Importantly, this is knowledge formulated in, and referring to,

finite time, long-term goals being submerged by immediate objectives (Thrift 1985).

Bourdieu (1977: 87) had a particular term for this kind of skill: he called 1t habitus -
implying a mastery that people carry in their bodies and that is refractory to
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formulation in terms of any system of mental rules and representations (Ingold 2000:
162). Such knowledge, in other words, remains largely unarticulated - so deeply
grounded in habit that it comes to inhabit the realm of the undiscussed (it consists of
“what goes without saying” - see Connerton 1989: 18). Practical knowledge, one
might add, is charactenistically unacknowledged. in Thrift’s terms (1985: 373), “to
ask about practical knowledge is to miss the point of practical knowledge”. More
importantly, practical knowledge allows people to take the world, in all of its

arbitrariness, for granted, to experience it as “nothing other than ‘the ways things

b b

are’” excluding from this experience any need for a constant inquiry into its

conditions (Bourdieu 1990: 20; Jenkins 1992: 70).

Discursive knowledge, on the other hand, i1s knowledge called upon to provide
understandings of the world - of the conditions of human existence. In a sense,
discursive knowledge is “knowledge about knowledge” (Thrift 1985: 377).
Evidently, discursive knowledge has an objectifying character: it constitutes human
existence and social relations as objects for reflection (and the term “constitution” is
meant to convey the inherent selectivity and abstraction of the process) and provides
(inherently biased and partial) definitions. This does not mean that it “distorts”

reality: rather it creates reality by attempting to spell it out and represent it.

Discursive knowledge is knowledge which necessarily refers to and evokes larger
tracts of time and space (and which thus gives priority to origins and longer term
goals - see Bradley 1991). It is such knowledge that becomes articulated as (coherent
/ singular) statements or propositions about collective life and the world — and which

is arguably “revealed” (produced and worked upon) in dominant situations.

The logical question concerns the relationship between these forms of knowledge —

and, by extension between the forms of practice to which they apply. To this we will

return further below. For the moment, we could bring to attention the implications of
these propositions. We may justifiably imagine these models as specifying in what
ways people are similar and connected to each other, what they have in common, and
what particular rights and obligations follow from this. In this sense, models of the

social can be approached and perceived as defining sources and sites of identification
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for individuals, as providing the means by which people can fix themselves within

particular communities or groups.

These propositions are thus integral to the organisation of social relations (which

logically expand in all directions) along particular lines - to the definition of

particular social networks or types of social relations as ‘““associations that matter”: as

those frameworks outside of which social existence is made to appear inconceivable

(see Battaglia 1990: 77), and which are thus to receive logical priority, because they

define both the origin and the direction of human life.

It is thus in the very nature of these models or definitions to evoke coherence and
stability as fundamental properties of social life, for it is precisely such properties
which make life imaginable in that they afford the fundamental certainty that the
world will continue to “work” as it does. Giddens was quick to stress the importance
of collective identifications for the sustaining of what he called “ontological
security” (1944: 65). Ontological security, the security of being, is a concept about
people having confidence (frusf) in the constancy of their social and material
environments, 1n the social order, in their place in the world (1990: 92). By
establishing collective identities and by endowing life with the power (and security)
of a timeless order, models of the social afford individuals a sense of the reliability of
persons and things (Giddens 1991: 92), some expectations of the behaviour of others,
thus grounding a sense of dwelling (in the Heideggerian sense of care and comfort,

of “staying with things” - Urry 2000: 131) and of belonging (Jenkins 1996: 118).

Such models have an explicit moral content which serves to give them a binding
character. They define formulae, “generalisable procedures”, or “conventions” which
agents follow in order to “go on” (Giddens 1989: 255; see also Thompson 1989: 63).
If thus discursive knowledge is not, in its explicitness, a usual characteristic of every
day life, it is none the less maintained as the pre-understandings which guide daily
life, and which make possible practical competence. In other words, the propositions
which discursive knowledge involves are carried forward as techniques or practical
orientations, thus constituting the (usually unacknowledged) conditions of action.
The immediate implication is that such models will always tend to be ambiguous,

unclear, dependent upon interpretation, and subject either to reproduction or

32



transformation depending on the outcome of struggles to keep them the same or to
change them this way or that (cf. Clegg 1989: 209 — 210). Such models can be
something as large and diffuse as the “American way”, a conglomerate of ideas and
feelings including (theoretically) freedom, democracy, hard work, progress, etc. (see
Ortner 1973: 1340) often called to bind a heterogeneous nation together. Cohen’s
(1985: 21; also Jenkins 1996: 105) account of the “symbolic construction of

community” as an “umbrella of similarity under which all can shelter” certainly

brought forward this flexibility.

Thus, if such knowledge refers to the regimes of truth that both limit and support
daily action, sustaining the routines which make life imaginable, we can begin to
understand its continuing dialogue with practical knowledge. It makes sense then to

argue that social reproduction concerns precisely the interplay between these forms

of practice and the different understandings and visualisations of the world that they
prompt. The very potency of discursive knowledge lies in and depends on

demonstrating its wider relevance in day-to-day experience, in the light of which it

itself “makes sense”.

The degree to which (and the manner in which) readings of the social order promoted
in some contexts become authoritative and penetrate other (particular) areas of every

day life (see Barrett 1988 contra Thomas 1996) becomes dependent upon the degree

to which these are effectively promoted as dominant.

3.5.3 Empowering Contexts

The above bring to the forefront a further important issue. For, if effectively
promoted discursive knowledge has the power to direct the activity of others, to
guide, as Foucault (1979) would put it “the possibility of conduct”, then its centrality
to understanding relations of power becomes evident. This is a view of power as “the

ability to set the terms of the discussion” (see Lukes 1974), i.e. to establish a

framework within which social negotiation occurs, a view which places the
techniques by which human conduct is moulded, and the range of social actions

limited, at the heart of the inquiry. The Foucaultian insight that disciplinary power, if
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it is to be effective, is a constitutive rather than a repressive form (it “makes up”

people) similarly relies on an understanding of a relationship of power as a mode of
action that does not intend to act directly on persons or things but indirectly on

actions. More accurately: the exercise of power is “always a way of acting upon

subjects by virtue of their acting or being capable of action” (see Bell 1992: 199;

Wolf [1990] calls this “tactical” or “organizational” power).

In this sense, emphasis upon the enabling aspects of power is not to suggest that

power relations never involve mutually exclusive objectives or never lead to an
inequality of outcomes (Allen 1997); rather, emphasis upon the transformative
capacity of human action allows an enhanced understanding of how domination,

“sower over”, which involves actors compelling others to comply with their wants, is

achieved.

3.6 Conclusions

While recourse to the predictions of social evolution (with its concomitant emphasis

on social complexity) has been the only way of capturing what a particular social

order is, and how it might change, this chapter has attempted to put forward a

different approach.

This acknowledges the reality of particular human relations (associations) without
taking them for granted, and attempts to restore their ongoing production (in

Westwood’s [2002: 128] terms, their constant reinvention) to the heart of the social

analysis.

In this approach, reification and essentialism (which were seen to bedevil previous

approaches) emerge as necessary and inevitable aspects of social (collective) life (by
means of which the world can be represented and grasped as common and shared -

Thomason 1982; cf. also Herzfeld 1996). At the very least, if social life is to be

“meaningful” to its participants, perhaps it must be accepted that these meanings will

unavoidably take on a kind of thing-like, unconstructed, merely “discovered” reality.

As 1 have attempted to demonstrate, recognizing this does not contradict the
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contingency of social life, crystallising “social phenomena whose real significance

lies not in their solidity but in their fluidity and malleability” (Wallerstein 1991: 71),

but rather works from it.

Most importantly, such reifications are perceived as a discourse of power, drawing
upon one of the most fundamental human needs: to belong to something which
promises predictability (order). This is not a top-down imposition of “ideology” or
“false consciousness” (see Callinicos 1988: 139), but an ongoing project and
dialogue (discourse), which may involve, in particular situations, the contestation and

redefinition of particular models of social life, the reassertion of the significance of

others, and sometimes the creation of entirely new ones.

Concluding, it 1s worth outlining the benefits of this approach over previous

analyses:

e [t abandons the analysis of social organisation as an outcome or “finished
product” (cf. Wolf 1990: 591). By contrast, it shifts focus to contexts of

interaction (as where things are “made to happen™).

e [t maintains focus on the question of social power but approaches it as

integral to the performance of social relationships

e It provides sounder lines for the study of social change: historical
transformation can be understood in terms of shifts in the ways

relationships between people were defined and objectified.

The ways these theoretical principles can inform a more concrete methodology are

explored in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

PLACE, BUILDING, DWELLING:

INTRODUCING AN ANALYSIS OF THE EH Il “BUILT ENVIRONMENT”’

4.1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the analytical focus and methodology of the

thesis. This first of all involves demonstrating the relevance of the analysis of the
“built environment™ to the theoretical framework of the thesis, as this was discussed
in Chapter 3. The pertinence of this analytical focus to the specific historical context

(the EH 1) 1s also underlined, together with the ways in which this material record

can be re-examined according to the new concerns and methodological principles.

4.2 A “place” for architecture - The notion of “Place” and architecture

4.2.1 Domains, paths, foci: the creation of “place” and the spatial and temporal

production of interaction

Much of what has been exposed in the previous chapter originated in an explicit
emphasis on the temporal and spatial character of social existence and social
interaction. The contribution of Time-Geography to this issue was already mentioned
there, and, may provide both a connection to what has been previously discussed and

a useful point of departure for the analysis. On the one hand, the depiction of social
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life as involving synchronised encounters representing the intersection of individual
paths was, as will be remembered, integral to the Time-Geographical definition of
contexts. On the other hand, and more pertinently still for the concerns of this
chapter, this “choreographic” (Pred 1977) point of view introduced a fundamental
concept, that of “station” or “domain”, to describe the “stopping places” in which the

physical mobility of agents’ trajectories is arrested or curtailed for the duration of

encounters or situations (Giddens 1985: 272).

Commonly depicted as pillars in time-space (Carlstein 1981: 44; fig. 2:7; see also
Figure 3.1), “stations” describe both the spatial and temporal dimensions of
interaction. They represent the principle of return in space, which is analogous and
complementary to the principle of reunion: that is to say, they represent (or, more
accurately still, emerge from) recurrent meetings (Carlstein 1981: 71). In spatial
terms, then, stations are places of meeting and departure and as such they may be
part of particular - wider or narrower - cycles of movement (see also Barrett 1994b:
93). This posits not only that particular points in space emerge through particular
patterns of movement (Crang 1996), but also that these points ultimately represent

the consumption of time in the company of (specific) others.

Many of these insights are reproduced in, and complemented by, Giddens’s
alternative emphasis on the concept of locale (1984: 118; 1985). As defined by
Giddens, locales refer to the use of space (and time) to provide the settings of
interaction. In the course of their day-to-day lives people move more or less
routinzly from one locale to another, tracing out paths in time and space, and
drawing upon elements of these different settings in the conduct of their affairs
(Gregory 1994). Locales, thus, Giddens pointed out, are typically regionalised; that

is, they are organised in time-space and in relation to routinised social practices. But

they are also actively implicated in the production of interaction (Giddens 1984:
119).

This latter point will be made clearer as we proceed. For now another implication of
the above should take priority. The Time-Geographical model not only affords an
entry into the production of a “multi-centered” landscape, the constitution of which

involves the mixing of absence and presence in volatile ways (Gregory 1994: 99); it

37



also allows for both qualitative and quantitative discrepancies among stations or
locales (cf. also Carman 1999). As much is suggested by the visualisation of different
aspects of this environment coming to the foreground (and acquiring existence) at
different times in the life-paths of groups and individuals, for different reasons and
thus with different frequency and in different degrees. Based on the foregoing
discussion, we could assert that the significance of each locale depends upon the
particular patterns of movement through which it is constituted (and to which it by

definition refers) and upon the time spent there (both of which are related to the

kinds of actions by means of which it is “known”).

This structure allows thus particular “focal points” to emerge as the places where

actions of primary importance take place (Norberg-Schulz 1985: 20; see also Eliade
1959: 20). Experniential geographies have always established human life as inevitably

related to centres. What the Time-Geographical model allows us more clearly to
envisage 1s what precisely differentiates these focal places: not simply that they
emerge by being “time-thickened” (Crang 1998: 103), but that by doing so they bind

particular people together round them: they produce and sustain particular

communities.

4.2.2 Building as dwelling

The relevance of an inquiry into architecture should be evident by now. At the most
general (and abstract) level, a concern with architecture is an inevitable corollary of
the emphasis on the spatial and temporal production of interaction. Architecture can

be approached as a technology of regionalisation, that is, as facilitating the temporal

and spatial delimitation and serialisation of action, by providing, in varying degrees
of explicitness, what Giddens called “bracketing mechanisms” (1984: 137). But by

doing so, 1t also helps to establish a particular regularity and tempo in the interaction.

Partly defining the physical properties of some of these locales or stations,

architecture lays the material conditions of interaction, but it does so not as a passive

backdrop but as a resource relied upon to guide actions and to make interaction

meaningful. Walls, furniture, fixed or semi-fixed elements, define an interior and an
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exterior, channel the direction of movement and focus the attention of the eye

(Barrett 1994a: 14); they “command the body by prescribing or proscribing gestures,

routes and distances to be covered” (Leféebvre 1991: 143); they serve as cues

securing a particular kind of conduct (Rapoport 1982: 187; 1990; 1994), and operate
as a technology of both inclusion and exclusion (Urry 1991).

All this has obvious implications for the ways in which a particular architecture
creates and comes to stand for a particular “place” — ultimately for the time spent, the
kinds of activities taking place there, and the relations sustained by these actions
(Urry 1991: 173). Particular buildings help to construct what people feel and think
about places and about the relations that these places embody (Tuan 1977; Urry
1991; Fortier 1999: 47; see also Thomas 1990). The idea of the “house” as “home”,

redolent with sentiments of comfort, trust, familiarity and affection, is the most

obvious example (Parker Pearson and Richards 1994: 3).

This probably clarifies the inseparability of building from dwelling (from belonging,
staying with, and caring for things) that Heidegger (1971: 145-61) so much insisted
on - that humans do not build (for example houses) in order to dwell (in them) but
because they dwell. Rather than a simple subtlety of expression, this highlights
building as an inventive and always contingent and bounded understanding of
particular orders of spatial practice (Barrett 1994a: 24); it also forces us to begin to
consider the ways in which architecture — fixing, enhancing, transforming a place -

can bring forward different (albeit not equally valid) possibilities of dwelling - in

essence different possibilities of being, of belonging.

These general considerations of the role of architecture can thus be taken in a more
specific direction, based on my particular theoretical concerns. Architecture creates
the world - by creating and sustaining foci (centres of gravity) where particular
associations become more forcefully promoted. If a place acquires weight as 1t
becomes thickened with “substantial” (in qualitative terms) time, then architecture

can provide a record of - and tangible testimony to - these encounters (Ingold 1993:
152).
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The purpose is not simply to provide a description of the spatial dimension of action

which may then be held as relatively constant background or container, but to

understand how the very production of this ordering created and expressed ways of

conceiving, articulating and structuring the human world which were biased towards,

promoted by, and exerted influence upon particular sets of social relations (Urry

1991: 173). This 1s a concern with the built environment as the creation and
negotiation of a sense of “place” (embodying knowledge and the experience of
important moments spent among significant others), and the creation of people as

subjects who could discover themselves through their relationships to others by being

variously positioned in relation to these places.

4.3 Introducing the EH II architectural record

Even a cursory survey of the evidence from the EBA mainland makes the relevance
of such an inquiry to EH II immediately evident. This is not simply because
architecture has been largely drawn upon in previous attempts to characterise EH 11
social organization (e.g. Pullen 1985 — see Chapter 2), but because the architectural
remains associated with the period are both exceptionally varied and rich and also
highly specific in scope: architectural investment seems to have concerned, as Rutte<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>