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Abstract

In recentdecadesthere has beea trendfor increasing the number of written formats
excavation records$-or examplethis has implied the revival of excavation diaries and calls for
the usemethodsbased multiple types standardizedheets (context and featisieeets)These
ideasare groundeth the methodologicapremise thatnore complex recordingystems will
enableto produce higheguality records thawill include more intengtative and reflexive data
In general, these ideas have been widelysidered in Britaimvhere there is an imp@ant debate
about fieldmethodsHowever there isan importantlaw in these views for being inconsistent
with interpretative theoryhich suggests thatterpretatioo and reflexivitydepends on the

epistemic context of an investigation.

This studyexamined the primary records of the three British projects that implemented
alternative recordingtrategiesThese includethe excavation diaries from Catalhdyigcorded

under the principles of the reflexive method. Thatext sheets from a commerciék in

London And thecontext and feature sheets frdime explorations of a medieval site Scotland
following the principles of the feature systefihegoal of my investigation wa® compare

these sources to investigate whettier quality of recordanproved with a more complex
method.Results show thaeflexive diariesontain additional informationot observed in other
systemsbut a lot ofit is trivial. On the contrary, the analysis of context and feature sheets shows
that these formats includheultiple types of interpretativend reflexiveinformation, but

frequently these data are not reported withimdequate standariloreover,documental

analysis demonstrates hdke epistemic context of projects affettigir interpretative results.

Ovenall, this studycreates a more promising scenario for an interpretative scienaesttzdly

puts moreconfidencen thestandardization and instrumentalization of practregiserthanin

the expertise of fieldworkerginally, my investigation suggestlat there are good elements to
re-formulate interpretative theory not only as an individoa$ed practice, but also as a

collective exercise in which the interaction among team members is crucial for the investigation

of sites.



Contents
Y oL 1 = (o S PSP PP SPPPPPTR 3
LISt Of TADIES. ... e 10
LISt Of fIQUIES ...ttt e e et e et e e e e e e e e taa e e e e e 11
LISt Of GraPhiCS. ... et e e e 16
List of acCOMPAYING MALETIAIS........coiiiiiiii et 20
ACKNOWIEAGMENTS ...t et e e e e e 21
Aut hor 0on.d.e.Cl.ar al i 22
ADDIEVIATIONS. ...t ettt 23

g1 geTo U1 1 o] o RO PSP RPSPPPPPT 24
Reflexivity and the standardization of recording methods...............cooovviiiiiiiieieennnnnn. 25
The feature system and the instrumentalist notion of recording methods................... 28
The problem of quality in excavai reCOrdS............oveviuiiiiiiiiii e e 30
The importance of the epistemic context in excavation WOork............cccceeveveeeeneeennnnnn. 31
Description Of the theSIS......ociie e e eeeeaaas 33

Chapter 1 Interpretation in archaeological excavation...............ccooveveeeiiieeeiiiie e, 35
I AN oo g (o= o1 (W F= | o 153 1] o £ Y PP 37
1.2 Observation and Skill.............ccoooiiiiiiii e AL
1.3 Techniques and standardization...............coeeviiieeeeiiie e e 44
1.4 The act of discovery and the expertise of fieldworkers..............cccooevveeiiiiiiiineen, 49
1.5 Background knowledge and eXperiEnCe. ........coouuiviiiiiiieeeeie e 55
1.6 The character Of FEMAINS ........uuuuiir e 57
1.7 The role of excavation Strat@gy..........couuuieiiiii e e e 60

1.8 Collective empiricism: The team and the recard...............cooeviieeviiiiiii i 61



Chapter 2 MethodOlOY.........uuueeiiiiii et ee e s 67
2.1 CASE SEEHON.....eeeieie e 68
2.2 SOUICES. ... eietii ettt ettt ettt et e et e et et ae e e e een e e eesnseaesnnseeesnnneseeensnneesnsnneesennsd O
2.3 Internal and comparative analysis of case Studies..............ccevveeveeveeeiiiinieeveeinnnn 2

(@00 15T F PP PP PPN PUPPPPPPPIN 12
Quantitative observationsariability and freqUeNCY.............oooooiiiiiiiieiieii e 72
Qualitative observations: relevance and validity of data.............ccccceeveeveeiiiiiinnneen. 73
Comparative @nalySIS........ccuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiieie et eenni e A B
2.4 BASICS OF COUING.....uieieiiiiie ettt e ettt e e e et e e e e e e e eanes 74
A conceptual background for interpreting the meaning of records..............ccoceeee. 76
A contextual strategy for interpreting the meaning of records............ccccoeevvvveceneenns 77
Atypical meaning ProbIEMIS ... ..couu e 77
2.5 A classificatory framework fOr SOUICES........ccvuuuiiiiiiiie e e e eeeaa e 79
Noninterpretative iINfOrMation.............uuiiiiiiii e e e e 31
Low level claims: Contexts descriptions and finds reparts..........cccccevevvvveeeeeeiinenns 382
Stratigraphic claims: layer contacts, sgediphy and correlations.................cccceeeeee. 84
Assemblage: group Of fINAS..........i i 85
SHrUCTUral EIEMENTS ... ..ot e e e et 86
Features: group Of CONTEXES.......ccouuiiiiii e 87
Groupof features, Spaces, Buildings and Midt#eel contrasts.................ccceeevveennn. 38
FOrMAtiON PrOCESSES. ... iivtieeiiii e e e it ee ettt e e et e e e et e e e et eeaee e et e e e e et e e e eaaa e eeeneaeaenes 90
PRESES. ... 91
High level claims: Function, Agency and Culture/Periad................cooiiieeeiiiiieennnnn. 91

Chapter 3 Reflexive archagolQgy..........ccouuiiiiiiiiie e 96



3.1 The reflexive MethOd...........ccoooiiiiii et 97
3.2 The project and the SIL..........uueiiii e 100
3.3 THE SAMPIE. ... e 104
3.4 The narrativéormat of reflexive diaries.............ocovviiiiiiiiec e 105
.5 RESUIES. ... e 106
3.5.1 NonlInterpretative iNfOrmMation.............oooeiiiiiiiiiiee e 109
3.5.2 CONEEXES. ..ttt 111
L5 B FINAS e 113
3.5.4 Other LOWEVEl ClaIMS........oiiiiiiiiii e 115
3.5.5 Stratigraphic iNfOrmatiQnl..............iiiiiiiiiiie e 115
3.5.6 Assemblages features and structural elements................coeveevreviiiieiiiinnenns 117
3.5.7 FOIrMaAtiON PrOCESSES ... ciiitiieiiiieeetiieeeeeeti e e e et e e e et eeeataeeeeeasaeaesnnaeeeennaaeees 120
3.5.8BUIldING QN SPACES ... .ceuuieiiiiie e e e e e re e e e e aae 122
3.5.9 CONSIIUCHIVE PRASES....cciiiiieiii e e e e e e e e e e eees 124
3.5.10 HIgRIEVEI ClaiMS.......uuiieeii e e e e e e s 125
3.6 Reconsidering refleXiVity...........i i 126
3.7 The performance Of fleldWOIKErS..........c.covuiiiiii e 132
Empowerment, authority and responsibility of reflexive diggers........c....ccceeeeeeen. 135
3.8 Longitudinal @NnalySIS.........uuieiiiiiiii e 136
3.9 General ODSErVALIONS.........ceviiiiiiiii et 138
Chapter 4 Single conteXt reCOrdING.........oecivuuieiiiiieeee e ee e e e e e e e eans 141
4.1 The recording system: a sequence of related events...............cooveeeeiiiii e, 142
4.2 The analysis of CONtEXLS SNEELS..........coiviiii i 144

4.3 The project and the site: MRGOS..........cooiiiii e 150



4.4 TRE SAMPIE. ... e 152
4.5 RESUIES. ..ot 153
4.5.1 Noninterpretative INfOrmMation.............oouuuiiiieiiiiiiii e 156
4.5.2 CONEEXES. ... eeet ettt ettt ettt et r e e e e 159
4.5.3 FINAS @Nnd SAMPLES. ... it 163
4.5.4 Other LOWEVEI CIAIMS. ......coiiiiiii e 164
4.55 Stratigraphic iINfOrmMation..............oooiiiiiiiii e 165
4.5.6 COITEIALIONS. .....uii et 168
4.5.7 Structural €IEMENIS.........uuii e 170
A.5.8 FALUIES. .....euniiieii ettt ettt e e e e 175
4.5.9 FOIMALION IICESSES. ....uuuuieeiiiitiieeeeteettatii e e et eettt e e e e e esbeaat e e e e eesba e eeeeenes 179
4.5.10 Groups of features, spaces, buildings and phases............ccccooeveeviiinienennnn. 182
4.5.11 Highlevel Claims.........coouiiii e e e e e aees 187
4.6 The importance aocumental analySiS..........ccuuuiiiiiiiiieiiieii e e e eenen 190
4.7 The performance Of fIeldWOIrKErS.........covuuiiiiiii e 193
4.8 Longitudinal @NalyYSIS........uueiiiiiiiiiiiie e e 198
4.9 General ODSEIVALIONS..........uuuriiiiie et e e 201
Chapter 5. The feature SYSIEIML..........iiiiii e e e e 204
5.1 The recording SYSIEIM........uu i cee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ranans 205
5.2 Theproject: The Tarbat Discovery Programimne............cc.uoeeeviveeneeeeiiieeeeiineeeennnn 210
5.3 T Il .t r e ettt s 212
5.4 The SAMPIE. .. oo 214
5.5 RESUIES .. 215

5.5.1 NonlInterpretative information..............ooooeiiiiii e 217



5.5.2 CONtEXE AESCIIPLIONS. ....uui ettt et e e e e e e e e eeees 219
5.5.3 FINAS @Nd SAMPLES........uiiiiiiiiii et 224
5.5.4 Other [0WeVel ClaiMS........cooiiii e 225
5.5.5 Stratigraphic informatiQnl..............oiiiiiiiiiiie e 225
5.5.6 COITEIALIONS......oeiiii et 227
5.5.7 ASSEMDIAGES. ...ttt 228
5.5.8 SruCtural €lEMENLS. ........ooviii et 229
5.5.0 FRALUIES. ...ttt 234
5.5.10 FOrmMatiON PrOCESSES. .. cccuvuiuieeiiiiiiiiee e e e e e ettt e e e et e e e e e e e eati e e e eenaannas 239
5.5.11Groups of features, Structures, Spaces and Buildings...............ocoovveevnvnnnnn. 246
5.5.12 PRASES. ...ceii i 251
5.5.13 High LeVel ClaimS.........cooeuiiiiei et e e e e 252
5.6 Digger 0.5.p.er.f. 0L Man.Col i iiaeiirereiieeerennns 255
5.7 Longtudinal @NnalySiS......cccuuuiiiiiiiiiii e e 259
5.8 General 0DSErVatioNS...........ovuiiiiiii e 260
(@ aF=T o] (= g G T I 1o U 31 o) 263
6.1 Comparation by type and epistemiC CONtEXL...........ceeiviiiiiieeeiie e 264
6.2 Reflexivity in eXCavation FECONMS.........uieeiiiieeeeiiee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eees 267
6.3 Decisions and observational circumstances in excavation records..................... 270
6.4 Credibilityof tegimonies in excavation Sheets.............ccoviviiiiieen i, 272
6.5 A final contrast. Virtues and problems in recording methads...................cccceee. 278
6.6 Visual and textual testimony in Site reCOrdS..........coouiieiiiiiieeee e 281
6.7 Individual and collective interpretation in the field.................ccoooeieiii e, 285

SR e R S U (U (SN0 [T (=T Lo : 3 TP 289



CONCIUAING FEMAIKS. ...ttt ettt e ettt e e e e e et e e e eenen

References



10

List oftables

Table 2.1. The table resumes the main criteria for case selection................ccccceevreennnnnn. 70
Table 22 Classificatory framework for excavation reCords............ccooeevveiiiveeeiiiieeeinneeens a3
Table 4.1. Participation in the project by digger. MRGO5............ccooiiiiiiiiiieii e, 194

Table 5.1, Participation i n..t.he..pr.o.j.ec266 of th



11

List of figures

Figure 1.1. A site of archaeological dissection. Burdale, Yorkshire. (Copyright Julian Richards
CC BY 4.0).https://d0i.org/10.5284/1021540........couuiieeiiiiiiieeee et 45

Figure 1.2. A site of archaeological dissection. North area excavation. Catalhdyuk, Turkey.
(Copyright Catalhoytik Research Project. CCBNC-SA 2.0).cccvvvvvveiiiieeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeeiennn 45

Figure 1.3. The discipline of recording primary testimonies onsite. Burdat&shire.
(Copyright Julian Richards CC BY 4.0). https://doi.org/10.5284/1021540...................... 48

Figure 1.4. Exposed buildings in the NoAhea, Catalhdyik. (Copyright. Catalhdyiuk Research
Project. CC BYNC-SA 2.0) ...ttt ettt e e e e et e e e et e e e e eeees 53

Figure 1.5. Two excavators removing a fill to defineut. Burdale, Yorkshire. (Copyright.
Julian Richards CC BY 4.0). https://d0i.org/10.5284/1021540..........cccccvvviieiienniieeeennnnnn. 53

Figure 1.6. Mesolithic structa at Star Carr. Site photography (left), plan drawing (right).
(Copyright Star Carr Project CC BY 4.0). https://doi.org/10.22599/bo0k1...................... 59

Figure 1.7. A group of diggers defining a feature. Heslington East, University of York
(Copyright York Archaeological Trust, CC BY 4.0). https://doi.org/10.5284/1019860.....64

Figure 1.8. Priority tours for discussion site interpretations at Building 49, Catalhodyuk.

(Copyright. Catalhdyiuk Research Project. CCG-BE-SA 2.0).......coevviiiiiiiiiiieiceee e 64
Figure 2.1. An illegible testimony of a context Sheet............ccccovviiiieeeiiii i, 78
Figure 2.2. Sketch from a context sheet (MA0)...........oeviiiiiieriiiie e 79

Figure 2.3. The recovery of finds from a fill and the deiom of a cut. Burdale, Yorkshire.
(Copyright Julian Richards CC BY 4.0). https://doi.org/10.5284/1021540...................... 83

Figure 2.4. Represertitan of stratigraphic relations (A) and correlations (B) (above) and layer
contacts (below). Source: Harris, 1989: 36.........cccvvuiiiiiiiiiieeee e e e 84

Figure 2.5. Defining a brick floor. (Copyright Oxford Archaeology CC BY 4.0).
https://d0i.0rg/10.5284/104T5T L. ....... e e e e 86

Figure 2.6. Types of features. Source: Carver, 2009:.21.........cccoveiiiiiiiieeiiiieeeeeeeeeen, 87



12

Figure 2.7. Defining spaces of Building 77, Catalhdyuk. (Cgpyr Catalhoylik Research
Project. CC BYNC-SA 2.0) ..ttt e et e et e e e e et s e e e et s e e eeanaeeeannns 88

Figure 2.8. Types of activity areas. Source. Flannery, 1976:45...........cciiiieenneieennnnnnd 89

Figure 3.1 Excavations at East and West mound of the Catalhdyiuk Research Project (Copyright
CatalhOylk RESEAICN ProJECL)-......uuuieeiiiiiii e 101

Figure 3.2 The North area (Copyright Catalhdyuk Research Praject).............ccccoeeeeeeee. 102

Figure 3.3. The final constructive phase of B49 (Copyright Catalhdytik Research Project CC BY

Figure 3.4. Detection of B49 (Copyright Catalhdyik Research Project GR@¥.0)........ 104
Figure3.5. Building 49 (Copyright Catalhdyik Research Project)...........cccccvviiiiennnnee. 123

Figure 4.1. Frontside of a context sheet describingntieepretive process of a fill of a wooden
lined pit (SG123). The image also illustrates the coding process of a context sheet into different
187 S LI 0] ol F= 11 1 VTSP 147

Figure 4.2. The front and back side of a context sheet describing a timber linkig@4%C..148

Figure 4.3. The front side of a context sheet describing a cesspit ctiIHK................... 149
Figure 4.4. Sitedcation in relation to Roman London map (Copyright MOLA).............. 150
Figure 4.5. MRG95. Furnace complex. Roman period, Ph&Segdyright MOLA)............... 151

Figure 4.6. Nuclear area of furnace complex. Roman period, Phase 1 (Copyright MOLA)L
Figure 4.7. Observational conditions at MRG95 (Copyright MOLA)........ccccoveeviiiieeeenns 157
Figure 4.8. Sketch from a partially excavated cut (MIDB6).............ccccoeveviieeiiiiieeeeeiieees 157
Figure 4.9. Sketches descriginperative decisions. JA759 (left) and HLBL047 (right).....159
Figure 4.10. Sketch of @ layer (S@24)........c.ooui i i 161

Figure 4.11. Sketches depicting ambiguous layer boundaries:88b(left) and MLC1030

Figure 4.12. Sketches of timber stakes-1ZP7 (left), GF1249 (centre), GIL259 (right)...164

Figure 4.13. Sketches depicting cutting relation-8@€ (left), ME1119 (right).................. 166



Figure 4.14. Examples of uncertainty claims in the stratigraphic sequence................. 167
Figure 4.15. Corrections in the sequence over related sheets...........cccccoovveiviiiiiinn. 167
Figure 4.16. COrrections OVer the SEQUEICE.........ccuuuuuui e ieeeeeei et e e e 168
Figure 4.17. Sketches depicting correlated contextCi821 (left), SC1115 (right)........... 169

Figure 4.18. A preliminary sketch for layer [1010] (left) and the updated version (right).
(T Y| I 0 0 T P 170

Figure 4.19. The vaulted floor from the red kiln (S3). (Copyright MOLA)..........cccouvunn.. 171

Figure 4.20. Sketch of a posthole. LAB56 (left) and sketch of partially discovered kiln. MW
S I (T | 1 PSP PP POPPPPPPN 173

Figure 4.21. A series of related sketches depicting various contexts of a posthole. An excavated
cut with the mark of a stone slab (left). The uppeface of a fill of stones overlying the cut
(centre) and a squared slab in the base of the cut (righf)42A (left) and JAL437 (centre and

Figure 4.22. Sket chesl46d fleft)sSCr31R2cright)r..a.l.....r.elfa i n s .
Figure 4.23Sketches of features. LAB026 (left) and LABL1054 (right).........cccevvvvvennnnn.n. 175

Figure 4.24. Cut of a structural feature. AHOO (left) and sketcbf a nonstructural feature.
YT Sy 4 T | o SRS SRR 176

Figure 4.25. Sketches depicting uncertain situations of feature definitiofi58Keft),
e Y @ CT0 T | o] O 178

Figure 4.26. A sketch representing an ambiguous feature relation between a layer and a cut

(IMIW=103B). ..ottt ettt ettt et et et e e e et et et et eee et et eeeeeeeenees et e eeenee e ereieas 179
Figure 4.27. Sketches of groups of features-988 (left), PFG91(right).............cccovvnenenn. 183
Figure 4.28. Sketches of groups of features. L6 (left), HK254 (right)...................... 184
Figure 4.29. MRG95. Roman Period. Phase 2 (MOLA copyright)..........ccccooeeiiiveeeennn, 186

Figure 5.1. Context sheet of the recording system used at Tarbat. Courtesy .of FAS....206

Figure 5.2. Featersheet of the recording system used at Tarbat. Courtesy of . EAS.......209



14

Figure 5.3. Excavation sectors at Tarbat (Copyright Tdismiovery Programme)............. 211
Figure 5.4. General view of Sector 2 (TRS2) (Copyright Tarbat Discovery Programme)11

Figure 5.5. General plan of the monastic occupation in Sector 2 (Copyright Tarbat Discovery

PrOGIAMMIE).. . ettt e e e et ettt e e e ettt e e e e e ean e e e 213

Figure 5.6. Sketch of a posthole describing the operative decisions regarding its exploration
(224114 O ROROR 219

Figure 5.7. The description of a layer as visual estimates. (GK3BMW). ...........ccccevvennn. 220

Figure 5.8. Context description for a dump of fired clay (C2547) related to a hearthe (F148).
(02222772 N K 1 1 VO SUSRRPRR 223

Figure 5.9. Stratigraphic diagrams in feature sheets.-BRB (left) and F378CKH (right). 226
Figure 5.10. The stratigrajghsection of a context sheet (CLIABS)...........cccvvviviiiieeinnnnnns 226
Figure 5.11. A fragment of F460 showing stratigraphic information. (FKMQ ................. 227

Figure 5.12. Sketch illustrating two types of correlations. One for F23=F99 excavated in two
interventions and another f662=F90 separated by F2. (FRFI/ST).....cceevvviiiiviiiniennnee 228

Figure 5.13. Sketch of a cow burial showing the spatial arrangement of bones-{CA3R£229
Figure 5.14. Sketch of a section for road F469. (C35RC) ........ccevviiieiiiiieeeiieeeeeeieeees 231

Figure 5.15. Feature sheet of F148. The feature was initially described by ST in 1999, but the
description continued and concluded in 2004 by NJT........cc.oiiiiiiii e, 233

Figure 5.16. The sketch illustrates and discusses the unclear boundaries between F52 and F60
(Y2 =TS 1) TP SRS 238

Figure 5.17. Feature sheets of a pit with an unreliable information of disuse events and failing to

interpret constructive and use events (FBED. ............ccooiiiiiiii e 241
Figure 5.18. Section for constructive evidence of a feature sheetJB#SZ)..................... 242

Figure 5.19. Sketch of the possible depositional process of layer C2447-L(G39eft) and a
sketch of the cut related to the constructive process of wall F97 (rightyQKHIJ............... 243

Figure 5.20. Feature sheet describing a flue and its depositional historyl(6395............ 245



15

Figure 5.21. A group of stake holes defining a timber structure around hearth F535 (Copyright
Tarbat Discovery Programme). https://doi.org/10.5284/1031216............ccooeevveeeennnnnnnn. 247

Figure 5.22. Metalworking area defined by the clustering of three hearth features F148, F353 and
F479 (Copyright Tarbat DiscoweProgramme). https://doi.org/10.5284/1031216.......... 247

Figure 5.23. Structure (S9) or the vellum workshop. (Copyright Tarbat DiscovagyalRime).
https://d0i.0rg/10.5284/103L2LB......uuuiieeeeiiiiee et ee e 248

Figure 5.24. Gateway access defined by F436, F442 and FA4A3-QRHNS.............cccovee. 250

Figure 5.25. Preliminary sketch from an excavation diary representing an occupation phase at
IR S Y22 o 1= 11 =T o P 252

Figure 5.26. Section record for F345 (I345)........cooiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiiiie e 255

Figure 6.1. Example of a problematic context sheet that fails to stablish the type of layer being
descr i BRAR)..[.L.QAGN. . ——————— 276

Figure 6.2. Example of an unreliable context sheet that claims the secondary character of the
main backfill of F345 but failing to explain the relation between evidandethe formation
(L0 Tot S S (@31 3 17 ) TR 277



16

List ofgraphics

Graphic 3.1. Generalistribution by type. B49. The graphic illustrates the variability and
percentage of information types in excavation diaries...........cccoeeveuiiieeeriiiieeeiiineeeeiennn, 107

Graphic 3.2. General distribution and relevancy by class. B49. This graphic illustrates the
distribution of information by class/subclass and the percentage of trivial information for non
interpretative and reflexive classes. The proportion of trivial refiigxhas been calculated in
relation to the percentage of interpretative reflexivity. This includes all reflexivity types except
Methodology (blue area of the column). Middle level A summarizes assemblage, structural
elements, features and formation pissas claims. Middle level B summarizes building, space
and phase claims. Higlbvel summarizes functional, agency and culture/period claims.108

Graphic 3.3. Reflexivity B49. This graphic illustrates the dstribution of reflexive claims in
relation to three qualitative categories (evidential, observational and persistent reflexivity) and
interpetive types. The graphic also includes ttapgrtion of problematic testimonies for

LAY o (Y a1 (= R (=T) £ (0] (ST 109

Graphic 3.4. Distribution of the sample by fieldworker, B49. Graphic illustrates the
participation of fieldworkers in diary recording and indicates their professional status:

professional diggers (P), graduate students (GS) and trainees. {th.........ccccceeeveeeurneennn 133

Graphic 3.5. Diggersd performance B49a. The g
of claims by fieldworker. These types seem to be significative to indicate differences in the

interpretative performance of fieldworkers produced by skill and participation in the progct.

Graphic 3. 6. D iB490. 8 he graphip ikustratesthedistribtien of different types
of cliams by fieldworker. This distribution is considered to be consequence of the type of

remains excavated DY PartiCiPantS..........coociiuiiiiiiiiie e 135
Graphic 3.7. Distribution of the sample by season. B49..............cccoooviieeiiiiiiicciiieeee, 137

Graphic 38. Longitudinal analysis. B49. The graphic illustrates the distribution of claims across

the Seasons Of the PrOJECL..........uu i e e eaaan 138

Graphic 4.1Distribution of the sample. MRG95. The graphic illustrates the number of sheets

coll ected by each hu.ndr.ed...af....t.he..s.i.t.e06l82 seque



17

Graphic 4.2. General distribution by type. MRG95. The graphic illustrates the frequency and
percentage by type of claim. Frequency indicates how often a claim was recorded and percentage
indicates how much information of a &/as coded.............ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 154

Graphic 4.3. Credibility of interpretative claims. MRG95. This graphic describes the distribution
of valid claims ad invalid claims for interpretaive information. It also includes the proportion of

best practice tetsimonies for nrorerpretative data (circumpstances and decigions........ 155

Graphic 4.4. Reflexivity. MRG95. The graphic illustrates the distribution of reflexive claims into
three categories (observational, persistent and evidential) and its relation to interpetive aspects.
Also, it illustrates the frequency and distribution of recording problems for evidential clEss.

Graphic 4.5. Distribution of the sample by diggdRG95. This graphic illustrates the
proportion of context sheets recorded by each participatn in relation to the extent of his

participation iN the PrOJECT........... i i eeenees 195

Graphic 4. 6. Diggerds performance. MRG95a. Th
invalid basic interpretations by fieldworker. Basic interpretations include context, structural and
formation porcess data. Adainally, the graphic illustrates the distribution of problematic

reflexive testimonies, relevant reflexive claims, inferences and functional claims........ 196

Graphic 4. 7. Diggerds performance. MRG95b. Th

different types of claims by fielworker..............oooi i 197
Graphic 4.8. Distribution of the sample into three arbitrary stages. MRG95.................. 199

Graphic 4.9. Longitudinal disbution. MRG95. This graphic shows the distribution of valid and
invalid interpretations, and various types of claims over the three phases of the project. Each

phase is defined by a period of five WeeKS..........coouvii i, 200
Graphic 5.1. Distribution of the sample. Tarbat...............ccccoooiiieei e 214

Graphic 5.2. General distribution by type. Tarbat. The graphic illustrates the frequency of claims

in context and feature sheets. And the percentual distribafidata in the sample............. 216

Graphic 5.3. Credibility of interpretive claims. Tarbat. The graphic illustrates the distribution of
valid and invalid interpretative data for the total sample (General Index) and by type.

Additionally, it includes the describes the proportion of best practice claims for circumstantial



18

and decision claims. Finally, it depicts the proportion recording mistakesome types of
(o3 = V1 1 0 PP 216

Graphic 5.4. Reflexivity. Tarbat. The graphic illustrates the distribution of reflexive claims
accoding to three qualitative categories (observational, evidential and persistent) and in relation
to interpretive claims. Also, it describes the distribution of recording problems in evidential

Graphic 5.5. Distribution of the sample by fieldworker. The graphic also indicates the
di stribution of context and feature sheets by
team {AR..KJA}. Professional diggers (p), trainees (t) and volunteers.(v).................... 257

Graphic 5. 6. Di gger s 0 pikustrbtesithedistribuéon of Vaéidcabhdat . T h
invalid basic interpretations for the partici
participant of t-KlA). Thebgeaphic algp intluees thé disfrilhufo@ of

Inferences, Evidential reflexivity,face, Group of features and Functional claims......... 258

Graphic 5.7. Distribution of the sample into three arbitrary stages. TRS2.................... 259

Graphic 5.8. Longitudinal distribution. Tarbat. This graphic illustrates the distribution of valid
and invalid basic interpretations,danarious types of claims over the course of three arbitrary

51 t= (o [T 0 1 [ o] o ][ ot 260

Graphic 6.1. Comparation by type and case\stThe graphic illustrates the distribution of the
most recurrent types of claim in projects. Reflexivity summarizes the percentage of uncertainty,

fluidity and posSIDility ClaiMS..........ooii e 265

Graphic 6.2. Comparation of reflexive claims by case study. The graphic illustrates the
percentage of observational, evidential and persitent claims. Observational claims only include
intentional testimonies like narratives of discovery and sketches to represent uncertainty and

fluidity. Unintentional testimonies like corrections over stratirgaphic diagrams are not counted.

Graphic 6.3. Comparation of némterpretive claims by case study. Systematic-non
interpretative and Best practice Rimterpretive categories summarize circumstantial and

deciSIoNClaIMS DY PrOJECL..... oo e e 271



19

Graphic 6.4. Comparation of the credibility of testimonies by case study. This graphic illustrates
the generaproportion of valid and invalid testimonies in the total sample of projects. This
evaluation is based in the reliability of basic claims (layer description, structural and formation
process claims). The graphic also includes the frequency of invaliddageriptions and

fOrmMation ProCESS ClAIMS.......couuii et eaeeeeees 274



20

List ofaccompaying materials

Theaccompaying CD includeghreefiles.

Three fileswith digital copies of theaxling process of records. One for each case study.; these
files are formatted to ruwith Nvivo (.nvp).
1 Case 1. B49.

I Case 2. MRG95
1 Case 3. Tarbat
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Introduction

Since the establishment of PPG16 in 1990, the archaeology of Brisipeempracticed in two
sectors broadly defined as the academic and the commérnaimle hand, the acadensector
includes the archaeological research produced by scholar bodies as universities and. i@stitutes
the otherthecommerciakector includesrchaological researcinadeunderdevelopmented
projects formerly known as rescue archaeology. Commercial archaeology followsm@adir&et
model based in competitive tendering with private compasg®soviders oérchaeological
serviceqCarver 2009, 366)rhis is an alternativenodelto other forms of developmeted
archaeologyn whichthe government regulates and provides archaeological services. For
instancethe INRAP is anational institute that centralizes preventive archaealogyance
(Kristiansen 2009, 642; Demoule 2002, 175)

A recurrent critic towards the British model is thae markéhashadnegative effects the
guality ofresearctbecause archaeological worknisinly assigned in relation to prig®emoule
2002, 173; Schlanger and Aitchison 2010; Demoule 20@Britain, commercial archaeology
has beemeceivedambivalently.Some people describe it as improvementf practiceduethe
professionalization of diggeend standardization of metho@&nnings 2011, 283Besidesthe
guantity of projects and the amount of funding laagelyincreasedn recent yearéBradley
2006, 9) However,for some other people, theskanges are ndully positive. For instancey,
has been observed tragspite the professionalization of fieldworkers, they areastilbng the
lowest paid andareer opportunities astill basedn shortterm contractsOverall, thishas
created severgiroblems for the development of an experienced workfgeerill 2009, 3;
Edgeworth 2011)A recent report of Historic England coincides wiltis diagnostic after the
massive desertion produced by the economic recession inl2008 et al. 2016; Aitchison
2009)

The unification of digging and recording activities in one person wasbthe most important
consequencesf the prdessionalization ofieldwork in Britain (Spence 1993, 25; Roskams
2001, 170) Nevertheless, this alsmplied the specialization of staff into fieldwork and post
excavation teamsQOverall, this broughtpositiveconsequences aglf-time diggersare able to
accumulate a lot afxperience compared with scholars thialty spend a few weeks in the field

everyyear(Everill 2010, 133)However,specialization also haonstrainedull -time
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fieldworkers from developing posixcavation skill{Everill 2009, 3 4). Neverthelesspne of the
most frequent comments against professional diggehir limited interpretative scope é@ke
excavatordos focus is very nar o(lwgas 2000d8)Int he | eve
other words, commercial diggers are characterized as recorders of ruins but not as true
researchers of the pa&erggren and Hodder 2003, 424; Andrews,Barrett and Lewis 200Q, 528)
Similarly, many negative comments arasdhe first decade of the commercial era due the
adoption of ananagerial culturéha promotesstandardizatioypreservation by recorand a
distinction between the recovery and the analystata(Shanks and McGuire 1996, 80; Adams
and Brooke 1995, 96T hese principles constitute the methodological core of Brgiistlance

such asMAP2 (English Heritage 1991g9nd MoRPHEHistoric England 2015Hence, many

critics consider thathese principles explaime descriptive focus of fieldworke¢&verill 2009,

37; Lucas 2001, 14; Chadwick 1998; Hoddee 7).

In sum, despiteommercial archaeology in Britalras manypositive dtributes likehaving a
professional workforcestandardized methodsda good level of fundingnanyBritish
archaeologistbave very negative views aboutAt group of them onsider thatompetitive
tenderings the mairproblemthat hascompromised the quality of projects and alienated the
labour for fieldworkergThorpe 2012, 47)The strongest version of this vi@vensubscribes the
exi stence of a ocr i s (Eegerilli2009, 8) 6onotrersmwethadblogiaal ¢ h a e o |
aspects are éhmain factors that have affected thality of researcCarver 2011, 10)The

most radical version of this view comes from a group of theoretically minded scholars claiming
thatstandardization of commercial practiestrains the interpretative components of fieldwork.

In some extenthis group acknowledges the incidence of economic factors, ésgeie
secondarfHodder 1997; Andrews,Barrett and Lewis 200l)en, aRRichardBradley has

observed, British fieldworkers are the victims of their own success and they are very depressed
about it(Bradley 2006, 9)

Reflexivity and the standardization of recording methods

Onre of theproducts of theescue era was the development of single contexts recording (SCR
which occupies privileged place in the history of British methoH®wever, this processas

been interpreted ambivalenthgain. For some peopl8CR representeal movement towasgthe
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professionalization anempowerment oéxcavatordy givingthemmore responsibilityn
recording activitiegSpence 1993, 25; Farid 2000, 28dr othersSCRalso brought negative
consequencdsecausédt becamdahe most predominarmethodin Britain that produced an
undesired level of standardizati@@arver 2011, 20)Then,everysite is reduced ta collection
of context and every context to a list of attributelich again explains the @iferation of
description over interpretatigiucas 2009, 232; Berggren and Hodder 2003, .423)

In this intelectual context, Reflexive archaeology has arisahesreticaimovementerived
from postprocessualismwith the goal to develop an alternative fieldwork method that aims to
solvethe problems created by standamtizpractic§ Hodder 2005, 644)an Hodder and his
colleagues of the Catalhdyuk Research Project are the modineelh promogrs of a reflexive
method and thegreamongthe strongest advoeathat standardizatiomxplainsthe

proliferation of descriptive data in commeraiatords For instance, theglaim thatcontext
sheetsusually providdayer descriptionsvithout explaining howayersweredefinedin the first
place Hence Hodderbelieveshis creates false viewof layer descriptions as objective data
which also fail to give account of uncertainties in interpretative pragticdder 2005, 651;
Mickel 2015, 303)Moreover reflexive archaeologistselieve thastandardize@rchivesare
difficult to understand and evaluate due the lack of encogkextual informatioriHodder 1999,

95). These problems are summarized in the following fragment

AWith the standardization of recording all levels of analysis, we tend only to record what the
forms (the recording system) require us to record. We tend, therefore, not to express worries,
doubts, impressions, debates, inconsistencies. The problem with any text is that is difficult to

undert and when severed fr olHoddertl1899,80 nt ext of

The solution of reflexive archaeologistsnsists inmproving field methods, specially recording
practices. Foexample, theyeintroducedhe use of excavation diaries alongsidatext sheets
because they think that diaries have a less rigid format which facilitates to capture information
absent in context sheef®hereby,diaries will providecrucial contextual informationo
understanénd evaluatgrimary datebut at the same tintbeywill improve the performance of
fieldworkers by encouraging a more reflexive practideese ideas are summarized in the

fragmentbelow:
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ARefl exivity is al so engendegrsacethbsg pracésges di ar y
encourage those on the team to examine their own assumptions and provide contextual
information about the excavation process, so others can look back and critically evaluate the
claims that (Haddez2000e6,&)n made 0

Therevival of diariess basedn previous characterizatiarf context sheetas standardized
formats and diaries asistandardied (Barker 1982, 147; Hodder 2000a, 7; F&@D0, 25)
However, this is a rather simplistitew becauseystematicityalways has been an important
concern in laboratory and fiettlary recordingMulligan 1996; Department of Physics
University of Cambridge 2014; Stacky 1983) More recently, Shahina Farid noticed that
reflexive diarieften contain irrelevant informatidifrarid 2015, 72)whereasAsaBerggren
pointedout systematicityproblemsin reflexive diariegBerggren and Nilsson 2014, 6&)d

Alison Mickel noticedredundancies in the content of diari@dickel 2015) These elements
indicate that there are important theoretical problems in the methodological discourse of
reflexivity as in one hand, it disqualifies standardization of procedures but on the other, reflexive
methodscannot be implemented satisfactorily waith it. Hence, these elemerdgsggest that

there are good reasons to question whether reflexive methods effebivelymprovedhe

quality of dataParticularly, there is an issue regarding the relevancy of such large amount of
informationalmost in arattempt to capture every aspeceatavationvork (Chadwick 2003,

103; Lucas 2012b, 72Jhis is rather ironic if one considers tlearly postprocessualism

heavily criticizedrescue archaeology for similegasongTilley 1989)

As mentioned above, one goal of tieflexive method is tanprove the performance of
fieldworkersandd reemp o whem for interpretative work because standardization and
specializatiorapparently has restrained them to develop ih&rpretive skils (Berggren and
Hodder 2003, 427)or this reason, Hoddéasinvited postexcavatiorspecialist onsite for
feedbackingadditional datdo fieldworkersandenrich theibackground knowledge to interpret
the site. Likewiseteflexive method hafacilitated theaccessibility ofdatabasesnsite so
excawators carhave access to previous reports aoldievea similar goalOverall, reflexivity
shows a recurrent pattern as it puts much trust in technology and tools for imgreldng
practice Moreover, reflexivity has been criticized recently becatssattempts of empowerment
usually leave aside issues dalifical repregntation, authorship and economical reward
(Chadwick 2003, 103; Everill 2009; May 2012, 1/Bgsides, it habeen observed that reflexive
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projectsmaintain traditionahierarchiedetween scholars and fieldworkefBarid 2015, 76jhat

replicate master/servant relations between scientists and techii&®iemsn 1989)Finally,

although reflexivitypromotes a method thptits a lot of confidece n instrumentsit still

promotes a ideologyin whichtechnical work such as defining a featigtess valuabléhan

interpreting an ancienutture (Shanks and McGuire 1996)his is very clear whescholar

authorities claim that only when fieldworkers reach the highest levels of interpretétmynsan

be called archaeologistBerggren and Hodder 2003; Andrews,Barrett and Lewis 2000)

However, as Shapin explained long dlge value bintellectual over manual labois

historicallygrounded because science has been primarily deéisglinking rather than work

(Shapin 1989,561) Then, it shouldndét surprise that ref

The feature system and the instrumemgahotion ofrecordingmethods

Before reflexivity, there was alreadyBaitish tradition of methodological discussions of field
methods. Many of those discussionspublished in the proceeding$the Interpreting
Stratigraphy conferences and a recurrent teyais identifying problemand limitations okingle
context recordingSteane et al. 1992%omeof thosedebatespeakirom the experience of

having workedn landscapsites with not much stratigrapti¢lark 1992, 17with alternative
methods like the feature system, a recording strategy rasedltiple sequences of excavation
sheets hierarchically organized for the description of contexts, features and group of features
(Thorpe 2012, 36)0One of the goals of the feature systerarisouraging higher levels of
interpretation, particularly when working in deposits with remains that extend more horizontally
that vertically, whereas SCR is more cautiobisu this, especially when working in deeply
stratified sitefHammer 2000, 143)

In recent yeardylartin Carverhasbecome a keen promotef the feature system and a strong

critic of SCR.He holds a less radical stance than reflexivity because he acknowledges that SCR
might be useful for certain types of projects and sft#snstancevhen stratigraphy is deep and
schedule is tightCarver 2011, 28But ultimately, hebelievesthat a more complex
interpretativesystemencourages more interpretation ong@arver 2009, 22)Carver has

recovered the principles of the feature system for what he aalidtaconceptuatecording

stratey (Carver 2009, 139)I'hese thoughts are summarized infthl®wing statement
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Stratigraphic excavators carry a fAstratigrap
experienced they are the better chance they have of matchinghehatee to this vocabulary
[ €] I n addition, to the descriptiondemhd, the c
more interpretative inquirieshow did the context get there, what roles does it play in a human
activity, which other context doeshigélong with? In this more comprehensive approach,
grouping of contexts are defined onsite using another, highdar stratigraphic unitthe
feature, recorded on a feature cgi@arver 2009, 121)

Overall,Carver coincides witheflexivity as both believe that single context recordiogstrains
interpretationwhereas a more complex methehblesapturing anore interpretative data
especiallyhigherlevel claims Gavin Lucasyesumes these views when tB&R is based in a
geological language that favours the fragmentation of sites into l@yecas 2012b, 88, 2001,
152), whereas the feature system and excavation diamiesuragesapturing higheorder data
due itssynthetic methodLucas 2009, 23). The stratigraphiédocus ¢ SCR isobviousbecause it
wasdesigned to produce secure observations in complex stratified de€piasiimer 2000, 143)
Nevertheless, people from the Museum of Londas arguethat the system watesigned to
link descriptive and interpretative datd&ich should reflect theationale of interpretatins
(Roskans 2001, 171, 244; Spence 1993, 28, #0pther words, the system was designed to give
a reflexive testimony dieldwork (Thorpe 2012, 41)Unfortunately, the view of SCR and
commercial archaeology asirely descriptive workhas gainednorepopularity over the years,

even amongst its own practition€WWatson 2019)

At the same time, the ideafiXing recording methods for improvirigterpretative workas

gained more popularity tod-or examplethe Durham Archaeological Service®ate an

alternative version afontexts sheetsithh important formal modificatioifAdams 2000, 94)

Likewise, Adrian Chadwick, has ggented a preliminary design of what he defines aso r e

i nt er pormatiChadwick 2003, 108)hen, there is plenty evidenoéa strong belief
amongmanyBritish archaeologists thatmore complex recording strategy will improve

interpretative practice and the quality of records. Some of these vienevwdedgethe

relevance of additional factolike theskill of fieldworkers, but in generahany of these views

express great confidenceintoals i f having more tools |ike ref
like the feature method automatically will improve trexformance of fieldworkers and the

quality of data. Then promoting a strong instrumentalist view in which the quality of fieldwork
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mainly depends on the tools and methods being. U$eteby the mainproblemthat will be
investigated in this thesis an epistemologicatjuestionthatwill be characterized abe problem
of quality in excavation records In what extendn alternative recording systelike the

reflexive method and the feature system improve the quality of primary data?
The problem of qualityn excavation records.

This characterization of th@oblem of quality is based the ideahatsingle context recording,
the feature system and reflexiviye alternativeecording methods. However, this claim must
be clarified beause there is a degree of overlap. For instance, the reflexive and the feature
system still make use of context sheets. Then, a good way to differentiate these recording
methods is observing that SCR is based in a sequence of contex{Shesetsm of London
1994) whereas the feature systersludes additionatequences, for instanteature sheets,
above the basic sequence of context si€&stsser 2009, 1408imilarly, thereflexive methods

as implementedby Hodder and his colleagugsCatalhéyiik includes a sequence of excavation
diaries on the top of different sequences of excavation s{i¢edsler 2005, 650Based in the
number of sequences wfitten recordsSCR is thesimplest methoavhereaghe feature and
reflexive system are more complex. dther words, mynvestigation aims to examine whether a
recording system that includes more written information effectively produced tgghéty

records

Specifically, the problem of quality concentrates in the variability, credibility and relevance of
information in written formats. For example, it aims to study whether a more complex recording
strategy like the reflexive method and the feature systenoweghe variability of data,

especially if they can give account of a wider range of interpretative information, and reflexive
aspects like doubts and reconsiderations relate to excavation work. The issue of relevance aims

to investigate the way in whictdditional information contributes to improve the credibility of
primary dat a. Finally, ités the issue of <cred
additional formats enable the evaluation of records. These clarifications are important to define

the universe of research but also to differentiate it from alternative ways to study quality in

primary records, for example in graphic recof@sadley 1997; Lucas 2012b, 237)
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Theimportance of the epistemic conteixt excavation work

In his doctoral investigatiorMatt Edgewortidescribedheinterpretative process of diggehat
he characterizea@s the act of discovelEdgeworth 2003)in generalthe notion of the act
discovery oincideswith a lot with mainstreanpostprocessuainterpretive theoryHodder
1991; Shanks and Tilley 1992joweverE d g e w gubtichtidonsexplains in detail, the
relevance oskill and experiencen practical inerpretationsYet, his workmakedess emphasis
in recording activitiesbut therelation between skill and threcordingwork is very clearm the
methodological discours# Museum of London which insists thetethod isnot sufficientfor
havinghigh quality recordsit also requires trained and experiencedrkforce(Spence 1993,
41; Roskams 2001, 170)

Sometimes, the merits of reflexive methal/é been questioned due the size of its bualget
therefore doubting the applicability of reflexive methods in commescihariogFarid 2000,

27; Chadwick 2003, 102Y his argument is natery solid becausenany commerial projects

also have large budgdtsanthe average research projédtnnings 2011, 284)n consequence,
although money is an important factiird o e seprésenan important difference between
academiand commerciatontexts Instead, there a@herfactors thatlefine alternative
epistemiccontexts thaseem to have strongercidence m interpretive workFor example,
Richard Bradley observes thetademiqrojects ofterexplore sites that have been investigated
before whereas commercial projects often work in sites with no previous re§iarel 213,
180). This contraspoints out differences in the background knowledge of proyeaish most
certainly will shapeheirinterpretative resultSimilarly, Gavin Lucas hasoticedpossible
differences between short term projects in commercial aotbgy and longerm research
projects that facilitate the accumulation of background knowledge and revision of preliminary
interpretationgLucas 2012b, 235)

Finally, thesurvival of remains is another factor that had more relevancylieraaterpretive
theory For example, Grahame Clarke acknowledged the incidence of the tools and skills of
fieldworkers,but ultimatelyhe considerethatthe fragmentariness of remains mainly detegsin
what archaeologisinterpret inthe field(Clark 1957, 74)These views are connected as they

portrayinterpretative work being shaped thye epistemic context of an investigatiomhich is
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definedby multiple factorslike the ill of practitionersthebackground knovedgeof a site and

the fragmentariness of remain

Then,one of the main problems withstrumentalism in recembethodologicadiscourses
beingpartially inconsistent with interpretative theoyor example reflexive theory
acknowledges the incidence sKill and background knowleddelodder 1999, 49%ut in

practice they put a lot of confidence in technolégyimproving excavation workBerggren et
al. 2015) For exampler e f | e x i vpayt nyuchdttertisnrin@dessarjevel oftraining and
skills for using thesdiaries, video recording and so forth. Then, grismotesa view in which
havingmore toolsautomaticallywill produce betteresults Similarly, there are some
inconsistencies the methodologicahetoricespousedby Carver as in one hand he
acknowledgesheincidence of tools, terrain and the abilities of fieldwork€arver 2016, 42,
2011, 33)ut on the othehe strongly believes that a more complex recording tool will suffice
to improve the quality of record€arver 2009, 121)Likewise, methodological discourses
which supposedlgemonstrates the success of reflexive metifteh ignoesthe epistemic
contextof reflexive experiment@erggren et al. 2015; Hodder 2005; Andrews,Barrett and
Lewis 2000) For instance, the most wédhown reflexiveprojectwas mounted in the famous
Neolithic site of Catalh6ykiin Turkeywhere the survival of remainsvery high and theris an
important amount of previous investigatidm this way, one of the goals of my investigation is
to consider what are the differensgiseninvestigating a sitéke Catalhdyikand a cormercial
site in Londm where evidencenight be more fragmentary and background kiedgemore
restrained. Thenf bne considers these elementgréhare good reasotsquestion

instrumentalisthetoricwhich is not very consistemiith interpretivetheay.

In sum, thanain goal of this investigation is to presantepistemic analysthat examines the
relation betweefield methods, thepistemic context of investigations and the quality of records
Particularly, the analysis aims to investigtite incidence o¥arious circumstantidhctorsthe

skill of fieldworkers, the background knowledge of projects and the character of remthias

use of field methodsSpecifically, his investigation is grunded in a comparative analysis of

three projects that implemented alternative recording methods, namely the reflexive system, the
feature system and single context recording. This comparative strategy will provide a more
robust judgmenébout thaneritsand problems of recordingsgtemsand interpretive practide

archaeological excavation.
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Description of the thesis

To achieve this tasiChapter 1 presentsdetailed revision of interpretive theory, putting special
emphasisn the incidence of embodiembgnition,techniquesandobservational circumstances
excavation workand how these aspsaffect theelevancy and qualitgf data. Additionally, the
chapter explorem detail the relation betwediackground knowledge and the character of
remainswith interpretive workOne offlaws of recent methodological debate is being largely
basedn professional opinion, but poorly grounded in empirical evideHeace Chapter 2
describesa methodology for a comparatiwtudyof three British recording systerbased in a
documental analysis of primary recortditis chaptedrawsdifferent procedure® evaluatette
quality of recordsespeciallythe variability,credibility ard relevance of infanationin context
sheets, feature sheets and excavation digkadditionally, the strategy aims to measure the
incidence of skillpackground knowledgand tle character afemainsn field data.

Chapters & describehe analysisof three case studies. Chaptedescribes thanalysis of
excavation diaries fror@atalhdylkfollowing the ideas of the reflexive methddhapter 4
describes the results atypical commercial site in Londacorded with single context
recording.Finally, Chapter 5 presents the restdisthe feature system as implemented in the
explorations othe medievasite of Portmahomack in Scotlarfelirthermore, these cases were
selected for representimifferent epistemic circumstangeghich includetwo academigrojects
and one commercigwo long terminvestigations andne shorterm project. Likewisecase
studies usedlightly different types of workforce that explored different types of depdits
the case studiaesererelatively wellfunded and albf them published a monograprhe last
featurewas cruciafor methodological reasons, but also ain@dinimize the incidence of

economic factors.

Chapter 6 presents the discussion of reqdted in the comparative analysis of case studies.
This evidencexplains more clearly thacidenceof epistemic circumstances in interpretive
work. Furthermore, this chapter explains more clearly the methodological advantages and
problemsof recording strategies. The chapter majeseralconsiderations regarding the role of
feedback mechanism a@strategie®f representationsing textual and visuastimonies

Finally, oneof the characteristics of recent interpretative theory is being strongly based in an

embodied perspective, hence one of the goals of this investigation is sketchltegraative
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view thatreflects more clearly the coexistenceaafindividual anda collective dimension in
interpretative practicel heinvestigation concludes returning to the starting pminevise to
analysetheinconsistencies betweenethodological instrumentalisemd interpretivetheory.
This time, howeverdescribingother forms ofmstrumentalism grounded iachnological
improvementghat promote strong confidence and technology but at the sameaiméo
minimizesthe performance of fieldworker®verall, his might be problematic iadiscipline
that lately has been charactedzas an interpretative science.

Questionsaboutrecordingmethods are less populaday: Yet, thisinvestigation might be
relevantto examine opinionsxpressed in the last two decaddsch nowhave settled in. For
examplea recent paper bjohn Barrditstill claims thathe answer for improving interpretative
practicegestsin enhancingnethodgBarrett 2016, 137)equallymost British archaeologists
seemconvinced about the sins of standardization, even commercial archaedMgitten
2019) Finally,there is now a new generation of reflexive archaeologiststhagiuts great
confidence in tools and instruments for developing an epistemic virtue, namely reflexivity
(Berggren 2015; Taylor et al. 2018)everthelesst remans to be proved whether reflexivity

has in fact improvethterpretivepractice
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Chapter linterpretation in archaeological excavation

What an archaeologist finds when he sets the spade into the earth depends to

some extent upon the methods he uses and the pavpeEnsonal observation

he brings to bear; but the possibilities of any site are limited fundamentally by
what has survived the passage of tideahame Clark, 1957, 74

In recent times, archaeology is about interpretdbomost British archaeologist§hey

interpret stratigraphyRoskams 2000Q)andscapeéTilley 2009), but they also interpret the

Neolithic (Thomas 2013and the axe trad@radley and Edmonds 1993)his small sample
suggesttwo maininterests Onefor interpreting material remains and anotf@rinterpreting

past eventsThis viewof archaeologral work largely corresponds with an theoretical
developments ithelastforty years For exampletheoreticalktudies in the eigties and the

nineties mainly focused ithe interpretation of the pa@tylie, 2002; Johnson, 201@hereas

the last two decades have seen a wider interdiseimterpretativeomponent®f field practices
(Edgeworth 2003; Lucas 2001; Hodder 19%)ecifically, interpreative issuesoincided with

the emergence of peptocessualismvhen somerchaeologists stablished an analogy between
interpreting a text and investigating the past remarkingntpertance of context and subjective
elementsThiswork was primordial tdrace a bordewith mechanial practices aiming for

objectivity and veracityShanks and Hodder 1994; Hodder 19&&)wever, this characterization

of interpretations notfully accurate For examplethe interpretation of ancient texts is often
regulated by rules. Likewise, interpreting the law and documental evidence is also regulated by
rules that aim to reach veity (Ginzburg 1999)Performances likplaying music ointerpreting

a play are other analogi#sat has been used to explain the interpretative nature of archaeology
(Tilley, 1989). Again, these exercises are regulated by andthis is more eident in music.
Otherwise, what would be of an orchestra where each player assigned different meanings to the
notes? However, not everything is determined
includesequences of dialogues and scebesthey areanore ambiguous about how an actor

should declare his lineblence, these aspects are more open to interpretattbprobably will

be derived by contextuaiformation on texts and bkground knowledge about previous

performances.
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In short, many interprative exercisedependonfollowing certain rules, but tlyeare not
reduced ta systematic application of procedur@be subjective aspects of performance and the
context of words and actiomseimportanttoo. Hence postprocessuladiscourse fails toee the
relation between mechanistic and subjective elemenitgarpretation Thisshortcomingcreates
sometensionsdhetween posprocessual interpretative theory andthodological discoursghich
often praisanechanization angystematicity For examplepostprocessuathinkers often claim
thatstandardized practicgenerallyreinforce objectivity in the detriment of subjectivity
(Shanks and McGuire 1996; Shanks and Tilley 198@)solve this dilemma, reflexive
archaeology has attempted to embradgesuivity incorporating what they consider less
standardized practices like diary record{itpdder 1997)In this processheverthelesgeflexive
methodhas put greateconfidence in technologwyhich raises importat inconsistenciewith

interpretative theory.

In generaljnterpretativetheory suggest thathatarchaeologistinterpret depends on their
episemic circumstances defined by multiple factors tiker skill and experiencéEdgeworth,
2003).Long ago Grahame Clarframedsomething similar as the epigraph in this chapter
proves. Likewise, lan Hoddeeemso agree with this viewiHow much archaeologists can
interpret depend on the richness of their data networks and on their knowledge and abilities
(Hodder, 1986, 176} owever, as explained before methodological instrumentaisin

i nter pr et attmaick verty twell due g strahg corifidence in tool and a minimization of
other epistemic factor8esides, another importaintconsistency in pet-processual discourse

later incorporated into reflexivitis the conceptualization afterpretation and mechanization as

oppositeshowever as it will be explained thisaa untenable stan@e archaeology

The goal of this chapteonsistan describngin more detail thénconsistenciebetween
interpretative theory and methodological discoufdeghe same timethis chapter aims to

provide a more satisfactory explanation of how standardized and submeittiee are

integratedn technicalwork, especially excavation and recordiridence, this chapter begins by
providing a generalistinction between the interpretation of remains and the interpretation of the
past. This distinction is important to capture different forms of gaining knowleldget

experience and inference (1.1). Once this ground has been laid, the following cecstinlers
therole of skill in embodied cognition (1.2Afterwards there is a short explanation of the

relation between skiltechnique andtandardization in embodlgerceptiorto producereliable
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observations anceports(1.3). By its own nature, methodologicdiscoursestresseshe

mechanic elements of excavatioevertheless this is also a learning prodkas constantly
changes the views of fieldworkerBhis dial nature is best captured by the notion of the act of
discoverywhich is also very successful teconcilethe mechanic andubjectiveelements of
excavation(1.4). Each one of these secti@socompares how these aspects have been
considered within methodological discourséshe Museum of London ariReflexive
archaeology

The second goal of this chapter corssiistexplainingthe incidence of additional factors that
define the epistemic conteaf an investigationOne of these sections explains the role of
background knowledgand expertis€l.5). Later, there is a short explanation of how the
character ofleposits and remaimsfluencesnterpretative and recording practices (1A)this
point, some preliminary arguments are drawn to explain how these aspects have not been
considered within reflexivehetoric Afterwards, there is a briefxplanatiorof howexcavation
strategiesnfluenceinterpretativework (1.7). One of the characteristicé recent interpretative
theory is defining excavation work as a subjective or embodied experience, nevertheless this
view can be enricheldlecause fieldworkemsso act like an epistemic communifyherefore,

Section 1.8 drawsomeideas about aatlective dimension of interpretive work
1.1 A conceptuatiistinction

According to Gavin Lucas, interpretation and explanatvereindistinct terms taharacterize

the investigation of the past before the days of New Archaeology. Afterwards, the notion of
interpretation became suspicious due its association with subjective oftingas 2014, 4015)
Evidently, therevival of interpretation came withostprocessualisnand tke main conflictwith
processualisrtaid in thetype of explanations to be produced anctiedibility (Trigger 2006;

Wylie 2002. Despite such differences, the methodological principle of middle range theory and
interpretative archaeology goeactically the sam@osso 2001)Following the textuahnalogy,
Hodder s u gigterpsetatod is ttahskation. fi involves the archaeologist acting as
interpreter between past and preserfHodder 1991, 15whereas middleange theory

occasionally was described in similar terms:
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The challenge that archaeology offers, then, is to take contemporary observations of static
material things and quite literallranslate theminto statenents about the dynamics of the past
ways of life(Binford, 1983, 20).

However, as Lucas explains, no explicit discussion of the notion of interpretation arose until the
second stage of peptocessualism when it changed freontextuainto interpretative
archaeology(Lucas 2014, 4016)Then, hermeneutic influences became more evident and
interpretive discussion developed in two fronts. First, Hoddscribech hermeneutic modé&br
archaeological inferenagharacterize@s a process of fitting multiple data into a coherent
explanation. However, as madatais collected, preliminary explanations are revised and
corrected, thereby producing a recursive loop between data and interpridatioier 1999, 64)

In general, te hermeneutic model is an accurate description of the process of hypothesis
formulation, but the recursivaechanisnof empiricalsciencehadbeen alreadgtudied by

models of nordeductive inference, particulanlyith the nvestigationsboutthe processf

scientific discovery inspired in the philosophy of Charles S. Pékiiseda 2004) Moreover, an
additional aim of th@ostprocessuahermeneutic model wasressinghe distinction between
archaeol ogy and experimental sci ebydesting by show
hypothesis. Althougfthis claimis true,i t 6 s inla posnenderstandin@f experimental

science as if laboratory work only included demonstrative experiments, without considering its

multiple stages such as stabilizing and debugging expeets(Hacking 1975, 37)

The second fronif interpretive archaeologyasareconceptualization of data production and
technical work as interpretive exercises. In broad tetims argument claims that observations,
description and classification are interpretations because data are not given buthestess
constructed in relation to a series preunderstandinga seléction of attribute€Shanks and
Hodder 1994, 7)In general, this was common ground among interpretive archaeologists,
although there were subtler differences among them. For instance, Gitisiglered that
interpretation is an epistemic situation that only occurs veoemeoneas puzzled because
something is not obvious. For example, he said, if you see an animal in the distance without
being sure whether it is a dog or a baddpen this is amterpretative judgmer(Tilley 1993, 2

3).



39

On the contrary, Julian Thomas went a step ahead and claimed that every act of experience is
interpretative because perception is selective and is organized by our background knowledge

(Thomas 2004, 30)n generalthis arguments replicates the ideabob s er vat i on being

| a d(@&lansdon 1958, 19Finally, Hodder encapsulated many of these thought into a single

noti on when mterpretdtive judgmehts ard @esentiin all areas of archaeology,

even down to making catalogues, doing laboratory experiments and excavating features in the
fieldo (Hodder 1999, 67)Thus, he included the notion of selective and theory laden observation

to describe the process of layer definitwhenh e ¢ | ahermis o, fixedientities of bounded

earth that can be recorded independent of interpretat{btodder D99, 86) Besideshe

recycled the notion ahterpretatveu ncer t ai nty wh einprdttee wekgvdt@ai n e d
excavate without knowing what we are excavaitiftpdder 1999, 92)All these elements are
summari zed i n then nat itom o thulinks techeicd gveoldweht at i o
interpretativeactivity.

Nowadays, there is great awarenesthesetwo broad areas of archaeological interpretation that
could belabelled asinterpretation @ t r o w eandreading thg pasto charaterize the
interpretation ofemainsand the interpretation of the past, respectively. Likewise, there is a clearer
idea of the recursive relation betweevidence ad interpretationHowever, posprocessualists
guestioned the distinction becauseth apects are closely related, for exampleticing te
evidenceo interpret the function of a feature might be triggered byipos knowledgéHodder

1999, 102; Thomas 2004, 3Mlowever the distinction isvalid because itifferentiates th
observability of archaeological remaingvidencg¢ and the unobservability of the past
(interpretation). In other words, the distinction indisdteo ways of gaining knowledge. A direct
empirical experience of remains and an indirect knowledge of the past by inference. To be clearer,
archaeologists can seemains, but everexperience th@ast (Bloch 1954, 40; Johnson 2010,
12).

The inferential knowledge of the past isdstinctive characteristic of historical disciplines
including natural sciences such as geology and cosmology. But the indirect knowledge of

unobservable phenomena by observalildencdraces is a commondéeure of empirical sciense

1 Some phenomenological doctrines redefine the past/present distifiatibmnee 1992)But post processualism
has not provided a clear distinction between phenomenological and empirical exp&dehnsen 2006, 125)

t
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and this includes the study oficroparticles, microorganism and far away phenon@naner

2007, 23) This inferential relation from observable things to unobservable phenomena constitutes
the basic corevidential relationgHacking 1975, 34; Woodward 2000, 16%p give a simple
example, a footprint is evidence of the someone been tiievertheless, some philosophers have
explained thatthe distinction between dervable and unobservable phenomena constantly
changeslue instrumental progress which enalteseemore thingdike micro-organismor distant
objects This is very clear in archaeology as instruments frequently improve the observation of
remains and traces, howeverthe case of past phenomena the frontier is stronger, because past

events will not become visible despite instrumental progress.

More recetly, some people has remarkdtetpractical componenthen interpreting evidence
against theheoretical nature of interpreting the péstigeworth 2003, 6)Yet, this has raised

some strange responses claiming that theory is also a practice due theamszptual tools and
rhetoric skills( To m8 g k o v §16@&, Glartks and. Tll&y 1992, 116jowever, this view is
mistaken because theory is not abwriting nor giving speeches, but certainly theoreticians use
these tools. Theory is about making general statements, which are completely different to practical
work consisting in using general principles &wolving specific situationsHence,Ne wt on 0 s
Principia are not theoretical for being written rather thamg demonstrated by example (for
instance with a falling rock), the Principia are theoretical becthggeexplain different kinds of

phenomena (falling objects, tide changes pladet orbits

Finally, there is an additional reason to preserve the distinoétweerevidenceand
interpretatiorasbothare related to different epistemic problefis.count as evidence, an
observation must be reliable or successful to control noise and redorssf\@loodward 1989,
394). On the contrarythe credibility of interpretatiordepends otthe robustness @avidence.
Then, some interpretations might be barely suggested by evidence wdteerasnight be
strongly indicated bynultiple strands of evidence (Kosso, 2001). Consideriagettriteria,
explanatorymodels such as the hermeneutic model only gives acobtim formulation of a
plausible explanation that ultimately could be flaw if observations are erro(®i@esla 2005%.
Considering the above, | follow the conventiodistinction betweervidenceand

interpretation. Eveithough, in anore generasense both am@sult ofinterpretative exercises.
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1.2 Observatiorand skill

For traditional empiricismpbservation is a poess by which senses receive inputs (or sense
data) andconstitutes the foundation of knowleddéerefore, observation produces
accumulation of experiences that subsequently allows to formulate th@@ugsnan 2002, 33)
This view dominated until the first half of the twentieth ceptuwhen some positivist
philosophers began to question the foundational role of expelieopper 1972, 460ne of the
most weltknown critiques is the notion of observation as thdadgn proposed by Norwood
Hanson.To introduce his argument, Hanson imagined Tycho Brahe and Johannes Kepler looking
at the supthenhe arguedhatKeplerwould see a moving standTychowould see dixed

body, due their geocentric and heliocentric beliéfence, Hansoexplained thaalthough both
astronomers had the same visual stimuli (or seéias&), they saw different things because
observation is visual sensation organized by background knowlEdgesby, theempiricist
mistake had been reducing observatiophgsical stimuliHanson 1958,18L9). In consequence,

perception (or sens#ata) could no longer be considered as the ultimate grouttbufledge.

More generally, théhesis of the theoraden observationlaimsthat perception involves
conceptualinterpretatiorbecauserisual stimuliis organized by background knowledge such as
concepts, beliefs and theories. Another typical example of seeing differedifféuent

background knowledge are the perceptions of the layman and the specialist, foleexam

trainee in the field would see rocks and earth, whereas a trained fieldworker would see layers and
featuregEdgeworth 2003, 21; Lucas 2012b, 1¥gvertheless, this example suggests that people

can learn to obseria new ways.

More recetly, Hans Raddehasargued that the notion of theelgden observation is incomplete
because it fails to consider the actions of observers. For example, if someone is having
difficulties seeing a distant object, banget closer. Likewise, if there is henough light,

people camsea torch to improve visibility. TherebyRadder claimshat observation includes
material realization namely the actions and preparations that enable seeing. Specifically, he
considerdody movements arabljustmento dbservaional conditiongdRadder 2006, 31)n
consequencehetheory of material realization coincides witlews ofembodied cognition and
phenomenology that stress the role of agents as crucial elements for perg@eatidar 2006,

74).
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Similarly, somephilosophergreviousy had toremarktherole of instruments foobserving

thingsbecause somaterpretations of the theoi#tgden doctrine suggested timew concepts

made things visibl¢Hacking 1983, 179for example, it would be like assuming that before the
definition of thenotionoft he cut, ar chaeol ogi slbhsteadwhaiten 6t s e e
stratigraphic concept doesriformulate the ways that archaeologist perceive such tmogs,

only as holes in the ground but as stratigraphients Instead, it is fair to say that techniques

enable oobscure the observation of cuts. For example, in Mesoamerican archaeology #éhere

recurrent practice of digging arbitrary levels and many photographic records show burials over
rectangulasoil beds. SimilarlyChris Evansasexplainedhow technical changes introduced in

Britain by GerardBersu facilitated the detection of pdaile structuregEvans 1989; Lucas

2012hb, 216)In short, instrumentsnprove visibility and theories help to conceptualize what

being perceivedf hi s doesndét mean that observers can a\
a good observer does not require being aware of all the underlying {Reaiger 2006, 79)

Mathew Johnsoglaims somethingimilar when he asserts that diggers constantly use theories

of soil to detect stratigraphic change, even if they ardéutigtaware(Johnsa 2010, 22)

More recently, Martin Carver hasressedhe role of instruments for improving visibility in
archaeological depositsspecially taexplain how different tools such as trowels, shovels and
laboratory tools allow to observe different tymé®ntitieswith different levels of precision

(Carver 2011,37) However, Radder explains that mater.i
observation will be successful because wnght fail to use an instrumeitr prepare a sample

(Radder 2006, 79t this point,one must consider thiele of techniquebecause these

proceduresiave acrucial functionto createadequate observational conditidngrevent
misleadingobservationslerived from verking with uncalibrated instruments or contaminated
samplegWoodward 1989, 396)n short, techniquesegulatethe use of instruments for

producing reliable observations.

Similarly, lan Hackinghighlightedthe role of skilland trainingfor usinginstrumentgo create

reliable observation@Hacking 1983,168) Thi s doesnét mean that skil
infallible, but experience teaebthemoutto identify when somethingogs wrongln this way,

human error is general source of unreliable observations, but one can set a distinction between
errorsby lack of trainingandtechnical accident@llchin 2001, 6; Hon 1995, 9Altogether,

these notionglustrate that actions and circumstances aHect positively or negatively the
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quality of observationd=or example(Grayson and Meltzer questioned the validity of some
explanation regarding the extinction of Mammoths due predatory activities by Clovis hunters,
because evidena# 0 k i isliitreg 6 was suspicious due differer

proceduregGrayson and Meltzer 2@0)

Nevertheless, one must differentiageses of unreliable observations by error with cases when

the onfidence ofan instrument oatechniques questioned in the first place. One of the clearest
examples is the dispusdoutarbitrary methodsvhich are questioned due the destruction of

natural deposits and merging of artefacts. Thereby, producing deceiving observations that create
unreal layers and assemblagdarris 1989, 2Q)However,Martin Carver explains that arbitrary
techniques create flat sades with numerous truncated layers that are recorded in plan and
complemented with section recortis.this way, arbitrary techniques produce more controlled
observations by crosshecking plans and sectio(Garver 2009, 117)Additionally, he remarks

that many projects follow arbitrary methods when diggers are not sufficiently trained to follow
natural layers. Hence, arbitrary techniques regulate the action of technicians by keeping flat

surfaces and reducing the possibilities of mgkhngs up(Carver 2011, 21)

This connection betwedrchniques and skill for the production of reliable observation is a
recurrentissue since the emergence of modern archaeological field@arker 2012, 17; Lucas

2012hb, 37)For examplemost excavation handbooksuallypraisea set of technicgrocedures

and theabilities offieldworkers(Barker 1982, 12)Similarly, singlecontextrecordingis

groundedn theconfidenceof a set of proceduremd the training of fieldworkers that enables

them to produce trustabieformation For these reasons,t 6 s ver y -ocohtexar f or si
recorders that havingraethodis not enougtiRoskams 2001, 170 contrasts, pstprocessual
interpretativetheorygenerallyacknowledges the relevancesidll in technical vork (Shanks and

McGuire 1996; Berggren and Hodder 20a3pwever,whendescribingreflexive methods

instrumentsare the main source of trushereasskill and trainingseemirrelevant(Hodder 2005;

Berggren et al. 2015; Mickel 2013) n t hat sense, ités ironic that
guestions the skills of commal diggers, theyerethe main workforce of his projeot

Catalhoyuk Fortunately therelevanceof skill was not unnoticetbr everyone For example,

ShahinaFarik uggested in one of the eaTolachieved dr aft s
O0reifyeexexcavation methodol ogyd éa team of mor €

employed who know how and when to record informatfearid 2000, 28)Unlike Hodder, she
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is aware othe relevancef skill for running a reflexive practicélence,n a subsegent

retrospective exam, she observed that enjyerienced fieldworkensereable torecord relevant

data in reflexive diarieg/hereas the less experienced diggmssallycapturedmeaningless
observationgFarid 2015, 72)More recentlyyeflexive archaeologishavegained awarenesd

the importance of training and skidir recording activitiesparticularly aftetheintroduction of
tablets(Taylor et al. 2018)However, this judment has not extended to further domains of

reflexive tools like diaries and videoBhen, an important question to consider is whether

making a reflexive record is just a matteusfinga s et of tool s, independe
very good observer avhether being able to produce a reflexive record demands a level of

training and skill.
1.3 Techniques and standardization

The previous section ha&etchechow technical skillcontributes to produceliable
observationsThen, this section aims to explaindhtechniques definproceduregor controlling
observational conditions arlde performance of fieldworkers for this purpo@erall, this is
fundamental to understand the rofestandardization and systematicity in interpretative practice.
For examplepne of the commonest misconceptions about fieldwork is that for being outdoors, it
is completely different to laboratory work which is the paradigmatic place of a controlled
environmen{Livingstone 2003, 4245; Heggie 2014)This distinction might seem evident as
excavations usually take place in twuntrysideor in construction sitesHowever if Barker

drew a separation between excavation and the laboratornghtly stablishedalink with

surgery whichrelatesthe fieldwith the operating theatréyo forms ofcontrolled environment

for nondemonstrative experimenBarker 1982, 12)One of the first things to notica asite of
archaeological dissectioathe way to organize spacedifferent areas. For examplexcavation
(trenches), finds and sample processing, storage (offices and cabinsyaand (Bpotheap).
Moreover, these areas are connected inpgmaesses. Ak forrecovering and storingnaterials

and another fodiscarding spoilSimilarly, pathways and accessegulatemovementacross the
site Not to mention the grid and benchmavkisich are additional ways of organizing the space
for recordingof evidencg Edgeworth, 2003, 19Dverall, excavation sites amultural setting as
any place of research, but instead of bringing the body to the operating theatre, a scenery is

constructedaroundit (Figurel.1).
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Figurel.1l. A site ofarchaeologicatlissection. Burdale, Yorkshire. (Copyright Julian Richards
CC BY 4.0).https://doi.org/10.5284/1021540

Figurel.2. A site of achaeological dissection. Nararea excavation. Catalhdyuk, Turkey.
(Copyright Catalhdyuk Research Proje2€ BY-NC-SA 2.0).
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More importantly, nany site preparations contribute to control the observational conditions. For
instance, shelters are installecctmtrolrain, sun and windHowever, if a site is to dry, watering
will improve visibility (Barker 1982, 104105; Roskams 2001, 10%vidently,site preparations

will vary from case to case, but general theyontribute to control noise and reduce accidents.
As Martin Carver says, it meansopecting trench edges apdthways, so that people do not

tread on clean surfacasd by the same token guaranteeing the safety of fieldwq®arser

2009, 123) Thus, even if archaeological sites are not fully controlled environptaets

difference is more a matter of deg(€&gurel1.2). Although,the frontieroccasionallydisappears

whenan excavatiorblock is lifted to balissected in the laboratory

Technical proceduresso contributéo control observational conditiohy regulating the
actionsof fieldworkers For examplelayers must be removeaxhe by one and in the inverse
order of depositionLikewise, technical rules can defittee wayto perform small scaleciions
like trowelling andeven thewvay that fieldworkersnove their bodiegFigurel1.5).

When actually removing a unit, one must always work systematically backwards, pulling the
excavated material onto the unexcavated partaone 6 s knees rather than

the already exposed and clean underlying strata (Roskams, 2001, 227).

Handbooks are full o ftingtdehmicativorls ThasnRhiliptRahez d on ot s

r e ¢ o mmadhe travel miist be used fast andwately to remove soil and clean surfaces

and there mushrbeghdét o6LOl F awhe(Rahtal®74a B76) 1 ty t
which is a crucial to avoid merging material from different layers and therefore creating unreal
boundariesTechnical rules will varyor differentinstruments such daketrowel andthe
mattock.Likewise,technical rules will vary if one is working in a tgst as this requires moving

downor if one is diggingwithin an open area that requires moving sidewBys in general,
technicalstandardsimto improve the reliability of observations by controlling environmental

factors and the actions of fieldworkers. And for this reasoa,must define archaeological

excavation as the disturbance of the ground in controlled cond{fRmskams 2001, 1)

Hence, the development of technipabceduress rooted in the issue difie role of archaeologist
as producer of primary dataucas 2012b, 37)However, this preoccupation can be inserted into
a widercontextin whichthe presence of an observer can risk knowledge, then one of the main

aims of objective sciends to develop mechanisms to regulateithbehaviouuntil theybecome
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asort of registering machingbaston and Galison 2007, 38jowever, as Edgeworth has
explained, although thesehaviours seem natural, all of them are learAg@sult of such
automatization of practids the development @technical virtue grounded in a discipline of the
self and technical skilintil one becomes a digging machine that systematically folllog/s
standard of good practicerequently, this practical virtue becomes invisitidetits presence
becomesvident when one compares the work of a noging@an experienced diggéecause

the novice generallgbscures rather than highlight significant patterns (Edgeworth, 2003, 35).
Thereby, technical virtumitially arises from mechanization which also aims to regubkegte
observationsind skillsof different individual§fRoskams 2001, 170)

Technicalstandardsiso regulate themmovement of archaeologisisiring recordng activities For
example, using the planning framework requires moving around to pradogete datand

avoid misrepresentation. Yet, this is a complex issue becauseratamglingsystems include

some level obystematic distortianin that sense, aaracyis alwaysrelative to a set of
representation rule$n the case of archaeological phéng, this impliesavoiding a perspectival
view and favwbheradésoréewofoodopbace ollugascts with
2012h, 242; Edgeorth 2003, 99)Similarly, technical standards also regulate the process of

filling up context sheetdor example layersust be describeduring excavation, and not

afterwards whem unithas been removed. The purpose of ihi® guaranteeaccuracyby
avoidingrelying on memoryfRoskams 2001, 17Q71; Spence 1993, 3ZRecordingstandards

also indicates what type of informatiomust be recordednd how this should be described
(Museum of London 1994This is most evident in layer descriptions and stratigraphic relations
where descriptive terminology and representation rulemare standardizedevertheless,

reporting interpretations is also regulated by rules as these must have some form of justification
explaining what evidence supportslit.this way, mechanization and standardization work
together to guarantying the quglf data. Then, the quality pfimary datacan be

compromisedy not following theseules For example, Craig Spence has observedahatof

thecommonest mistakes in context sheetsuajustified interpretationéSpence 1993, 32)
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Figurel.3. The discipline ofecordingprimary testimonies onsite. Burdale, Yorkshire.
(Copyright Julian RichardSC BY 4.0).https://doi.org/10.5284/1021540

Paradoxicallymechanization and standardizatlave become suspicious in reflexiveodisrse

For example, Hodder saysVith the standardization of recording at all levels of analysis, we

tend only to record what the form (the recording system) require us to te¢dodder 1999,

31). Similarly, other archaeologists have claimed thatdsedization produceshainiformization

of recordqChadwick 2003, 110; Lucas 2009, 232yidently,one cannot deny that

standardization promoted ae v e | of uniformization, otherwise
function,However, whats at stakds whetherstandardizatiomnd mechamiation restrain the
observational powers of fieldworkersnoticecrucial attribute not listed ipredetermined

formats which therefore couldompromise the quality of recordeherebywe reach a

inflexion point, because in thiest-placeautomatization contributes to the development of
observational skillsBut on the other hand, the same process seems to constrain the development

of further observationgdowers to notice othé¢hings beyond theaimain of formats

For this reasormrreflexive diaries are conceived as a useful tool to reaavitler range of data

due its lesstandardized formaYet, thereare some importarvidence against this ide@or
instancefieldworkers were not very systeti@awith diary recording inthe earlyyears otthe

CRP, hence a stronger policy weequired,and fieldworkers were instructed to record at least

two weekly entriesLikewise,manyp ar t i ci pant s di dngodlsofdiaryy e muc h

recordingand thisrequired thedefinition of clearerguidelinegBerggren and Nilsson 2014, 62;
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Berggren et al. 2015, 4B837) Evidently, these are importatftingsto consider as

inconsistency affects the quality of primary recoi®inilarly, therecentintroduction of the

tablets forecording activitiehiad some negative effects as sdrakelworkersadoptedhe bad

habit ofrecordng primary data outsidéhe trenchesHence, protaals had to be reinforced to
maintainsystematicityfiplanning outside the trench is prohibited without good reag®aylor

et al. 2018)In this way, therés an important paradox meflexive thought as in one hand, it

rejects mechanization and standardization of practices, butonthe dthérs 1 mpossi bl e t
implementreflexive method withoutthem This contradiction has softened in recent years as

reflexive archaeologisthavebegun tobecomeaware of tle importance of systematicity

(Berggren 2015, 6215However, as explainecefore, this contradiction probably arose @due

misinformed notiorabout the relevanaaf recording rulesn diary recordingor empirical

sciencegStocking 1983; Department of Physics University of Cambridge 2@&i#l) this is not

the whole story because excavation is not a ¢

process and primary testimonssoutl reflect thisn some extent.
1.4 The act of discovemgnd the expertise of fieldworkers

One of the most distinctive characteristics of archaeological excavation is that one must unearth
thingsto observesomething. For example, clear the soil to observgex Jaemove a fill to

observe a cubr cleanoverlying deposits to see structurBlence, this observational process
enabled by the discovery odmains is different to everyday observatidhis is an important
precisionbecause in theriginal formulation of the theoryladen observation, Hanson considered
there could be excepti onalwheaniataskessimeodobsgérvent er pr e
somethingForinstance, ilooking something at the distance in a foggy morrjidgnson 1958,

10), whichis very similarwithT i | | ey 6 s a ¢ ctonimuncertaih situationEEilleyp r e t a
1993, 2) Hence, one must take account that a lotrmfemtainty in archaeological excavation is
produced by thgeneral observational conditions in which an ueokable thing gradually

becomes visibleMatt Edgeworth has providezhe ofthe bestaccount®f this process that he

defines as the act of discovesich describesn epistemic situatiodefined by the constant
movement of spoil creating a threshold betw the visible and the invisible that constantly

redefines what is known and unkno@dgeworth 2012, 80However, another important
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characteristic of thact of discovery isin engaged observatiohat constitutes a multisensorial
bodily experience:

Athe cut I s experienced by the digger as much
difference in texture, with the trowel becoming an extension of the body for peraptiet as
action. Sometimes the cut has a sound: the noise of the scraping action of the trowel changes as
it meets different soil on the side of the feature. Sometimes the new surface even has its own
s me (Etlgeworth 2012, 79)

Still, the act of discovery also includes some forms of disengaged observirasample
when diggers stop trowelling and stand out for examining remains from the distance.the
act of discoveryncludesshiftsbetween an engaged and disengageservatios (Edgeworth
2003, 34) Another importantharacteristic of the act of discovery is an intrinsic flyithecause
the exposed areas provide informatibat generates expectations abihetunexposed remasn
Nonethelesspredictionsnot always result as expected ahiggersmust readaptheir strategy to
cope with unexpected evidence that contradicts preconceived itgesvorth 2003, 33, 2012,
78/ 79). This indicates thiaduring the act of discovery ankle observational procesdiggers
make a lot of conjectures regarding the nature of remamsthis challenges the previous
distinction betweenthe directknowledgeof remains and the inferential knowledge of the past.
However, thalistinctioncan be maintained becauséerences withirthe process of discovery

aregenerallypredictive whereamferences fointerpreting the pastra retrodictive

Overall, the act of discovery can be characterized as a progressive learning process about the
character of remains that guides technical actions. For example, when excavating a fill, this
shouldbe dug horizontally i€ontaininga buria) or excavated in sectionlifaving aposthole.

Quite often this decision will be basedawailable evidencas the shape of the cut, the colour of
the fill and previous experience with simifeatures However, this information might be
insufficient topredict what is underneath and fieldworkers will have to correct their technical
decisiongn thelight of new evidenc€Carver 2009, 131)or these reasons, technical work
cannot be reduced to the mechanic asp&iten,excavation icompared with other classes of
technical exercisdge playing music, but the metaphor has its limits because playing an

instrument can be made blindfolded. On the other hand, excavation always requires constant
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monitoring for updating informatio(Edgeworth 2003, 54)in this way, the digging machine

constantlyinterrogates his own perceptions and reconsiders his own decisions.

Routinely, as excavator we question the evidence of our senses, we rework our assumptions, we
deploy our own contextuallpitored versions of Cartesian systematic doubt, doubt which we
exercise in those fractions of seconds between, and during the movement of the hand and the

impression of the sense. We modify our individual strategies as we try to reconcile often
conflictingimpressions of what we think, we feel, and we experience during the process of
excavatingThorpe 2012, 34)

The characterization dield interpretation as a learning process coincides with some aspects of
what Dastorand Galison have called trained judgement or a set of practices for the production
and/or interpretation of data grounded in the expertise of practitiidasson and Galison 2007,
311) The trained expert hasbasic set of technicakills for theinterpretation of imagesreated

by mechanic procedurdige photographs and encephalographs. However, the most valuable
asset otheexpert ishis ability to recognize subtletiemnorg series of relatively similar
phenomengDaston and Galison 2007, 344 other words, trained judgment is slatiriched

by experience to notice crucial aspects, impossibtetect by purely mechanicaleansA
similaridea is described by the notionafnnoisseurshigvhich also implies theefinementof
observational skills after having examined multiple cases of similar phenomeda\tbkips the
ability to notice marginabut crucialevidencg Ginzburg 1989, 97)n this way,the trained
expertdevdops a professional eye that integrates the mechanisms of objective practice and the

subjective view developed by the accumulation of experience.

As explained befordhe basic elements afchaeological excavation are grounded in

mechanical practice that contributes for dewelopment of technical skill¥et, at the same time

practice contributes for aaccumulation osubjectiveexperience that enlarges the background
knowledge of fiellworkers For instance, howroman feature look like or how a prehistoric

structure look like, and thissmpirical background suppottschnicaldecisions of what to do in

a specificsituation. Ths intimate relatiorbetween technical skill and trainedigment in

excavation mighhot be evident, because excavation handbooks usstailgs mechanical

elementsBut thisd o e s n 6 tatf meed d wtolr k er s dondt acekpertsel ed ge
(Barker 1982, 12; Harris 1989, 53 e nc e , itéds rather contradictor
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for handbookshatinclude guidelines for specific situations like how to excavate a Mesolithic
floor (Olsen et al. 2012, 63)

Finally, theresultof theact of discovery isinepistemic changm which uncertainty disappears
by making things visible=or example, by exposing a struct{iféggurel.4) or exposing a cut
after removing the fillsYet, when the exploratory activityontinues for instance, searching for
the next deposit, the act of discovery restarts and uncertainty emaogesioreMoreover,
Edgeworth notices some similarities between following a cut and tracking an &&uohgalworth
2012, 78)pecause both process describe a procefsdlofving an utnobservable creature that
eventually becomes visible. iBrsituation is nicely illustrated by the following example that

aims to explain the difference between observing something and having evidence of something.

The situation in which | would properly Isaid to have evidence for the statement that some
animal is a pig is that, for example, in which the beast itself is not actually on view, but a can see
plenty of pigmarks on the ground outside its retreat. If | find a few buckets dfmigo, t hat 0 s
bit more evidence, and the noises and the smell may provide better evidence still. But if the
animal then emerges and stands there plainly in view, there is no longer any question of
coll ecting evidence; 1its comingnicret a hvaitedbws dao e
can now just see that it (&ustin 1962, 115)

However, this explanation is not completely satisfactory becaus®thisof observational

process s not al ways t he sodlayers arelptogressivalyl observetl and q u e n t
removed without ever havinghamperv i ew of those deposi Ars or as M
archaeological deposit is a thretmensional artefact, only seen once aesier seem whabe

(Carver 2009, 123)his is what Richard Bradley describes as one of the constrains of

excavation because to observe something you must destroy was is blocking the view, but you can

observe it only for a limited amount time (Bradley 2003, 155)Figurel.5 andFigure2.3).
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Figurel.4. Exposed bildings in the NorthArea Catalhdyuk. (Copyright. Catalhdyiuk Research
Project.CC BY-NC-SA 2.0).

Figurel.5. Two excavators removing a fill to define a cut. Burdale, Yorkshire. (Copyright.
Julian Richard CC BY 4.0).https://doi.org/10.5284/1021540
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In sum,the act of discovery iaprogressive exploration of remains with two possgaés. In

some cases, excavation will expeseains to plain sight, but in other cases, observations will
be partial and progressive. Thegessibilitiesare relevant for their implications for recording
activities. A common idea is thatany site recordgroducead nwh e r e like pans svigere
perspectiveand subjectivitys eliminatedLucas 2012b, 242; Edgeworth 2003, .9R)is

coincides with notions from the phenomenology of perception by remarking that embodied
observers always thys from a specific point of vieand tlken theymust movean dject or

move around to obsenadl its facegRadder 2006, 29Hence,ad abs ol ut e vi ewd
should condense multiple gazes into @derleauPonty 2011, 72)

Similarly, layer descriptions have beemaracterizedsaobjective or abstract accounts of
contexts which ardisassomatedfrom the process of discoveryor exampleHodderbelieves
thisa consequence of standardizat{blodder 1999, 95Similarly, Edgeworth coincides with
thisidea as he characterizie® act of discovery as fluid whereasdescribes recordings static
because soil descriptions are suspended of time and fragmented into multiple attributes
(Edgeworth 2003, 96However, the process of layer description is characterized slightly
different by Steve Roskams and Craig Spence assogfhest thatontext sheetshould be
progressively filled upFor example, they recommentakinga preliminarydescriptionthat
later should be updateparticularly toinclude attributes not observed hetsurfaceThis is a
crucial aspect, because this process will enable to reconsider preliminary interpretations in the
light of new observationdRoskams 2001, 171; SpEn1993, 28)

Theseopposed views abogbntext recordingre one of the main causesauinflict regarding

the nature of standardizegethodsIn one hand, féexive archaeologist behe that context
sheets erase every trace of the act of discovergicparly the fluidity and the ratimale of
interpretative decisions. Theone of the purposed diaries is tagive testimony of these aspects
(Mickel 2015, 303)On the other handRoskams and Spensaggest thatlespitecontext sheets
will not provide a testimony of the act of discoveugscriptive and interpretive testimonies will
be parallelto this procesandtherefore, records will provide an indirgestimony of theluidity

of this processHence, this controversy takes us back to the main isswbether stanardized
formatsreducerecording work into mechanistic practias critics say or whethenese formats
cangive place to aeflexive testimay of interpretative workiNevertheless, an important

problem with his discussion igynoringthe sequential nature of recording systems. In other

of
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words, single context recording is not the context sheet, but a sequealzeridocuments.

Hence, thiglebate must consider tha sequence of context sheets is most likefjanizedn a

series ofconditional events that progressively reflect the learnnthraflexive process of
excavationAlthough, another possibility is thaequences might be constédby sries of
independent eventsd thiswould constrain its capacitp give account ofeconsiderations
duringthe act ofdiscovery However, this argument is important because it represents a serious
attack on the lpusibility of reflexive ideas

1.5 Bakground knowledge and experience

As explained before, one of the consequences of trained judgment is the accumulation of
experiencea sort ofbackground knowledgenat orientates subsequent observation and
decisions For example, arehistorian accumulagea lot of empirical and practical knowledge
about how to observe and excavate this kind of sites. Similarly, Bradley has explained that an
effect of havinga continuous engagement with some kind of remains is the development of
observational powers to no¢ things formerlyunnoticed(Bradley 2003, 153)Hence, the
specialists working in a site or a region for a khagn develops a connoisseurship that refines
digging and recording procedur@radley 1997)However, this form of sitgpecialization

necessarily means being less experiencedhardomains.

Likewise, pofessional diggers accumulate a lot of experience and background knowledge that
includes a wider range of sites. Yet, due their focus on fieldwork, there might be some constrains
in their background knowledge of finds and artefactsreédver, Bradley has explained, that by

its destructive nature, the observation of remains is shorter in excavation than in survey
techniques. However, this process might be further accelerated by the pace andmsitacf
excavations andommercialdiggers might not have enough time to examine remains and

develop their observational powers. In consequence, they tend to observe similar things in every
site (Bradley 2003, 155, 2006, .6f this is a plausible explanation, then these facthoild

have more weight to account theadled homogenization of context sheign simply

presuming that standardization is thain causeSimilarly, the process of engagement and
familiarization with the site mighte affected byhe briefparticipdion of commercial diggers in
projects which often is determined by shimm contracts, sometimes in a weekly béSierill
2009,13)Under t hese c degitinate to ask, hat sorthokeimergiet 6 s
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performance can be expected of fieldworkers that have a very limited period to engage with the
site?Altogether, these arguments explain different ways in whiclbéle&ground knowledge
affectinterpretative workhence when fieldworkers do no workarcontext that facilitates this
process, this wiltonstrainthe accumulation of experience ahe development of

connoisseurship.

One of the characteristics of the reflexive methods is having a group of laboratory specialists
onsiterunning preliminaryanalysis onsitand feedbadkg results toexcavatorsThereby,
fieldworkers will have a wider background knledgeto interpret the sitdn generalthis
mechanism aims to solve some of the problems created peb@@lization ofieldwork and the
sepaation of excavation and peskcavation workBerggren and Hader 2003, 427)More
recently,diggersat Catalhdytkave been provided with tablets to consult previous reports and
data onsitethis aims tachievea similar function of giving immediate access tatabasef
background informatioto supportfield interpretationgBerggren et al. 2015, 442 thisway,

the ole of background knowledge is nolly unattended in the reflexive method, however

fieldworkers can process all that information at oiscenclear.

The role of background knowledge can alse@k@minedn relation toprojects. For example,
difference betweeacademi@and commercial projects is th&tholarprojects ofterwork in sites
previously explored and therefore there is wider ideth@femains to be excavatgibnes 2013,
180). For instance, when the Catalhdyluk Research Project began, there was already a lot of
background knowledge about the sitee the former investigations of James Metlaghis
previousinformation was very useful to definesearch problems and preliminary hypothesis
about the function of building$lodder and Farid 2014However, hi s doesn o6t mean
commercial project starts fromera For examplea commercial project in Londoasually has
some degree of background knowledge because the region has been fréouestiyatecand
much of thes@reliminary results havieeen summarized in research framewdBssglish
Heritage, 2002)Likewise some sitemight have a lot of background knowledge that enables
interpretation before shovelling perfect example of this iavestigationof theRose and the
Globegiven therich amount of written evidena@boutElizabethan playhous€éBowsher and
Miller 2009). However, when backgumd information is morémited or inexistent, evaluation
work aims tamitigate theseonstraingCarver 2009, 343Finally, there is aother factor that

often creates different epistemic scenalietveen a research and commercialquts;.
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Particularly, the recursive relation between field and post excavetigesn longterm research
project thafacilitates theeconsideration of preliminary idefsucas 2012b, 235)

In sum, background knowledge is an importantdattat shapethe epistemic context of

investigations antheir interpretative resultsnitially, background knowledge is defined by the
previousexperience of fieldworkers, biitis reshaped by the characteristics of their participation

in project andhe available knowledge tiesi t e. I n ot her words, itds
site for ten years than ten months and itoés
than having to define the basic characteristics of a site that has nevexpleeace If this is the

casethis should provide a better explanatmfrthe descriptive emphasis of some projects and
thehigherinterpretive results of others. And more importardglyroject with more descriptive

resul t s hbesnécessatiydcon®ded bad research.

1.6 The character of remains

The character aflepositds another factor thatften has influenced theevelopment of recording
systemsFor exampleSCR was designed to work deeplystratifieddepositgSpence 1993,

25), whereas the feature systavasadaptedo record landscapsitesextendednore

horizontally than veically (Carver 2015, 8)These examples also illustrate how the character of
remainsfacilitates and restrairsometypesof field observationd-or example, the extensive
nature of landscape sites facilitates the interpretation of spatial afpgci®1.7) whereas this

is mote difficult in complexstratifieddepositfHammer 2000, 143; Thorpe 2012, 3The
relationbetween rearding systems anithetype of deposialsocan be observed graphic

records predating the introduction of standardized written formats. For example, the main maps
from Star Carr generally show assemblages and distributions of méBdaied 1954, 6)

Similarly, the main plans from Yeavering show the distribution of features defining a building,
whereas sections usually illustrate individual features or constructive eleidepesTaylor

1977, 46) Evidently, these contrast with Wheelerian records in which sections have a primary

importance to describe the sequence of §itdseeler 1943)

In contrastone cannot observe anlear influence of Britistieldwork traditionsin prehistoric
or middle east sites thedevelopment of reflexivenethods from Catalhdylksimilarly,
reflexive archaeologistssually ignore the character of remains when explaining the success of

reflexive methods~or example, Heathrow explorations are usually promoted by its recording



58

proceduregargely drawn fromhe feature systetout without giving much care to the extensive
nature of the sitAndrews,Barrett and Lewis 2000, 529; Lewis 2006, Of)ly, a few years
later, John Barretiriefly commented abouhe differences of working ia landcape sit@and a
urban deposi(Barrett 2013)

Equally important is the issue bbw the preservation and fragmentaringsgemainsenables or
constrainghe knowledge of the pa&tlark 1954, 74; Lucas 2015, 314)o put a simple
example, consider some pottery sheads depending on its stage of decay, wilehave less
chances to interprsbme aspects$-or instance, if the shape is unclear then, there are less
chances to interpret the function of vess@smentioned before, trairvival of remains was
crucialinGrahame CIl ar k6 s i and teeoppning lines ofihis &ar Calr ecport vy

also reflecthe importance atis aspect

Archaeologists have frequently, and prehistoric archaeologists have as a rule to depend on

evidence so vestigial that it hardlpes more than delineate the main outlines of the past. Every
now and then discoveries are made which, like the tom of Tutankhamen, the frozen tombs of
Pazyryk, the Sutton Hoo ship grave, the Royal Tombs of Ur, the painted caves of Altamira or
Lascaux, orhie moulded and painted shrines of Catalhdyuk, illuminate as it were in a flash
aspects of the lifgg ] Such finds owe their special character to the completeness with which,

due to combination of historical and biophysicatumstances, the material evid® has
survived. (Clark, 1954, i).

Evidently, thisis only one side of the argument becaeshologicaprogressisually improve

our interpretativechancedy allowing to extract informatioaven of the most fragmentary
remains. Nevertheless, fragmentariness can have a more immediate dféddtmerpretation

and this aspects is also briefly considerelark when he compares the excavation of an urban
site with standing walland theexploration 6 a prehistoric site wh marginal indicationef
decayedstructuregClark 1957, 112)Many yeardater, postprocessual theoristgould demand

an interpretive theory due thmcertainty produced kiphefragmentarinesef remains and the
fuzziness of layersut only the second elements was briefly considéredmas 1993, 73;
Shanks and Hodder 1994,i74%).

Star Carr and Catalhdyigce goocexamples to illustrate the epistemic consequences of

fragmentariness iaxcavationFor example, archaeologists oétmost recent exploration the



59

Mesolithic sitehave claimed the discovery afbuilding structurgthis interpretation is based in

the evidence o4 distributionof postholes surrounding a hollow with a dark #esides, théill

was interpreted as agsible heartlafter noticing small concentration béirnt flint, althoughno
charcoal or burned organic matter visnd (Conneller et al. 2012, 1012pn the contrary,

almost any photogphic recod of Catalhdytikshows very clearly the presence of buildings

clearly defined by thestanding wallsin otherwordst he 1 nt er pr et ation of
is less secure for beirfgased in fragmentary eviden@&gure1.6), whereas thebservation of

almost anybuilding atCatalhgytkis very secure given the preservation of remétgurel.4).
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Figurel1.6. Mesolithic structure at Star Carr. Site photography (left), plan drawiglgt)ri
(Copyright Star Carr Proje@C BY 4.0).https://doi.org/10.22599/book1
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Fuzzinessn layer boundaries is slightly different because uncertainty is produced by the
looseness of sediments, and not bylésay. AHoddersays, layers are noked entities of
boundedearthnd i t0s wuncertain wher e(Haldeel9998y er ends
Shanks and Hodder 1994, 7Rlpowever, hauses this argumet question the ontological status
of layers (whether these are real or mathout considering itepistemological aspects.
Specifically, if fuzziness cadiminish theconfidencan definitions For example, imagine that
there are two adjacent layers and its boundaries are unclear but there is no doubt about the
existence of layergne is silty and another gravelly. On the contrary, consider an alternative
scenario with an accumulati of silty deposit, but one portion has a small amount of gravelly
inclusions and therefore is not clear whether there is one or two |&y=ally, one must take
account that this sort of fuzziness is contingent because there will be many deposi&ywith

clearboundariesoo, for exampleafloor madeof stone slahs

These philosophical gamase important due theimplications for recording activities.

Reflexive archaeologists say that one must document the process of disothamyise the

credibiity of datais compromisedHodder 2005, 651; Mickel 2015, 303jowever the

relevancyof this type of testimony is not very clear, especially if one considers that photographs
can provide a sound testimony of the existence of buildings at Catali@witke contrary,ra

account of theinterpretatiorof St ar Ca r risGrost retessatedausa graphic
testimoryisnotconcl usi ve. Similarly, i thinktalloetthe ase of
characteristics thatocumentation should have when fuzzinaf$sctsthe credibility oflayer

definition andwhen it does notn short, if the character of remaisisapes the interpretative

process and affects the credibildfydata, ideally, thse aspectshould be considered in the

procesf documentationOnce thishas been stablished,t 6 s | e gi t iwa dareethet o c on
interpretative and recordirdjfferences when working in a weaskeserved site like Catalhdyuk, a
landscapeite with no deep stratigraphy and a multiperiod site in London with more fragmentary

remains.

1.7 The role okexcavatiorstrategy

Excavation strategy is another element that shapesttreretative process fieldworkers a it
enablego see more easily sontleings instead of others. For example, Flannery explained how

extensive eplorationsfacilitates the interpretatiorof spatial relations among features and
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assemblage@d-lannery 1976, 50)Similarly, Barker recommended open areaghedetection of

timber structures that otherwise wolidéless evident byest pitting and trenchin@arker 1969,

233). On the contraryexcavatiorpits and trenches are strategileat facilitat the interpretation

of stratigraphy. This doesné6t mean that strat
attention to be perceived.

In general, strategies adefinedconsideringhe character of remains and the research agendas

of projectsFor i nstance, Barkerds most emblematic e>»
relatively shallow deposits and despite his great support for open areas, he accepted that
trenching would be useful for observing constructive phases in lstoldéngs(Barker 1969,

233). Otherparadigmatic examples are the extensive exploratitemadiscape sites for

interpreting marginalvoodstructures aiYeavering(HopeTaylor 1977, 47and the deep

trenches aferusalem to follow constructive sequen@ésnyon 1974, 55)Likewise, $rategy

might be also applied at lower scalben dissecting feature. For instance, burials are explored
extensivelyto observe a horizontal patterningastefacts whereas postholes will be sectiaioed
observevertical relations of remaingn general, the incidence of strategy is more evident when

one compares different strategic approaches. However, this aspect will not be further considered
in this investigatiorbecause alihe selected castudiesmplemented the same strategy:

extensiveexcavations. This selection was intentional to facilitate comparability.

Finally, there is one aspect that deserves a short@aoteof thecharacteristics ofommercia
projectsis having lesgontrol over strategginceexcavation areas alargely defined by
developmen(Jennings 2011, 28286). This aspect will not béurther revised eithebut a
recurrent problenm the commercial sector is the limited interpretative potentiafradltscale
excavatiorlike testpits and tunnelddowevert hi s d o e s thése data aaselesst h a t
PatrickOttawayanalysedhe primary records afiatching briefs, tegpits and open areds

York, and then hachieved a general understanding of Roman Yotkaway 2011)
1.8 Collective empiricism: Theam and the record

Many theoetical discussions about excavation and recordieggrounded ia distinction
between objectity and subjectivity Followers of posprocessual ideas often critieithe
mechanialepiction of excavatiothatobscures itsubjective componen{€hadwick 2003, 99;

Adams and Brooke 1995, 96h some extenthesecommentsare pertinentbecause
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methodological discourseisuallystressme c hani c al aspect s, but this
fieldworkers donodot a cskbecdivelaspecs ke gkilhand expanence t an c e
Still, someinterpretative theoriststrongly believehatthere isacampaign in British

archaeologyo promoteobjectivity at the expense of subjective elemdhrtedder 1997, 692)

On the other hand, thpostprocessual stance has its osleficienciesas subjectivityis not very

well defined and they fail to distinguigfetween an opinion grounded in skill and experience and

an opinion baskin limited skills. In consequenciey create a mutually exclusive relation

between subjectity and objectivity However, as explained before, mechahobjectivity and

subjective trained judgmegenerallywork together Then,the rony of British méhods isthat
standardizegroceduresvork better when refined bgubjective experienoghereageflexive

practices must be systematizedoecome operable.

Another characteristic of recent theoretical warkhe definition of amterpretative theory

largely based in individual agents of knowledgmst likelyduea strong emphasis in

subjectivity and embodied cognitiglodder 1997; Chadwick 2003; Bender et al. 2007; Shanks

and McGuire 1996Thomas 2004)Generally, tis stance takes x a mp |l es of O0seeing
demonstrate the subjective components of perception and interprésaidr?). However,this

view fails to acknowledge that casesseting similaare more frequent because people share

much knowledgéHanson 1958, 18Besides, this is closely related with the standardized

language obbjectiverepresentationthat aims t@roduce disembodied representations that can

be understood by an epistemic commuf(iiggeworth 2003, 99)n other words, one of the

limitations with recent interpretative theoryfaling to consider thabbservers are not isolated

theyare participants of social grou(Radder 2006, 82)

Another reason to wseinterpretive theory is the nature of fieldwork which priityais a

collective enterprise or teamwofkigurel1.1). In the first place, fieldwork is collective because

it requires darge workforcedue the divsion of labour and the scale of excavatiaork (Olsen

et al. 2012, 68; Carver 2016, xijowever, the interpretative implications of collective work

have not been considered very oftemce more, Edgeworth ism autstandingeference, because
althoughmost of his worldescribes thembodied dimension of interpretatidte also stresses

cadlective component innterpretative practicthat he definesass oci al transacti on
(Edgeworth 2003, 41¥For instancelzdgeworthdescribesiow two or morediggerscoordinate

their movements when working together in the definition of a feature. Specifically, he classifies
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this type of cokkctiveinterpretatioras joint actions and he remarks that many of these exercises
can be carried out in silence due the existence of a common background knowledge about
observable entities and technical procedures. However, thereagsa corstant sharingf

empirical expaence as fieldworkers continuously take account of the discoveries made by their
partnergFigurel.7). Evidently, there are situations that might requileogue for exampleo

direct attention to certain aspeotsdiscussing conflictingvidencg Edgeworth 2003, 4142).
Additionally, Edgeworttconsiders anotheofm of collaborativeexacisewhichis mainly

mediated by languag€&or examplehementions that informatench visitscreate opportunities

for observing the latestiscoveriessharing previous experiences ahscussinghe meaning of
evidencg Edgeworth 200344). Evidently, this mechanistas been refined in reflexive

methodsn the form of6 p r i-toa utotrgghilate thexchangef information anddiscussion of
evidencg(Figure1.8). Hence, thisnteractivity aims tqgoromotea collaborativework (Hodder

2005, 653; Farid 2015, 67)

In sum, joint action and interactiviharacterizéwo epistemic scenarios ebllaborative
interpraationin which the individual perceptions and previous experiences of agents become
public or part of an epistemic community. This is possible because there is a set of common
assumptions that defines what things are worth seeing and a standardized language tha
stablished how to describe and communicate findigsse elements indicateatinterpretive
fieldwork is performed within a social contartwhicha group of agents produces knowledge
working togetherOverall, this constitutes the mains interesivbithas been defined as social
epistemologyGoldman 2010, 14Jor this reason, ainterpretive theorgtronglygrounded in

subjective gperienceandembodiedcognitionis insufficient
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Figurel.7. A groupof diggersdefininga featureHeslington EastJniversity of York
(Copyright York Archaeological Trus§GC BY 4.0).https://doi.org/10.5284/1019860

Figure1.8. Priority tours for discussion siteterpretationst Building 49, Catalhdyuk.
(Copyright. Catalhdyuk Research Projge€ BY-NC-SA 2.0)
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In the past decades, the issue of the completeness and selsstivesiée records has been a
crucial topic intheoretical discussiofCarver 1989)Much of thatdebateemergedn the context
of rescue archaeologparticularlyto question the policy gfreservation by record.ucas
2012b, 62)Critical responses oftesuggestdthatfield datashould be recordedithin a
researchramework(Binford 1964; Reynolds and Barber 1984pwever, this ideavas
untenabldor some archaeologiskecaus it impliesproducing an incomplete record that ignores
relevant data for other researcliEmnnery 1982, 275; Barker 1982, 3#yidently,asking for
completenesshould be understodarelative to a set of contingent standards for an epistemic
community. Howeveranother important purpose of this view veahieving an empiricajoal of
sharing data within an epistemic communitycontrastsupporters of selectivity generally
believethatif records only miee sense within a research framework t h almostiimpa@ssible
to reuse an archivier an alternative agenddowever ,this argument isontradicted by various
examplesof recent investigationgsingantiquarian observations, fexample(Barrett,Bradley
and Hall 1991)Hence, despite antiquaridsi d n 6 tthe isaene thingthat modern
prehistorians wouldhe lastcan use antiquariambservationdecause there ismmon cultural
backgroundaboutthingsthat deserve to be observed, for instamocmumentsartefactsaand

landscapes

More recently, reflexivity has questiondte completenessf standardized archivesy
suggestinghe lack ofcrucialcontextual information. Hence, reflexivityaimsto createa more
complete archivéhat fills thosegaps.This is abit paradoxical if one considep@stprocessual
criticstoward completeness idedlElley 1989) However,reflexivity moves in the same
directionby enlarging the amount of recording almost in an attempt to cabteingtole
experience of digging a si{€hadwick 2003, 103; Lucas 2012b, 7/®gverthelesspne must
acknowledge that primarygoal of reflexivityis improving the malysis of records, which in

theoryis very problematic wh a set of standardized documents.

The archives produced over recent decades have increasingly become problematic since they are
not sufficiently contextualized within a reasoning process. Mangxremely difficult to use.

Diaries are often not present and unless one can talk to the individuals who were involved in the

original excavation, it is often difficult to make sense of large amounts of highly formalized data.
The provision of a reflexiveontext must become one of the main aims of methodology so that it

is possible to make sense of archaeological fieldwork after the @veatder 1999, 31)
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Again, therds contradictory evidencagainst reflexive claimspecificallythere arevarious

examples obackloggedstandardizedrchives analysed and published many ykdes

(Bowsher and Miller 2009; Evans et al. 201B¢sides, these examples egtevant to indicate
theoretical limitatiosin reflexive discoursd~or example, oe of the basic lessons of

historiography is that documents only speak wiigey areproperly interrogate@loch 1954,

53) and thisan analytical ability imnother interpretative ski{lGinzburg 1999, 20Hence, this

indicates more clearly another possithleoretical inconsistegan reflexive discourse because
although they observe similarities in the process of interpreting archaeological remains and
documentgHodder2000b) theydeny te possibility toexaminecontext sheetdHe n c e , i tods
possible that standardizatiandthe lack of informatiorare not thenmain problem bformalized

records I nstead, i tos gandsrdizedataas unclbaaudkthetldckeofamal ue of

analytical strategy to make them speak.

Onecharacteristiof documental analysis is that testimonies mustdsdronted with other
documentdgo interpret their meaning araheck their accuradyGinzburg 1999, 1i213; Bloch
1954, 54) Thereby, documents are alwa examinedn series In some extent, reflexivity
coincides with thisdea as they consider thaintext sheetswust be confronted withiaries.But
this process ofrossexaminations neglected fothe sequence of context sheetgh no good
reason This is a highly problematic because context sheetsameectedn multiple ways, for
example bystratigraphic andleaturerelations In other wordscontext sheetirm a contextual
network of primay sources that enablasalysisby crossexaminationNot to mentiontat the
sequence of context sheets is inserted in a wielsvorkthat includegraphic testimoniedn
sum, there are twadditionaltheoretical problems ireflexive discourseFirst, they fail to notice
the contextual networlof contextsheets and secondly, they miss the relevandpofimental
analysisMoreover, the analysis of any form of recosdobssible because thesmirces are
recorded with gublic frameworkdefined by disciplinary standards. Even, if this is not
completely trudbecausehere might be vaationsamong different traditions afrchaeologythe
task ispossible by studying the languaged practicesegulating observations and
representationgvidently, this is not a simple tagkprimary data are fragmentatto multiple
document®vera sequencdyut the task is possiblg/lcrossexaminationThese ideas constitute

the coreof amethodfor documental analysisf site records to bdescribed in the next chapter
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Chapter 2Vlethodology

The mainconcernof this investigations what has been defined theproblem of quality in
recording methods for archaeological excavati@moadly speaking, the probleconsists in
investigatingwhether there are improvements in the variabditglcredibility of excavation data
when projectsmplement more complepecordingmethodsHowever,asmentionedoefore,

there is an alternative way to explain quality differences in excavation rdnoodssidering the
incidence othe epistemic context field investgations.This study selectethreeprojectsthat
implemented alternative recordistrategies. Specifically, THéatalhéyik Research Project
(CRP)whichrepresents the reflexive methdtdeexcavations aMlRG95a typical commercial
project in London recaled withsingle contextecordirg and the Tarbat Discovery Programme
(TDP)which followed the guidelines of the feature system.

These pojects were selectatlietheir recording strategies andntext in which they took place,
namely the academic and conmaial sector This variable was important as itchenplications

in the type of workforce, the duration pfojectsand the background knowledge of sites which
altogether defined the epistemic context of projegection 2.1 gxands on the selection ofses
studies Generally, debatesbout thevirtues and problems of recording systems have been
largely unfoldwithout paying much attention to empirical evidendence, case selection was a
crucial step for defining documental samples to be studiee by looking into the content of
records, this study aims to give a more reliable answer to such magtetien2.2 provides a

general account dhe type and sizef samples.

The analyticalvork is divided in two steps. First, there is an internal analysiseé studies
followed by a comparative stefection 2.3 describes tly@alitative and quantitative procedures
for the internal analysisf samplego descrile the variability, credibility and relevance of data,
additionally it describes the process to examine the incidence of circumstantial factors like the
skill of fieldworkers, the background knowledgepobjects and theharacter of remaingn

short, theaim of the internal analysis gettingadetailed picture of thaterpretive processf

case studiesSection 2.4 describes the quantitative and qualitative adpedtse comparative
phaseHowever, the internand comparative stages are basedidementary analytical

strategydefined asontent analysis or coding. Content analysis procedure tolassify the
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content of excavation recordghich was crucial talescribehe variability ofdata Coding was
guided by a classificatory system organiaredlasses and typeSection2.5 explains th@rocess
of coding andSection 2.6 explains tHegical and conceptudlackground of thelassificatory

framework

2.1 Case selection

Case study is a research strateggrialysesituationsand event# relation to their context. This
strategy is used in social scienegsl management studiesinvestigate different ranges of
socialphenomena atthe performance afompanies and projectespectivelyYin 2014, 31)
However, this inductive stragly has a longer tradition in historiography to study individuals and
eventsn their surroundingput always aiming to reach general conclusi@iszburg 1999, 12;
Levi 2001, 98) Equally important is noticinthat the contexdf a case studgan be defined by
socialelements aslass and gender relatioasenvironmentafactorsin which a person or a
groupreacts Case studies were selected lbeing representative of different epistemic
circumstances and recording methadtiese differences were crucial for the research questions

of thisinvestigation

The first case study is¢ Catalhdylk Research ProjéCRP) which wasone of the main
experiments on reflexive methods. It was a kergn research project in the famous Neolithic

site in Turkey. The field phase began in 1993 and finished in 2017 with annual seasons every
summer. The project included two ma&xcavation areas-{gure3.1) and the site included

roman and byzantine remains, but the main occupation dates from the Neolithic. The excavation
team included a mix of professional diggers and studéaisd 2015) Besides, when the CRP
started, the site was already famadus the former exploration of James Mellart that had already
defined the architecture die site(Mellaart 1967) Then, al t hough t he CRP

Britain, the methodological and operative coss deeply British.

The second case study are the exploration at MRG95, this was a typioakrcialproject in

the city of London executed by MOLA (then MoLAS). The excavation phase lasted for a few
months between February and May 1999 and was execytetelam oprofessional diggers

The project only includedr@ extensive excavati@rea and the site coveradnultiperiod

deposit ranging from roman to pesedieval deposits located in the Walbkaktley Figure
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4.4). This area was known for being the main industrial area of Roman L¢8defey and
DrummondMurray 2005, 56).

Finally, the third case study wake Tarbat Discovery ProgramrEDP), anothetong-term

scholar projecthatinvestigatedhe site of Portmahomack, an early medielepositiocated in

the Tarbat Peninsula of Scotland. The project included four exa@vation areas or sectors
(Figure5.3). Fieldwork run between 1994 and 2007 and included the participation of
professionals, students and volunte&tee site of Portmahomack is a deposit that extends across
the landscape withoatdeep stratigraphyHgure5.4). It includes the remains offactish
monasteryand although piggsh monumentsdd been previously studied, no pictish settlement
had excavated befoflear bat 6 s (€arvyerd2016,xitxv).0o n s

Thedefinition of case studies haddonsider thesize of projects as théRP and TDRncluded

more exploration areas thMRG95. Hence, units ofinalysis wereonstrainedo specific

extensive exploration® facilitate collection and analysiork. Specifically, these includie
exploration of Building49 (B49) for CatalhdyukKigure3.3), Sector Xor Tarbat(Figure5.5)

and the only excavation area MRG95 (Figure4.5). MRG95 was the earliest excavation and
took place in 1999 during the PPG16 éftaar bat 6 s e x p | lmetween 198@007f o0 o k
and B49 was excavated beem20042008. This temporal proximity wastentioral to compare
relatively contemporarprojects.Finally, these cases were selectedhaving published
monographsthis wasan important factor for two reasons. First, it was considered a sign ef well
funded projects that allowed tninimizethe incidence of economic factofsd secondly,

reports providedbackgroundnformation about projects and sit&gich was useful during the
process of case selection and samplibgdently, this process of seleatitimits some possible
contrasts, for example the implementation of reflexive methods in commercial scébhewits

et al, 2010)However, the selected projects work well for the main goals of this investigation.

pl
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Case study| Recording | Type of project Workforce Character of the site and
system background knowledge
B49 Reflexive | Catalhdyik Mixed team with | Catalldytik. Urban Neolithic
method Research Project, professional site with a high preservation ¢
Long term diggers, graduate | remains, famously known for
research project | students and the repetitive pattern of
trainees aided by | buildings across the site
laboratory
specialists onsite
MRG95 Single MRG95.Short Team of MRG95. Multiperiod site with
context term commercial | professional different levels of preservatior
recording | project diggers located in the industrial area ¢
Roman London
Tarbat Feature Tarbat Discovery | Mixed team of Tarbat.Early medieval site
system Programme. Long professional located in the vicinities of the
term research diggers and Monastery of St. Colmari.he
project trainees deposit covers an industrial
areawith different levels of
preservatiorextended over the
landscape
Table2.1. The table resumes the mairteriafor case selection.
2.2 Sources

As mentioned before, recent methodological debate in Britain is largely ingsexdessional

opinion, except for a recent study that actually has examefkkive diaries(Mickel 2015) For

this reason, it wasnportant to examine a samplepmimary records produced under alternative

methods The use oflocumental evidender investigating philosophical questioissinspired in

the notion of a natalized epistemology or the idea tiphilosophical researcthould be

supported by empirical evidence and not simply by argument and conceptual gcalysss

1969, 69) Therefore by studying primary records one should be in a bettsitipn to evaluate

the merits of principlesAs explained beforayritten formats onstitutethe focus of this study,

particularlyexcavation diaries and shedttowever,context and feature sheetiso include

graphic data like stratigraphic diagrams and sketches, hence these textual andigtapiéce

analysed altogether
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Also, & explained before, one of the differences betwieemeflexive method, SCR and the
feature system is the numbersaiquencesf written formats Although, the extension of
sequences varies. For instance, sequencesntéxts and feature sheetsachthousands and
hundreds respectively. Whereas excavation diariesinalyde a few tens of entrieStill, these
represent a lot of swcesto be examined, then théyad to be sample facilitate the analysis.
Around 25% of thesequences dIRG95and Tarbat were collected, these samples aimbed
representative of the different stages of the project and its participtarise, theige and
distribution ofsamples enabled to analyse the general results of the ptgidividual
performance of fieldworkers and the flow of interpretative wbrkughtime.

In the case oB49, only the full sequence of diaries was examindus degsion wasmade

considering thexistence of aecentstudy that already compares the content of sheets and
diariesfrom the reflexive metho@lickel 2015) This study stablishes similarities and

differences in the content of bdibrmats but in general it stablishessaongerdescriptive

character ircontextsheets and a stronger reflexive nature in diahegeneral, these results
seemplausible thenl was not interested in replying th@omparation. The most controversial

aspect is tht investigation is thaterpretation of resultspecifically the explanationofi ar i e s 6
content enables to stablish the credibility of site interpretatibirsaspectvill be considered

more extensively in sectidh6). Thisconstitutes an important reason for prioritizing the study of
reflexive diaries fronCatalhdyuk Another questionable aspaects Mi c kel 6 s after gu me nt
comparing the contewff context shets and excavation diaries from Catalhdyuk, stablishes a
general contrast betwe&CR and the reflexive method. Thigerpretation is controversial

because she mainly compares the content of two foljt@tsext sheets and diaries) within a
recordingstrategy(the reflexive method)A fairer comparation with SCR would require

considering the results from an archive that only included a sequence of context sheets. As
explained before, the difference between SCR and the reflexive method rest in the sfumber
written formats that each strategy includesr this reasonny investigationchose to compare
archivesfrom different projects rather than simply compare context and diaries from the same

project
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2.3 Internaland comparative analysis cdse studies

Theanalysisof recorgis organized in two stepEirst an internahnalyss of case studies and
secondly a comparative stadgéne internal analysis was grounded with a mix of qualitative and
guantitative procedures for tla@alysis of recordd’ he main goabf theinternal analysisvas to
produce general descriptionspybjects based in thariability, reliability and the relevance of
data. This information facilitated the analysis of the interpretative prateserent scales: the
project, the individual performance of fieldworkers atdosdifferent stages of the project.
This sum of qualitative and quantitative observationdleakto get a detailed picture of the
incidence of epistemic factorsspeciallythe skill of fieldworkersthe character of remains and
the role of background knowledg®@verall, thanternal analysis aims to be an exhaustive study
of projects groundedn an intensivestudyof documentatiorfLevi 2001, 95; Ginzburg 2012b,
207).

Coding

Content analysisrasthe most basic form ofjualitativeanalysis from which further forms of
analysis deriveContent aalysis or coding consist in classifying the informative content of
excavation records into variogkasses and types of informatif®ilverman 2011, 164)Coding
wasguided by a conceptutkmework organized into three classes: interpretative, reflexive and
nortinterpretative informationAnd each class as integrated by multiple types of information

which represents the most basic forndafa Table2.2).

Quantitative observationyariability and frequency

After classifying the content of recordbge frequency otthe distinct types of claimsas counted

to observe the general distribution of claims in ey@pject. This process allowed to observe the
proportion of layer descriptions, reflexive data and so forth in every préjietwards, the
performance of fieldworkers wdy examininghe distribution of claims by fieldworker his
dataallowed to observe if some diggers had produced more interpretative and reflexive
testimonies than other§heseresults werenterpreted aslifferences in the skill and participation
of fieldworkers Findly, there was dongitudinal analysis to examine thestribution of claims

acrosdlifferent stages of projects. Three arbitrary stageseoé defined ircase studies
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although the length of stages variadelation to theduration of projectsThe longtudinal
analysis aimed tetudy similarities and differences in the type of data recorded at different
stages of a project. Arguably, this form of analysis would allow to observe whether changes in

the background knowledge of a site would enable thepretation of higkorder claims

Qualitative analysis is based in elementarycedures of descriptive statitssically the

frequency and percentage of attributes in samples. No more complex statistical areysis
included for example inferential stati becausene of the basic goals wabserving
guantitativesimilarities and differences and study them in relation to qualitative aspects defined
by the context of case studies, not to define general statistical trends in which conditions are
unimportant Moreover, the size of some samples (B49 for example) is not too extensive to be
subject to more complex statistics. There are some kinds of statistiséhéstould be applied

for somequantitativeresults for example t@ssesslependence relatiofetween variables.
However, thisoutreaches thecepe of my study. Hence, the focus will be in defining significant
attributes and relations that couldsaéhject to more complex statistical analysishe future.

Qualitativeobservationsrelevance and validity of data

Additionally, there vereadditionalforms of qualitative analysis to examine the relevance and
validity of specific types of informatiomm records Reflexive and noifinterpretative data were
examined to assess whether thigpes of claims contributed the credibility of interpretative
data. Hence, reflexive and namterpretative information was classified in different categories
according to their relevanc€his information allowed to observe more clearly how much of that

information was important and how much wasecessary.

The validity of testimonies was exclusivelgdressed for interpretive claims in excavation
sheetsHence, this was exclusively appliedMRG95 and TarbatamplesSpecifically, this
analysisaimed to evaluate tharedibility of interpretations in recording methods that do not

include diariesAccording toreflexive archaeologythis taskis impossiblgHodder 1999;

Mickel 2015) In broad termsassessing theredibility of interpretaive datarequires checking its
emprical supportFor example, if a sheet interpreted a layer as a dump, then one had to examine
whether hat recorddescribed evidence supporting that claim, for exaraplenjecture that

explains howdescriptive and int@retive datdink. In many cases, this only required checking

the content of a sheet, but in some other cidsequired onfronting the content of two or more
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sheetsThis crosschecking of different testimonies is a typical historiographic methods to

evaluate the credibility of documeniGinzburg 1999, 1213). Evidently, his qualitative

examination allowed to differentiate between reliable and unreliable sources, however, this is
very basiamethodto evalate the credibility of interpretivéatabecause the strength of

interpretation was not considered, for example whether a claim was supported by sound or weak
evidenceln the endthese qualitative observatioasabled to produceatditionalquantitative

datg specifically the proportion of relevant reflexive and aterpretative data, and the

proportion of reliable sources.

Comparative analysis

The comparation of project was the following analytical step to obsenitarities and

differences in thénterpretative process of sites and the qualitiestimoniesThis contrast is

based in a comparation of theneral distribution of claimaf cag studies, this contrast was

useful to identify whether some projects had produced mtegpretation and reflexivity than
others.Nevertheless, thesesults were interpreted considering the epistamitext of projects

The comparative stage was commpénted with a contrast of the relevancyeftexive and non
interpretative informatiof case studies-inally, there was a comparatiohthe reliability of
excavation record®r MRG95 and TRS2. Thisontrast enabled to identify the areas of field
investigation in which fieldworkers were more and less successful genédakyall, the internal

and comparative judgment allowed to observe more clearly the incidence of methodological and

epistemic circumstances in the quality of records

2.4 Basics of coding

As mentioned before, codiraims to classify the information of recorid$o different classes

and typegSilverman 2011, 164)his process was guided bganceptual framework that

helped to identify the variability of information documentgTable2.2). In practice, coding
implies fragmentingthe contenof adiary entry or a context/feature sheet into smaller pieces of
information. Thefragment belows a typicalexample of coding for a diary entry from B49
Catalhoyuk. Initially, the entry describes the process of layer definition of a fill andrstaiesl

operative procedures. It continues with a description of the discovepnudstructures
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followed byadditional operative informatiarelated to theemoval of thdill. Finally, there is an
reflexive claims describing some doubts related taltbeovery of structures.

We havébeen continuing work on unit 7913, the giant fill lay&ontext definition) We have
fasttracked this unit and are steadily going through it, pedistaling anythingalo&s remotely
interesting(Operative decisior). We started to follow the lines of bins (?) from unit 7916 out of
the fill to find the outline of the structure(s). We think that there are some bins in thexsstith

corner. Thus far, we have just comenthioupon the plastered outlines of the WiB&uctur al
elemen). Today, we (DGN & SHL) began to dig westwards in an attempt to remove the fill bulk.
We stumbled upon several plaster lumps that later lan and Shanina told us to take out, based on

previous egerience of these types of house {iperative decisior). By the end of the day, |

think we have at least twpossibly threebins outlined or we think we know where they go. |
exposed the plaster on the outside of one bin abutting the east and abrihtlink there are

two other bins in the area exposed by unit 7@16certainty). (SL/02/04)

Coding context and feature sheets was slightly different because informsatoorded in
different sections. Then, in some extdragmentation of dathasbeen already implemented
Overall,this facilitatedcoding sheets. Howevehe interpretative section of sheets usually
contained different types of claims, that had ted#ed into smaller bits of informatidRigure
4.1). In theory, tassificatorycategories must be sufficiently clear to be mutually exclusive and
avoid overlying and double coding. However, this was unavoidable sometimes digséhe
textual and conceptual relation betweegflexive and interpretative claimSpecifically,

reflexive claims @ncertairy, reconsiderationand possibilitiesare always about some
interpretative aspect (see Table 2Qgcasionally, records included an interpre®tlaim and
later if required, a reflexive statement was added as in the example above, but this was not
always the casend sometimemterpretativeand reflexivedata conflatedrinally, it should be
said that coding was selective. Specifically, rafded data (lates, nameandsite codeswas
ignored from records for being irrelevant for analytical purpoSesling was implemented with
the aid ofa software (NVIVO), which allowed to create a databagh thecodingprocess of
each documenthis wasthe basis form secondary databases that include quantitativeseata

accompaying materials)



76

A conceptual background for interpreting the meaning of records

The codification of records is an analytical exercise derived from interpreting the meaning of
information. Hence, the most immediaeed is having a strategy fibre accurate interpretation
of sources. To achieve this task a strategy in two steps was developed. Htedicsinsisted in
having a conceptual background to guide the interpretafieaurcesand secondly, the
developmenbf a contextual strategy to interpret the meanindavé& widespread over a
document andrganized in sequencess the process of coding started, it was evident thatt a
disciplinary language regulates tmeanng of data This was most evident in layand
stratigraphicclaimswhereterminologyis highly controlled. Then, the first step to make reliable
classification was tdefine a conceptual framewoilkh some extent, many of these notions were
already familarand are related to thieeoretical framework ddtratigraphic excavation. Still,
conceptual revisiowas useful to identifynotions with multiple meanindse the assemblage
that sometimess described asgroup of finds within a context and sometimes refers to a
patterned arrangement of artefa@syce and Pollard 201Q)ikewise, it was necessary to study
the codes of representati@specially foithe interpretation afraphicdatalike diagrams and
sketches in exavation sheets. Again, many of these codes were already faimifiather

requires further study toe fully aware of theneaningof the different types of line®

represent uncertain boundaries and truncated corfitexgampleMuseum of London 1994)

Finally, another challenge was studying the use of less standamfi@edation This was more
evident withformation processes and spatlata For example, some records describrenfation
processes in terms of primary and secondary deposits, but others described them in terms of
construction, destructioanddumping eventdn consequence, having a conceptual background
helped to justify thelassification of this information intosingle categoryOverall, conceptual
revision showed that a lot of the information is regulated by shared notions, edalyse as
Wittgenstein explaied, language is a communal pract{@and 1979, 110)Then, when the
meanirg of somethingvas unclear, the initial strategy consisted studying the local terminology

to learn the forms of expression of a general concept.
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A ontextual strategyor interpreting the meaning of records

Sometimes an additional step was necessary hasmdequired reading a piece of information in
relation to another to interpret its meaniBgetches included short explicative notes

occasionally but when they didndét, |l inking textual
interpret the meaning of dravgs, for exampléf a sketch represented a structural remain
(Figure4.2). Additionally, many sheets included updates, which often produced small pieces of
disconnected text or graphics. Then, after linking those separatéiebiteeaning of text made
more senseral frequentlythis allowedto observe fluidity of interpretation&igure4.18).
Anotherinterpretative strategy consisted in reading sources as pacbofidgional sequence,

then byfollowing the conéxtuallinks between one sheet/diary entry and andtierenabled to
understand the meaning of data more clearly. Moreover, this strategy also dabavizserve
reconsiderations among testimonieghertextually or graphically recorde@&xample3.5 and
Example4.14). These interpretative strategies are highly consistent with the principles of
contextual archaeologyHodder 1986, 119However, | have drawn more closely from the
notions of documental analysis as portrayed by historians, that insist in the need to analysed
series of related documents, either to interpret its meaning or to check the validggmbny
(Ginzburg 2012b, 202; Bloch 1954, 92)

Atypical meaning problems

One of the characteristics of excavation sheets rghendwritten documents and this produced

some minor difficulties to interpret the meaning of words. This included the use of abbreviations,
although some of t hesecnwariel rsdogalrsatiBingldoei zed such
guantity ofinclusions.In other cases, fieldworkers developed their own cedasc h cugirgo: A

b/earth surface 21® (-258). Howeverthe immediate context generally provideabugh

information to interpret its meaning. More problematic was unclear handwtiiisgvas more

recurrentm the recordérom one person at MRG95. this casepalaeography wasseful, but

sometimes the immediatemtext of an illegible word or statement was useful to interpret its

meaning, including the informatiaf related sheetecorded by otér participantsStill, there

were a few sheets with some bits of informat:.i

first linein Figure2.1was interpretedastc | ay makeup f-ooypé hfeedt wooe 94
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(JDM-1022). However, it was impossible to reach a conclusive interpretation for the second line.
Overall, the number of sheets with undecipherabledbitsformationwas less than five, then
being stastically insignificant.

Your interpretation : Internal External Structural Other (specify)

Your»discussion: (z,/_ Alw ,,.,,L/[V fe [ Tonof /14—/11/ bl Te. L.
(lnte gl & ot f(’;ﬂ’/ ud _*

Figure2.1. Anillegible testimony of context sheet

In the case of diaries, referencing problems were more frequent. For exametery

describing the excavation ofh@rncoredefineitas o0t he possi bly attached
entries referred to the same elemiiér to itas horacore U.7920In this case, the context of
entriessuggested thdiothtestimonies referred to the same thiaggthis was confirmedvith

one testimony thahcluded both referenceExample3.5).

Finally, there were some sheets with ambiguous terminology particuiariexample when

using the notion of associationdescribe different types of interpretati@nediary entry uses

this term b describe an activityrea andateri t s f unct i onBasinR4010was pr et at i
located on a platform in the NW corner and probably associated with an area of charcoal and

dirty floors. This area appears to represent an activity area, possibly associated with food

preparatono ( DE/ 46/ 08) . Li kewise, a context sheet
of f e athkehole associabed with other stakehmles(-254), but in this case the meaning

was confirmedafter revising an additionaketch(Figure4.28). Finally, another sheet

me nt i @shedeposit probably unrelated to 700. More likely to be a dump from cleaning kiln

or furnace® ( MAM).Initially, the meaning obeingunrelated was unclear, howe\ar

accompaying sketch illustrated that layer 710 was possiydecut 700, thenthe type of

relation being described became cledtogether, these examples repressifierentinstances

when contextual information had to be used for interpreting the meaning of ambiguous
statementOverall, there werelesshan fi ve sheets in MRG95 and T

ambi guous c¢claims that coul dnét beficaheci pher ed,
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Figure2.2. Sketch from a context she@i\W-710).

2.5 A classificatorframework br sources

A classificatoryframework vas defined to guide the process of codingrceslt is organized in
classes and types. It includes three clagséssmultiple typegTable2.2). The main classeme
nortinterpretative, reflexive and infaretativeclaims Interpretative claimsiclude information
related toentities such as layers, features and structbrg# also includestratigraphic
information andormation processes among others. Reflexive staterdentsibe doubts,
ambiguitiesand reconsiderations relatedinterpretativadata. For example, if there is some sort
of uncertainty when defining a layer or interpreting the functionstfuecture. Finally, non
interpretative statements include differéaims d background informatin. For example,
observational conditions and operative decisions related to excavation work. Then, although
treated as independent classes, there is some intersection of reflexive -amenpoetative

claims with interpretative statements.

Furthermorethe class of interpretive claims is organized in three hierarchical levels: low, middle
and highlevel clains. This arrangement is based in ttenceptualization of fieldwork as
interpretative workhence activities of data production based in observikerayer definition

are considered lovwevel claims whereas the interpretation of unobservable phenomena like
functional aspects are represhigh-order claimgHodder 1999, 81; Thorpe 2012, 36; Hammer
2000) This hierarchical ordes based in the evidential relation betwémrels of interpretation,

for examplethe interpretatiorf a feature depenam the interpretation ahdividual layers This
hierarchy has been sketcheyg Martin Carver when hexplainsthata group of contextdefine a
feature, andjroup of featuredefine a structur€Carver 2009, 120). These ideabackup the

definition ofabasic structure of three levelsioterpretation
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1 Low level clains. Include statementslated to the definition of basic components such
as contexts and finds.

1 Middle level claims. Includstatements related to the definition of secondary entities like
assemblages, features, structures, groups of features, and buildisg includes claims
about different types afepositional processes like stratigraphy, formation processes and
constructive phases

1 High-level claims Includeinterpretations ofocal and cultural aspects of the pdsbr
instancejnterpreting the function of a buildira the cultural origin of a feature

This arrangement revealBatlower-level claims & closer to diredtnowledgeor empirical
experienceHigh-level claims are inserted in the domain of infererdgrahdirect knowledge.

Whereas nadle level claims oscillate between direct amigrentialknowledge This

clarification is important because it highlights divergengest h  Cideasvas he@rgions

that na feature doesndét exist physically; it
at still higher | evel of interpretation and s
(Carver 2009, 140)This s problematic because there are not good reasaasstone thad

burial might be less real than ftb . In my view,a context is as real as a burial gvidently,

there might be cases in which the interpretation of a building based in alignmentisadépo

might not be very secure if evidence is marginal, but in that case, uncertairrigefiibm the

guality of evidence, not from the conceptual status of entltikewise, it should be mentioned

t hat my hierarchical sthsHamkdodeshadderot o€toint
to emphasise the level of securityiterpretative claims, then in his view some types of claims

are more secure than othéifawkes 1954)Hence, this hierarchical arrangethen d o e s n 6 t
presume that lowdevel claimsaremore secure than higbrder claims, because empirical

experienceareas fallible as inferences.

Most of this classificatory system derives from the revisibcoacepts from Btish
archaeologyEspecially, the notions of stratigraphic excavation which include concepts about
layers and stratigraphy hic relatioft¢arris 1989) Other notions like the feature and the group of
feature have been imported from the conceptual tools of the feature $¢starar 2009, 19

20). Still, some conceptual references from American and French archaeology have been

incorporatedvhen no better definitioamong British literaturgvas availableSome types of



81

claims are based preliminary notiongrriched by documental analysigarticularly for

reflexive and noanterpretative claims. Finally, some types of claims emerged inductively when
examiningsourcedt 6 s al most c er tanelimitatohsantthe applieabilgy oivi | | b e
this framewok beyond the domain of excavation. For instancis, slistem proposes thgppace

and building claimsre higher ordethan contextefinitions Yet, this might not be true from the

point of view of survey techniques where spaces and buildings might bettdasic forms of

claims whereas context and stratigraphy might be less acce&sibtidbey 2003; Jones 2000)

Next, a detaileddescriptionof the conceptuaframework and its typesill be presented.

However, a synthetic version is included at the end otctiapter(Table2.2).

Nortrinterpretative information

The class of anrinterpretive informationncludesthreetypes of claims: Observational

circumstancegjecisions an@éthnography claim®©bservational circumahcesnclude

descriptions of observational conditions related to the interpretative process, for example
whether excavation had taken place under artificial loght a layer had been observed in

section but not in plarMeanwhile decisionclaimsinclude different forms of operative

decisionsfor examplaf a layer had been sliced into arbitrary levels. Fingtlinographic
claimsdescribe activities related to the project but not to interpretative work such as having
visitors onsite. Altogetherhes claims providelifferent forms of contextuddackground for
reflexive and interpretativeata.In some extent, these information corresponds to what Hodder
and others have described as providing contextual information about excavatiqfiHaddier
2000a, 9; Mickel 2015, 300However, this framework follows more closely the concepts related

to notion of material realization in observational §&tadder 2006, 31)

Reflexive information includgfive types ofclaims uncertainty, fluidity, possibility,

interactivity and methodology. In broad terms, reflexive claims describe doubts, ambiguities and
reconsiderations related to the interpretative process. These ravéangported from the
hermeneutic modelnd thetheory of theact of discoveryfHodder 1999, 36; Edgeworth 2003)
However, reflexive typearenourished by discussions regarding the doubtsuadrtainy in

the process dhyer definition(Lucas 2001, 154; Roskams 2001, 1X2yerall,uncertainty
claimsdescribenterpretativedoubts. For example, whether the extension of a layer is unclear.

Fluidity claimsincludereports ofreconsideration gbreviousinterpretations. For example,
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changes in the interpretationafype of featurePossibility claimgncluded descriptions wime

two or more interpretatidm r e concei ved to be prbmuogsi bl e. For
whether a layer was naturally or culturally depositateractivity refers todoubts and

reconsiderations derived from exchangesveen fieldworkers and laborag@pecialists onsite

(Hodder 2005, 649Evidently, this information is very similar former types, but it was

separated into a special type to examine in more detail the effects of this mecliamatiy,

methodological reflexivityncludes comments about the methods and techniques implemented

onsite The last two types oEflexive clamswere exclusivelydefined forreflexive diaries.

Low level claims: Contextlescriptiongndfinds reports

Current traditions of stratigraphic excavation in Britain define contexts and finds as the most
basic entities to be defined ongiioskams 2001, 110; Carver 2009,.2Dpntexts or
stratigraphic unitinclude depositiomnd removal events produced by cultwatinatural agents
(Harris, 1989, pp. 4214). Depositional events asmmmonly known asayers, whereas removal
eventsare defined asuts. The elementary charactercohtexts derived from the idea that
archaeological sites are formeddgequence of eventsence the basic purpose of excavation is
dismantling the site intidis primary component@luseum of London 1994, 1.2BavinLucas
explains thatontextshave a double identity adbjects and eventiiowever he observes tha

they are initially defined asbjects(Lucas 2001, 159)Similarly, Martin Carver explains that
interpreting a contexts means defining some sort of continuity of homogenous haaiteria
making a bunch of mud and stones into a ldgarver 2009, 20)Hence, thdirst step ofcontext
definition requiresdentifying a stratigraphic unihich then must be described by giving

account of its maiphysical attributegRoskams 2001, 169)

Oneof the characteristics of British methods &fiding cultural layersthis implies that
archaeological remains such as walls can be slidedlifferent contexts lika makeugbrick

layer and a surfaaef plaster Likewise, skeletal remains and coffins from burials can fieat:
asdepositional evets (Roskams, 2000, chapter 1Qverall, contexts aim to represent real
depositional units, unlike arbitratgvel techniques that are considered artififiéarris, 1989, p.

20). However, arbitraryfevels or spits (as British call them) can be introduced as complementary

control mechanisms. Then a deep layer can balsidbed into multiple arbitrary levels and each
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level will be identified as a context. Thereby, context mightidesl to represent natueaid
cultural events but also arbitrary levels of reco@&gskams 2001, 230; Lucas 2001, 163)

Finds are the second basic component defined in British methods. Firndsramenlyknown as
artefactswvhich includetoolsandmany forms of discards and organic residues such as bones and
seedgCarver 2009, 20)Finds are conceived ase component of laydrut unlike most soil
particles that are discarded, finds are preserved for further $tudizermorefinds ae collected
and bagged accordingly to different criteria such as fabric and recovery method. Yet, they are
always recorded in relation to contexts, then the finols a layer are separated from the finds

of another Figure2.3). Sometimesdditional recovery standard are requiasdseparating finds
from the top and the bottom of a fill or a thh@ienensional recording for a special finds
(Roskams 2001, 21226). Excavation work also includes theosery of different types of
samples which also must becorded in relation to a contextt provenance, even if additional
recording standardse implementedBased in these notions five types of kmvel claims were
defined. Initially, this included cdext descriptions andescriptions of finds recoveridowever,
during the process of coding three additional types of claimsinduetively defined These

include,Low-level contrasts orampaations amongdayers or findsgxpectedabsence claimsr

claims wheranexpectedattributeof alayer or a find vas not observednd finally, indicative
absence claimihat describsituations when annobservedttribute or finds was considered

evidence of somethin@ éble2.2).

Figure2.3. The recovery of finds from a fidndthe definition of a cutBurdale, Yorkshire.
(Copyright Julian Richard€C BY 4.0).https://doi.org/10.5284/1021540
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Stratigraplc claimslayercontacts, statigraphyandcorrelations

One of themain goals oBritish stratigraphic excavation is the removal of contexts in the inverse
order d depositionfor defining thedepositional sequenacé# contextqHarris 1989, 138;

Roskams 2001, 110This is achieved by the studytbie physical relationships among contexts,
namelywhether acontext overlays, cuts or abuts another. Tlifeone determines that a layer
overlies another, then one can interpret thatiais later than another. Likewise, if a deposit has
been truncated by a ciitwill be inferred that the layer is earlitran the cutThereby British
methods separate two types of stratigraphic informatamelyphysical relationships among
layersandthe stratigraphy of a site which describes tlepositional sequence of contexts

Hence, the sequence of a site is derived from stratigraphic relations (earlier/later), which in turn
have been derived from the physical relationships (overlying/undgylgmong layers

(Roskams 2001, 15455; Harris 1989, 152; Carver 2009, 20hen, a important difference is

that layer contacts arelatively observabldFigure2.3), whereasstratigraphic relations and the
sequence are always interpretationsimbbservabl@henomena from he past

One of the main challenges of this process is identifying the most relevant layer contacts for the
interpretation of stratigraphy, because a layer can have multiple contacts but only a few will be
relevant fordefiningits stratigraphic relations. For exaha, a cutmight be truncatingnany

deposits antbeing flled by many layersbut only thedeepestayer being cut and thdeepestill

will be relevantfor defining its most immediate earlier and later depgbfisseum of London

1994, 1.2; Harris 1989, 34Finally, it should be said thatratigraphic relations arecorded in a

very distinctive diagram, the matriarris Figure2.4). Whereagphysical relationships might be
recordedn sections or descriptiveljHarris 1989, 36; Roskams 2001, 156)

A B
—
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Figure2.4. Representation of stratigraphic relations (A) and correlationgf®ve)and layer
contacts (below). Source: Harris, 1989: 36.
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Correlationsare another type of stratigrapldata Theseclaimsdescribe cases when two or

more truncated contexts are ingeeted as once forming the saoret. Correlations aréerived

from different evidence as the physical similarities among contexts or a similar position in the
sequencehence some archaeologist consider them tdidpetly more complextsatigraphc
relaions (Roskams 2001, 156jlowever, correlations ataterprettions of past processtm

and thereforéheyarerecordedn sequence diagrams with their own code of representation
(Figure2.4). In this way stratigraphic informton includeshree types otlaims: layer contacts,

stratigraphy claims ancbrrelationgTable2.2).

Assemblage: group of finds

The assemblage is one of the most widespread notion in archaeology and for the same reason has
a less specific meaning. Broadly speaking, an assemblagellsaion of finds defined due its
provenience. Then, an assemblage can be a group of findsa ey a trench or a layer. For

instance, Gordon Childe defined the assemblaga ggresentative collection from a s{tehilde

1956, 16) But in moderrBritish excavationanassemblageommonlyrefers to the group of

finds recovered from a context, therefore being exjaivt to the notion of the findRoskams

2001, 212 Carver 2009, 224But at the same time, there is an alternative naifdhe

assemblage as a group of finds with a patterned arrangement, burials are typical exfatimisles

(Joyce and Pollard 2010, 293)is notion has soméngilarities with the British concept of the
0structured depositdé which presumes some sort
process of material cultur&enerally,structured deposits are considered evidence of ritual
practice§Garrow 2012, 94)however a similar idea has developed ireotiichaeological

traditions For example, Mesoamerican archaeologists usually considéhéhadistribution of

goodsin earthofferings and burialare intentional arrangements that represetent

cosmologies. In Britain, the concepttbé structureddeposition has gained popularity in last

decades, but has been noticetthat it fails to consider instanceswiintentionalpatternng

(Joyce and Pollard 2010, 293; Garrow 2012, &by example, distributions of discard and tools

over habitational floor§Flannery 1976, 34; Enloe and Audouze 2010, i®)ependently oits
intentionality. burials, offerings andpreads ofliscard,usually require a careful spatial recording

of the location and distribution of findhis standard rests in the assumption thath

patternng is evidence of something el$@r these reasons, thesemblage was defined as a
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middle-level claimthat esabes apatterned group of finds with detailed attentiontsspatial
attributeg(Table2.2).

Structual elements

The notion of the structure cuts agalfferent concepts such as the layer, the feature and the
group of features. For instance, there can be structural layers as walls, timber posts and floors.
However, many of those structural layers are components of structural features, such as
postholesand kilns.Finally, some groups of features defiseme types o$tructures like a fence

or a building.Structural concepts apartially incorporated irSCR becausthere are special

context sheets for the recordingmésonry and timber laye(Museum of London 1994, 3.3

3.4). Moreover, these categories prodused me conf |l i cts with Carveros
which only definesstructures s groups of featurg€arver 2009, 2122). In other words,
Carver6s model dxcstercenod structaral rayeis dnd structutaldeatlnesse
distinctions are crucial because defining a structure is a charatiteriaba type of vestige,
whereas defining contexts, features and groups of features are sets derived from stratigraphic
units. In consequencsstructural claims wererganized as followstructural elements for
descriptions oftructural layers and structufelatures Table2.2). Whereaghe descriptions of

structural groups of featuresd buildings \ere classified intthigherorder categories.

Figure2.5. Defining abrick floor. (Copyright Oxford ArchaeologgZC BY 4.0.
https://doi.org/10.884/1047571
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Featuresgroup of contexts

Features are commonly characterized as groups of contexts functionally, rislatetbre, these

are considered secondary claim that describdsigh~order entity in relation to laye(€arver

2009, 20) A typical example of a feature is a human butigkincludes at least three contexts:

a cut, a skeleton and a fill. Martin Carver classifies features into positive and neggaditiee
featuresggrow upsuch as kiln or a middenwhereas negative features include a cut that later is
filled, for example a postholé&igure2.6). However during the analysis it became more evident

the features can be divided into structural andstactural. Structural features include masonry
and timberwork elements such as posthaladwall foundations, whereas netructural

features includeverything else, such as middens and rubbish pits. In some extent, this coincides
with the American definition of the feature that encompasses architectural elements such as
hearths and storage p{Slannery 1976, 5)et,the Americandefii t i on doesndt have
stratigraphic background. For coding purposes, feature clach&led descriptions of nen

strcutural groups of contexighereas struaral features are included in the category of structural
elementsThis decision is basad the conceptualwerlappingbetween structures amelatures
(Table2.2).
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Figure2.6. Types of features. Source: Carver, 200R
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Group of features, Spaces, Buildings llindble-level contrasts

As explained before, Martin Carver places the group of features fdlthveing level of
interpretationwhich defines structures such as fence lines and buildi@gsver 2009, 22)or
example, a group of postholes defining a Mesolittluase(Figurel1.6). However,Flannery
explains that a group of features also can defispace or an activity ar@@annery 1976, 34)
Thisidea is integrated i€atalhdyik as theyse the concept of the space to identiiyms

defined by the internal walls of buildingBigure2.7). Likewise, theydefine external areas or
alleys aefined by the spaces between buildif@RP 2014, 19)In this way,a graip of features
can defineébuildings and spaces the same timéecause architecture usually organizes cultural
spacegZubrow,Audouze and Enloe 2011005)
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Figure2.7. Defining spaces of Building 77, Catalhdyuk. (Copyright. Catalhdyik Research
Project.CC BY-NC-SA 2.0).

Nevertheless, further conceptual revision also indicated that some grdepsuoés an define
areas and spaces but without defining a building.examplea concentration of burials defines
a funerary space andcancertation ostoringpits can define storage aredlannery defines
these as external activigreagFigure2.8). However, thalefinition ofactivity areas possible

by theevidence of toohssemblages and discard scatter{ifidgnnery 1976, 34)A similar
approach is adopted by French prehistorians that often integingtyaareasby studying the

distribution ofassemblages and the relation between features and assemblages, for instance, a
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hearth surrounded Hyonediscard. This strategyg highly common in sites that lagkchitecture

or with minimal structural presen¢2ubrow,Audouze and Enloe 2010, 108gvertheless,
Flanneryalsoincorporates the study of assemblages in urban sites to make finer spatial
distinctions inside rooms and buildings the he defines as internal activity areas. For example,

preparation and consumption areas.
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Figure2.8. Types of activity areas. Source. Flannery, 1976: 45.

Overall, the group of features, the space and the building are closely related concepts, although
they are not the samEor examplesome groups of features define sgaaed buildings, but

some group of features define spaces. However, not every spitiptetatiorwill be derived

from architectural elementBut in general, group of features, spatial and building interpretations
are grounded in lowdevel evidenceThis revision of spatial concepts is not exhaustive as there
can befurther levels of interpretatigrior instancegroups of buildings, but since such types of
claims were not observed in the samples, they are not considereththem,three additional

types of claimavere definedGroupof features for any kind daet relation that includes twor
morefeatures. Spatiallaims for different types afpatial interpretation like rooms and storage
areasand finally building claims special type of struatel defined by a group of features and
spaces, for instance a houske analysiallowed to identify an additional type of claims when
testimonies describamilarities and differences among twoddle-level entities these were

defined as middkevel cortrasts(Table2.2).
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Formation processes

After having defined a layer and additional interpretative step is the investigation of formation
processegRoskams 2001, 169)n broad terms, formation processes aim to explain the
depositional process of contexts or how layers came to be in the firsaplhtiee subsequent
postdepositional transformatior{Schiffer 1972, 156)Thegereral notion is grounded in the

fact that archaeological sites are product of cultural and natural agents.Enpurpgose of
formation process is to define whether a fill was deposited by a-aatemt (natural layer) or if

it was dumped in there (cultural deposit). In some cases, the distinction between natural and
cultural events might be relatively simple aistwstructural layes. Likewise human cuts and
animal burrows are also relatively simpldditferentiate Yet, formation processes are always
inferred fromphysical attributes of layers and finds other words, archaeologists do not
observe formationmpcesseg$Schiffer 1987, 265)

Michael Schiffer has proposed a complex terminology for the description of cultural formation
processe§Schiffer 1972, 161162) However , Gavin Lucas has obse
work focuses in the depositional processes of artefacts and assen(blaigss2012b, 75)The
analysis of records showed ttegular use of aalternative terminology to descriltiee

formation process of strcutural remains which commonly differentiate betwestruction,
refurbishment, use and destruction events. For examopie, walls and floepatchesan

represent manufacture and refurbishment. A warhfloor might represent a usent, and

finally a collapsed wall represented a destruction event. On the contrary, the interpretation of
formation processes sedimentey layers is grounded inraore generatlistinction between
primary and secondary layers. Primary layers usually dedeykesfound in its originaplace

of depositionfor instance a charcoal fill inside a hearth or an undisturbed skeleton in a burial,
whereas a secondary layer impléerelocated deposit, for instance a dump or a relocated
skeleton. Finally, postiepositional transformationsually were described &sincations or as

natural disturbances.

Lucas has claimed thanhgle context recordig focusesn layer description and stratigraphy,
whereas the interpretation of formation processe®t part of the systeffucas 2012b, 88)
This is a more specific claim of the genadsia about thémited interpretive scope of

fieldworkers. Moreover, thiddea is partially subscribed by Harbecause & considers that the
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primary task of fieldworkers is interpreting the sequence not formation pro¢elsses 1989,

53). Neverthelesdormation process theory is compatible wsthatigraphic theory as both
acknowledge the existence of natural and cultural events. In consequence, the challenge of
formation process interpretation is investigating the specific types of depositional process for

each layer, with an emphasis in culturaeents.

Phases

Phases are chronological divisiohthe stratigraphic sequencehen each phase represents a
group ofcontextschronologically related aelatively contemporaryHarris 1989, 158)For
example, a constructive phase of a building or@upation phase of a site. Specifically, single
context recording prescribes that phasing must be done offsite as part of tarcaestion
program(Roskams 2001, 25Bpence 1993, 27liHowever, some preliminary phasing might be
possible in not very complex siteapreoversomealternative field methods akeener to start
interpreting phasesnsite(Harris 1989, 108115). For this reason, an initiabnsideration of
phase claims was includestratigraphy, érmation procesphaseclaims aresimilar asall of

them describe different types @épositional processeldowever, formation processase

specific for each layer, wheresisatigraphy linksndividual events in gequence. Meanwhile,

phase describe a chronological sequence arranggdoumps of layers, features and structures.

High level claims: Function, Agency and Culture/Period

As commonly accepted, the maoal ofarchaeology is the intpretation of the past. However,

this starts very early iexcavation workwvith the interpretation of thstratigraphicsequence and
formation processes. Then, a more preciaam is affirming that the main aim of archaeology is

the interpretation of theosiocultural past. Hencéhese types aflaims constitute the higher

level of interpretation. Aftea preliminary coding of records, three types of highel claims
werefound Functionalagency and culture/period claims. Originally, an additional tyas

included for symbolic claims, but no instances were found, then being discauetional
claimsinclude nterpretation about the use of remains for certain tasks. For example, the use of a
pit for dumping rubbish or the use of a space for storalgis.Characterization is inspired in
processual theory that describes cultural groups as systems formed by several substystems

specificfunctions for the maintenance of the systédohnson 2010, 73lHence, there is a similar
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logic in the functional interpretation of sites which are conceived as mechanisms where every

feature, structure and space has a spquifipose or a set of tastsachieve.

In relation to agency, étlder explains there are differertnceptsHowever, a compatible

notion with nformation doserved irrecordss the characterization of agencyiadividual action

and intentionalityHodder and Hutson 2003, 10T)hisdefinition coincidewith a recent call for

the sociocultural interpretation of stratigraphlyich suggest thdayer interpretation also should
include thecultural actios behind depositional processes, for example instead of just

interpreting a layer as a dump, one should ponder whether this could be an instance of a cleaning
action(McAnany and Hodder 2009, .Jyinally, Culture/Period claims representestamces

when fieldworkers interpret material culture in relation to a culture or a period. For instance, if
theydefinea feature as a roman kiln oredievalditch. Obviously, these types of claims are

related to the notions of Culture Histqdohnson 2010, 15)

In generalhigh-level claimsdependon the evidence of lownd middle level claims. For
examplethefunctional interpretation cd feature commonly derivéiom layer and feature
attributes, and the spatiadlation wth other featured.ikewise, the formal attributes of artefacts
and structuresan beindications of their culturadate Similarly, as Schiffer observed long ago,
the investigation of formation processes would allow to produce more reliable infereaaes ab
behavioural claimg¢Schiffer 1972, 163)In consequence, functional, agency and culture/period
claims aresociocultural claims afemans (layers, finds, structures and so forth) and depositional
processes (stratigraphy, formation processes and phasegntly, there are other additional
forms of highlevel interpretation likehe siteinterpretation andhistoricalsynthesigCarver

2009, 298)
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Table2.2 Classificatoryframeworkfor excavation records

Class/Level Type of claim Brief description
Circumstanes Descriptiors of observational conditions relatec
G>J to excavation workFor examplea layer being
% dugunderartificial light
3]
S Decisins Descriptions of operativeecisiongelated to
o excavatiorwork. For instance, a layer beidgg
I in arbitrary levels.
c — - .
O Ethnograplc Descriptions of activities reladeo the project
< but notinterpretativework. For example, having
visitors onsite.
Uncertainty Interpretive doubtg-or exampleuncertainty
regarding the extension of layer.
Fluidity Interpretative econsiderationg=or example,
changes in th&unctional interpretation of a
feature
2
= Possibility When two or more interpretation are plausible
é For example, when it
E was naturally or culturally deposited
Interactivity Interpretative ambiguities and reconsideratior
produced by the interaction amofigjdworkers
and specialists
Methodological Discussions aboutf methodsand techniquem
primary records
Contexs Layer and cutlescriptiors.
[o)
q>) g Findsand samples Claims abouthe presence/absence of finds ar
_é ‘T the recovery of samples
o © . . o
— Low-level contrasts Claims aboutlifferences and similarities amon

contexts and finds
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Expected absense

Degcribing theabsence oéxpectedtontext
attributes or finds.

Indicative Absence

When an absent layer attribute or find was
indicativeof something else.

Middle-level claims

g Layer contacts Physical relationships among layers: overlying
3 cutting,abutting
(&]
% Stratigraply Stratigraphic relation andgquence claimdor
© example ifa context is earlier/later than anothe
(@)
g Correlations Descriptions ofwo or more truncated contexts
that once were the same unit
Assemblage Degriptions of agroup of findsthat includes
spatialattributes. For example, a burial
Structuralelements Descriptions oftructural layergwalls, floors)
andstructural features (hearth, kiln, platform)
o Features Descriptions of groupof contexts. For
2 instance, postholes, ditches and middens.
c
% Group of features Any description of two or more features
& associated into a groupor example, a line of
o postholes defining a fence line.
=)
°
= Spaces Descriptions of internal or external aregsr
example, a rooror afunerary space
Building A type of structure defined kygroupof
features and spaces. For example, a house.
Middle-level contrasts | Descriptions of similarities andifferences
amongmiddle-level entities
L = Formation processes | Descriptions about theatural and cultural
S 3 depositional processe$ contexts. Including
=~ postdepositionatransformatios.
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High levelclaims

Phase Claims related to the definition of constructive
and/or occupationgdhase®f sites

Functional Claims about these of remains for certain
tasks. For example, the use of a pit for dumpi
rubbish or the usef a space for storage.

Agency Descriptions of past actions in terms of

individual/groupintentional actionsFor
instancegleaning astructure ordestroying a
building.

Culture/Date

Interpretations of remains in relatibtma
culture/period. For instancthe definition ofa
roman kilnor aNeolithic burial
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Chapter Reflexive archaeology

A notebook of experiments is not to be confused with mdmenoment diary
of everything that happenaa the laboratory Marc Bloch, 1953120

The CatalhdyukResearch Projecs$ the one projects whereflexivemethod have beeput into
practice. This chapter describes thsultsof theinternalanalysisfor this case studyparticularly

to explainthe positive and negative aspects of diary recorfiingxcavation recordingnitially,

this chapter provides a general description of the reflexive method with an emphasis in the role
of diaries and sit¢éours (3.1) This is fdlowed by a description of the epistemic circumstances of
the project and theharacter of the sitg3.2). Reflexive diaries are stored in the digital database

of the project \ww.catalhoyuk.com/researctiHowever, due the size of the project and the

organization of explorations, the analysis required the selection of a sjpedding (B49) for
the analysis. Hence, the chapter includes a brief explanation of sampling ¢3it&xi&he
following step casists in providing generakharacterization of the format of diary entries
(3.4). Themain ctionpresentshe qualitative and quantitativeesultsof the internal analysis
(3.5). Theseresults lead to eevision of he notion 6 reflexivity whichwill allow to differentiate
betweentwo forms of reflexive testimony: observational and evidentiais @fstinction will

contribute to assess the relevancy of reflexive data.

At this point, there will benoughinformation to provide a generdéscriptionof interpretative
performanceat B49 Specifically, b evaluate tb impact of additional recording todtsr
improvingthe credibility of fieldinterpretationsand theeffect of having lab specialishsite
(3.6). Theanalysis is completed examiningetimdividual performance of digge(8.7) andwith
alongitudinalassessmertf the explorationat B49(3.8). Theseelementswill be useful to
explain howindividual skill and the accumulation of background knowledge aftkbe
interpretative and rédxive process at B49The chapter concludessuming the maipositive
and controversial aspectbdiary recordingat CatalhdyikHence, this evaluation considers
methodological elements asgecific epistemic circumstances of the Catalhéyik Research
Project (®ction 3.9).
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3.1 The reflexivenethod

The reflexive methodk part of a wider theoretical program called reflexive archaeoldggh
has been described amathodological and ethicedaction agaist currents field practice
(Hodder 2005, 644 Broadly speakinggthical aspects assdbg relation between archaeologists
andotherstakeholdersike indigenous groupsihilst, the methodological reactionnsainly
against therocedure®f commercial archaeolggOverall, the reflexive program is based in
four principles.Reflexivity, which is defined as the capacityefamining arbaeological
assumptionsSecondly igontextuality which claims that archaeological evidence gains
meaning by considering thmegontextual relations. Thirdly, imteractivity, which emphasises the
necessity to develogollaborative mechanisnte questiorand criticizeinterpretationsFinally,
there ismultivocality which seeks to create space foultiple discoursesbout the pagHodder
2005, 648)As it will be explained, the first thredementsare closelyconnected to field
methodologywhereasnultivocality is closer to ethg; therefore ishall notbe considered here

Hodderbelievesthatreflexivity, interactivity anccontextualityare angular storsef

interpretative work, but thesed been minimized dwstandardizegrotocolsin commercial
projects. For example, he sugtg that reflexivitys restrained bytandadization that portrays
data adully objectiveand ignores doubts and ambiguit{ekodder 1999, 31)Likewise,
contextualityand interactivityare constrained bgisciplinarystrong separatiortsetween

fieldwork and posexcavation, the creating an falsdivisionsbetween description and
interpretatiorthat rarelyachieved amntegrated view ofrchaeologyHodder 2005, 645Hence,
thereflexive tools and mechanism aim to encourage madtexivity, contextuality and
interactivity. For exampleyideo and diary recordingim encouragéeldworkersto be more

critical about their own workSimilarly, priority tours aim to create a closer relation between
fieldworkers and laboratory specialieat enable exchanging data and revising interpretations
There are other tools and mechanism in reflexive diaries, however diaries and priorityat@urs h
a stronger incidence in excavation work. Moreover, the reflexive method included many digital
technologies with the goal of improving interpretative practice in its later yEaytor et al.

2018; Berggren et al. 201%)owever, these aspects do not form part of the analysis.
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Diary recording

Reflexive diariesare one of the most characteristics elements of reflexive metHodever, it

should be very clear that diariepresent a complementdrmat in addition to standardized
sheetsThis is an important element to avoid confusions between formats (context sheets,
diaries) and methods (SCR, reflexive method), which depetiek way that the use and

integrate formats in a recording strategy (see section 2.2). Specifieflidive diaries

constitute a additionalsequence of textual recording on top of sequences of context and feature
sheetr as Hodder mentions:

A T h>eavator still works scientifically and systematically, filling inn forms and taking samples
and grid coordinates. But in addition, the reflexive excavator is also doing other ttatigsg
to specialists and community members, writing diaries, makaepsi recording his or her

phenomenol ogi cal rddes, 200 85¢)e and so ono

As mentioned beforegflexive diaries aim to provide a complementary information that
apparently standardized methods fail to include, for exadgatesionsambiguities ard
reconsiderationfHodder 1999, 31)Ihen,reflexive archaeologists assume that having an
additional layer of recording witontribute to improve the credibility of records by capturing

crucial contextual data omittél moretraditional method¢Hodder 2000a, 9)

Reflexive diaries are inspired the oldexcavation notebookutinstead they areapturedm an
electronicdatabase nsi t e at t wak More dnpaténtlyatheck hayvedbsen
important changes in the procedures of dairy recording along the development of the project. For
instancereflexive diariesaimed to bdess codified and less restrictiwethe early years of the
project, tofacilitatethe description of a mongersonal view of the site and develugher orders
of interpretation(Farid 2000, 25)However, a different attitudemerged in subsequent years
because it wasoticed that unexperienced fieldworkers oftenorded irrelevant datiue the
lack of guidelinegFarid 2015, 73)Likewise, it was noticed thafieldworkers were not very
systematiavith diary recording and this required a stronger policy to regutateding
activities(Berggren et al. 2015, 4B637; Berggren and Nilsson 2014, 62hereby, theast
instructive of site procedures defines clearer objective for deayrding. For example,
describing the process of interpretatatrdifferent scales (layer, featyspace)and being

reflexive about the effects of methods in interpretative pra@@iéd 2014, 33)Likewiseit was
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expected that fieldworkers could make one or two entriesekfwllowing a narrative structure
(Hodder 1999, 95; Mickel 2015, 309dditionally, there have been other important operative
changes in diary recording over time. Specificaligrieswereexclusively recorded by trench
supervisorsn the early years of the CRP, however this taak extended to most excavators
later (Hodder 1997, 696)This had the intention of gimg more interpretativehancedo diggers
However, this wasot evenly welcomed as some peopdasideredt more like aradditional
burden which compromised having a basistematic recor(Farid 2000, 25; Berggren and
Nilsson 2014, 62)

Priority tours

One of the most distinctive characteristicsh# reflexive method is having a group of
laboraory specialist onsite running preliminary analysisamples and artefacsd

feedbacing resultgo fieldworkers(Figure1.8). Theinteractionamong fieldworkers and
laboratory specialist is regulateddyp r i o r iintwkich& grawp odab specialistyisit
excavations for selectimgamples and discussing rasubith fieldworkerqFarid 2000, 19)
Thereby, priority tours develop a recursigep that puts together a wide range of data that could
either reinforce or contradict a prelimindrgld interpretation(Hodder 2005, 648 5ometimes,
the process ofampling iscalledé p r i o rorotfi-azsi ncgdoddey Z005, 653; Farid 2015,
68), but more importantly this is defined asegotiationamong archaeologistbecause instead
of following a predeterminepolicy, they select samples considering a wider rarigeiteria
Then, an specific goal of reflexive diaries is giving accoursaafpling decisionandexplain

the implications ofaboratory resultor field interpretation§ CRP 2014, 33)

In recent years, there has been some controversies abouigihality of reflexive nethods

because many of thehaveprevious version§Caver 2011, 25; Thorpe 2012, 33; Hanson and

Rahtz 1988; McAdam 1992Vore recently, theeflexive method has been describes as the first
attempt to systematize such mechamigBerggren 2015, 6250finally, despite its association

with postmodern philosophies, reflexipenciplesare grounded in twoery old methodological

ideas Specifically,reflexivity predicateshat anunexamined fielgbractice is not worth doing

andt herefore, they promote a critique of oneds
as suggested by maieutithis is not the place to follow such treads. For now, ficed to say

that reflexive method is a set miechanisnthat seeks to improve interpretative pragtic
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3.2 The project and the site

The first case studsevisesthe excavations of the Catalhdyiuk Research Project (CRR¢
famous Neolithic sitef Catalhdyuk,in Turkey. The siteis constituted by twenty meters mound
that includes a deep sequenéenidbrickbuildings, constructednd dismantledne above the
other representing 1400 years of occupation. The sitenisusly known foiits well-preserved
buildingsthat includewall painting, relief sculptures and architectonic installatigth animal
remains Some areas of the siteclude roman and byzantine remaing the main occupation
dates from th&leolithic (Farid 2015, 6Q)Before the CRP, there was anotheportant
investigation in the sitby James Me#larti n t h e thode®scavatienprovideda general
descriptionof thearchitectue of the siteandan initial interpretation of th&unctionof buildings
Specifically,Mellaart suggestedbuildingsincludedhouses anghrinegMellaart 1967, 3)

The CRPbegan inl993 withanevaluation phase, followed by three phases of excavation
between 1992017. So far, onlyhe first two have been publishedvering results between
19951999 and 2002008 (Hodder 2006, 2014 his longterm research project had
explorations in th&ast and West mound, although thaimexploration were locatead the
former(Figure3.1). The North and South areas were the nexicavatios of the project, the
Southwasa deepexploration for investigating the constructive sequence ofitbevghilst the
North operatiorwas abig horizontal exploration to investigatee organization of the settlement.
Initially, the North exploration began witivo building(B1 and Bj to investigag their function,
suggesting a domestic use 2003, theNorth areavasexpandedo explore a largemumber of
buildings(Hodder and Farid 2014,3) | t 6 s iohexcavhtiorthat B49 wasleg (Figure
3.2). Moreover, this phase wasrrelated withoperative changes in diary recordibgcause
every fieldworker onsite should make this record, insteait®@bupervisoonly as inprevious

years(Berggren and Nilsson 2014, 62)
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Figure3.1 Excavationsat East and West mournd the Catalhdyiik Research Proje€bpyright
Catalhoyik Research Project).

lan Hodde, the famous scholar behind the theorical ideas of reflexive methodyadsoe

director of theCRP.Although,fieldwork supervision wamostlyin charge ofShahina Faridan
archaeologist emerged from the ranks of commercial archaeologfulfilesl thisrole between
1995 and 2011The project included the participation of manternational teamsutthe

British team had the leading role as it controlledl#ngest exploration@North and Southand

had the longest participation. The British teams formed by @roup ofprofessional diggers

from the commercial sectespeciallyhiredfor this purpos (Farid 2015, 76)However, the

British areas also included the participation of scholars and trainees from American universities
like Stanford. Among the international teams, theas an Americarem fom UC Berkeley
University in charge oBACH area, a Polish team for the TP area and a Turkish team for the IST
area to name a fewhese teams usually had shorter participationcamdrolledsmaller

excavation areagnd often theyollowed a mixof British and their own methodBesides, they
usuallyincluded a mix of scholars and trainéBarid 2015, 67; Trigham and Stevanovic 2000)

The projectwas funded by different types of sponsiymsn academiand government
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institutions, includingorivatecompanies. Among other things, thitowed te construction of
the 6dig housed a building facility with
areadocated in the margins of the s{tdodder and Farid 2014, .2)
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Figure3.2 TheNorth area(Copyright Catalhdytik Research Project

Building49 (B49)

Given, thescale of explorations and the number of participants, the CRP has been described as a

largescale reflexive experiment. For this reason, the exploratiod®iRs theselectedo
investigate the implementation of reflexive proceduB2®® wasa smallsquaed-like building of
approximatelyfour meters byts sides. lincluded amain room ($ace 10Pand a smalleside
room(Space 334)The south area dhe main roonhad a concentration diearths and ovens
witho di r t i e,whilst henortheanchatsada concentration ofleanemplatforms

containing hman burialsLikewise, thenorthernhalf had internalvall painting(Figure 3.3).

a

\Y
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After the explorationB49 wasdefined as aomestic building with evidence of numerous
architectural modifications but always respecting the original (ddisford 2014, 313)
Despite size differenceB49 was a very typicaNeolithic building that follows the general

pattern observed across the g§kegure2.7).

Figure3.3. The final constructive phase B#9 (Copyright Catalhdyiuk Research Proj€« BY-
NC 4.0.

B49 wasidentified by the end of 2003, almost immediately aftearing topsoi(Krotscheck
2003, 23)Figure3.4). The exploration continueid interleavedseasons 12004, 2006 and 2008.
Generally, explorations lastédur or five weeks eachear. In 2004, B49vasexplored bya

small group of peopl&om theStanfordfield schoo] this includedwo graduate students
supervising andour traineesin 2006,two professional diggers continued #agloration

Finally, theexcavation concluded in 20@®done of thdormer professional diggerontinued
assupervisomassisted byive new participantsncluding another professional diggemyr@aduate
student and an undergraduate studedtisford 2014, 356)0verall, B49 wa®xcavated by
twelve diggers organized in small unithereby, this accoumontrast withthe common
description of the projeds largescale reflexivity(Jones 2013, 180; Farid 2015, 59)
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Figure3.4. Detection of B44Copyright Catalhdyik Research Proj€ BY-NC 4.0.

3.3 The sample

Catalhdyik diariesre stored in a hugmline databasevfww.catalhoyuk.com/researcthat

includes hundreds of entries recorded betwé&8a3-2017 and giverthe scale oftte project,the
most immediatéask was defining manageable samplepeifically, the North area was
selectedor this purpose duis strategy ad beingunder the management of British
archaeologis. Besidespriority was given to the second phasetlod projectbecausén this
period most fieldworkers participateddiary recordingFinally, since explorations were
organized by building, one of these was seletdezkaminaliaries. This selectiowas no less
complicatel because despitaostbuilding explorations had producesme entriessequences
included a few entriesecause recordingad beemnsystematicBesides, somsequences only
reflected the opinion of supervisofithesewere negative aspeaisi d n6t contri bute f
analytical strategywhich required a more systemagiccount and participation of various team
membersNo further detail othese drawbacks will bgivenas they haveeendescribed

elsewhergBerggren and Nilsson 2014, 62)

B49was the best case for analysis becdus@s one of the fewesuildings systematically
documentedNonethelessjata collection had its own problems because access to deries i
provided by a welsearcher that offers predefined categofigar,author, day, building, space,

featureand unit) After searching by bilding, the browsereturnedl7 entriefrom 3006 and
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2008. However, when searching by spéld@) and 334)the database released 27 additional

entries fom 2004 Finally, three additional entries were foumdhen searching by author.
Overall,sampling was @mplex due the scale of the project, but collection was complicated by
archiving problemsThe final sample included 47 entridisese wer@rdered in sequence by date
andtagged with a code that contains the initials of the author, a sequence numbearaofd y
product i OKA0VYOAT hius ,t Hie first entry of the B49 se
Thelength of entries varies fromshort paragrapto a few pages, but treveaage extension is

one pageThe total amount of analysed téxvolves 45 pages, whiatover around 15,500

words.As explained before, no context sheets from the Catalhdyik archive were examined
because there is a study already that describes similarities and differences in the content of sheets
and diaries within ta reflexive method (Mickel, 2015). But more importantly, the primary goal

of my investigation consists in evaluating the relevancy of reflexive information for stablishing

the credibility of data.
3.4 The narrative formabf reflexive diaries

One the clearestharacteristics 0B49 entriesis apredominannarrativeformat which usually
relatedifferent episodes of the ast discovery( Ed gewor t h 6 schraielessswl)ly. These
describe successive steps in the exploration of remains for instance, a syertuae or a

building. In thisway,B 4 9 6 s ceimcide witlehe generaharrativeformat d reflexive diaries

(Mickel 2015, 303)However,diaries are selective because thereangystematic record of

every act of discoveryAnother important characteristis the textual format of diaries as none of

these testimonies is supported with sketcliben, a ypical testimony follows this pattern:

Today we took out yet more rodith and contrary to my claim from
yesterday, we continued to fdastck. A thorough cleaning of the entire space
for the priority tour clarified a lot of the features emerging underneath the fill
that we had been taking out for ca. 5 days. Wieuad aml planned at least

three basins or bins in the west part of space 100 (two rectangular, one
round), and the beginnings of a plaster line crossiAg/in the northern part
of the space, which might possibly be the top of a platform or a similar
feature.(UK/05/04).2

2An identification code is used here and onwards for r
the initials of the author, the sequence number and the season when the entry was recorded.



106

Anothergeneralcharacteristic oéntriesis tha diggers usuallylescribe theipersonal
observations, buatthe same time they also repdiscoveries made by othefisindicates
that diary recording also aims to give account of teamwodkignot limited to report individual
practice Sometims two or more entriesontained duplicatemhformationrecorded by different
people For instancethe fragment below replicates the information containgtertestimony
above Duplicated contenhcludeddifferent types of claimand was observed in entries for
2004 and 2008. The quantity of duplicated information was not calcutaesdf a claim was

repeated, it was coded and counted twice.

Today was a good day for plaster. | worked near théhnaall, taking out
the rest of the room fill (unit 7913). This unit is still on fast track, even after
several days of working with the same unit number. We successfully identified
a platform along the north wall. | spent most of the day following thetgria
to define the feature. It slopes quite steeply to the n(Bt/06/04.

3.5Results

Themainpurpose of internal analysigas to examinghe distribution and the relevance of
content in diariesGraphic3.1 showsthe distributionof information by typeThemost frequent
aretwo types of nosinterpretativeclaims(Decisions and Ethnographic claimanhd two types of
interpretative claimgContextand Strcutural Elements), which particularly relate the discovery
of such vestigeslhese data are consistemith the character of B4&hich was largely
constitutedoy structural layers and featurésss frequenareclaims aboutayer contacts,
featuresformation processes and reflexive claims (Uncertainty, Fluidity, Possibility,
Interactivity and Methodology)Yet, the lowestalues are related to the highéstel of
interpretationFunctional, Agencynd Culture/Period Most of these types are commwith
further cases studiesxcept for Ethnogrdpc, Interactivity andMethodology that are exclugv
of B49.
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Graphic3.1. Generaldistributionby type B49. The graphicillustratesthe variability and
percentage of informatiotypesin excavatiordiaries

When organized by class, a quadéthe total informatiomepresentsion-interpretative claims
and almost a fiftitoversreflexive claims Graphc 3.2). Thereby almost one half represents
nortinterpretative andeflexive claims, meanwhile the other half integratgsrpretativedata.
One of the maimesultsof the analysiss the idetification of irrelevant reflexive and nen
interpretative content in reflexive diari@Sraphc 3.2). However, the proportion of trivial
reflexivity has been calculated in relation to the percentage of interpretative reflexivity. This

includes all reflexivity types except Methodology.
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Graphic 3.2. Generaldistributionandrelevarty by classB49. This graphicillustrates the
distribution ofinformationby clas#subclassand the perentageof trivial informationfor non
interpretative and refle@ve dassesThe proportion of trivial reflexivity has been calculated in
relation to the percentage of interpretative reflexivity. This includes all reflexivity types except

Methodology (blue area of the columi)iddle level Asummarizesissemblage, sictural
elementsfeatures and formation processes claims. Middle lewlrBmarizesuilding, space

and phase claimsHigh-level summarizefinctional,agency andtulture/fperiod claims.

One of the main results of the analysis was the classification of reflexive claims into three
categories (Observational, Evidential and Persistent reflexi@tgphic3.3 illustrates the

distribution of reflexive information according to these categories and in relation to diverse areas
of interpretationIn generh there is an even proportion betwesbservational and evidential
reflexivity, although met of observational reflexivity is related to the investigation of structures
and most of the evidential reflexivity is related to formation processes. These distinctions were
very useful to differentiate between relevant and trivial (ga section 3.6The graphic also
includesthe proportion ofecording problemgor evidential claimsA detailed description of

theseresults will be the purpose of the following section
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Graphic3.3. ReflexivityB49 This graphidllustratesthe dstribution ofreflexive claimsn
relation to threequalitativecategorieqevidential, observational and persistent reflexivapd
interpetivetypes The graphic also includes the proportionprbblematictestimonies for
evidentialtestimonies

3.5.1NortInterpretative information

Nonrinterpretativeclaimsinclude three types ahformation Data about observational
circumstanceaffecting excavatiomork was the less freque(®Graphic3.1). This wasa
recurrent subjedh 200dwh en t h e s i sheltergnd this éatiseshnaewbservational

problemswith operative implications

The shelter is due to gg within the next few days and we have been
instructed not to expose any of the plaster until it has. Also, DGN and |
stopped working to remove the fill in the southwest corner because the
visibility was just too bad to detect the subtleties in the sdolur change
(SL/02/03.

The proportion of decision claims was higher, and this type includes testimonies of diverse forms
of operative decisionlke in the example abovélowever,even when workingn ideal

conditionstechnical difficulties arose, andgdiersmight report particular solutions for specific
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challenges like in the following example:

Since burial f. 4000, | brought down the NW platform, 1651, out of phase in
order to create a more workable area, as the burials are now over half a
meter dowrfrom the surface of the platformihere are some serarticulated
remains at the bottom of the cut that need to be investigated but have been
put on hold until f. 1651 becomes more access{Qlsl/42/08.

Some examples describe instances of recording ¢woes, for example when a layer had been
dug in two interventionand each portion had been assigned a different cofieghdiaries

clarify these procedures.

Platform F4004, in the SW corner was partially excavated in 2004, when an
ashy midden like cotrsiction core (7957) was removed and found to contain
a cluster of animal figurines (7958). This unit was fully excavated this season
as (14460), and contained a high concentration of finds, including worked
and unworked stone, animal bone, worked bobsidian, red ochre (?) and
an antler with the binding of the handle visible as phytolitfi}/36/08.
Less frequenandmore importanare some examples cording decisionwith interpretive
implications For examplewhen not being sure about the extension of a layer and then arbitrary
layershelp to control the excavatigqeee examples in the next sectiof)ereby,operative
decisionscan be organized in two classes, those with interpretative implicatioribcsel
without interpretiveconsequence#s explained beforeone of thecharacteristics ahe
reflexive methodist s sampl ing stegateaqy i bas &iricidasoridev er , W
this process, testimonigenerally fail togive account oflecisioncriteria Therefore, failing to
achieve the methodological go@léodder 2005, 652; Farid 2000, 7@®pecifically, diaries never
discuss the relevance of factors like the abundance and type of finds or the interpretive potential
of samples. This doesndt mean that sampling d
that diaries do not repotiém.Still, diaries are not completely silent, for instance,ftagment
below suggests thaampling responds to tipeimary character ahelayer, probably a rich

organic assemblage.

We prioritized 7948 to see how it would relate to other fills foumtbp of
fire installations. We also plan to prioritize 7949 and 7951, which correspond
to the fill in our ovens. The fine white layers we had located yesterday under
7931, concentrated in the corner near the north platform, were examined by
the botany tam. Emma took a sample (7931 S4) to see what the material
might be (UK/22/04).
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Finally, @hnographic informatiomvas the most frequent type of norierpretive claims. Tése
claims were commonly locatedtae beginningand/or the endf entries andlescribedifferent
activitiesrelated tathe projectut unrelated to interpretative work, for examipéingvisitors

onsite orwhen someone had a break from excavation work among others

First days of work in building 49 in the 4040 arélave spent most of the
day familiarising myself with the area and the recording system, as it is my
first year at Catal. Tomorrow the real excavation work will begin and
hopefully the floors will behave and go down the way theg@pposed to.
(LF/32/08.

Another recurrentopic are thepsychological and physical effeaia diggersfor instance
excitement, tiredness and streBsese testimonies represent the npessonalinformation in
diaries. In general, ethnographic testimonies describe some aspieisocial life of the
project. In this way, noimterpretative claims represent different forms of contextual
information. However, circumstantial and operative information represent relevant data to
contextualize interpretative work, whereas ethndgi@aplaims are irrelevant for thmurpose
(Graphc 3.2). This is a crucial element to consider becd¥@ diaries invest a lot of spaoa

irrelevant apects

3.5.2Contexts

Despite one of the mampals of reflexive diaries is transcendihg scale otontext dénition,
one of the most frequent types of accountdascriptions about the definition layé@Graphic
3.1). This isa direct consequence of the narrative structure of diaries and diaries commonly
describe episodas layerdefinition when noticing changing attributéBechnically, this s n 6 t

layer description, buhe logicis based in the sanm@inciples.

When | removed U.7941 and came down upon a surface, we noticed that this
surface had an edge and everything north of the edge was a 'surface' and
everything to the south was fill (hetgeneous deposit with charcoal, small
bone fragments and fallen brigk$o | went about removing the fill around
the horns and the excavation confirmed our beliefs. | took out the fill to the
back of the wall, which was still plasterg&L/17/04.

Manyentriesf r om B4 96 s s e qu eepisodenfdtheremoval d &bigVilar i ous
coveringunderlying feature@Figure3.3). These examples are particularly interesting because

they describ¢he use of arbitrary levels for additional contngien the extension of a layer
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seems to be not very secure and therefasedigcision could have interpretative consequences.

Even though we are still in what we call "room fill", and the unit number
should not change, theoretically, | have now become sufficiently worried
about taking out almost 1m of fill in some areas to cleahg unit numbers
in some places. These numbers still look very similar to what we have been
excavating in the last two days, containing large pieces of mud brick, mortar,
and various flecks of charcoal and plaster b{t3K/07/04).
Additionally, one tesinony described the opposite strategy arstead of producing thinner
slices diggerslumpeda group of layers into eontext as in the example beloMowever, this
testimony is éss successful to explain the rationalekiofping For exampleif layers were
visible but difficult to excavate or difficult to observe in principl@is informationwould have

been usefulo contextualize theeliability of context definition

Example3.1

It has been slightly wunsatisfying since
layer | had set out as thakays projectDan and | had some difficulties
defining the lower boundary but in the end, we engetimping several
layers and tomorrow it Wihopefully all be gong(LF/44/08).

Furthermore, diaries descrikpisode®f uncertainty and fluidityelatedto the process of layer

definition (Graphic3.3). A recurrentexample was uncertainty when defining layer boundases

in the example below.

Example3.2

We are down to features in several gsaof the trench, but still have lots more
fill to dig. It is hard to recognize some of iis we get closer to the floor the
fill is getting more compact and lighter in coloWhile lan and Shahina
keep suggesting we mattock it out, the team is aniitlee cautious we don't
want to plow through any important features, and that is making us overly
cautious (UK/04/04).

This example was crucial to revise some theoretical claims suggestiragrtb@uities in layer

bourdaries always imply doubting th&istence of depositddodder 1999, 16 However, the

former example illustrates that evenifsaclmb i gui ty exi sts, this wonot

doubts regarding the existence loéfill and its underlying featuresThese examplesere
classifiedaspersistent reflexivityor cases whenundeai nty doesndét affect

interpretationsNevertheless, thewre some examples when uncertainty effectively affects the

t

t
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credibility of layer definitioras in the following examplehich was defined as an instance of
evidential reflexivity

Example3.3

So far, no in situ paint has been found, although at the bottom of the north
wall (U. 7934) there is still collapsed wall plaster but | have been able to
distinguish between wall fall and actyabster wall (I thirk ) . it [s & Bit
challenging to see as at the bottom levels, there is a plastered wall, a
plastered platform and plastered wall fall all composed of identical
materials, but the wall fall has irregular stratigraphy and looks oytlate.
(SL/11/03.
A common characteristic of persistent awidentialreflexivity is that bothtypes of doubt
emergé due puzzlingevidenceYet, only one case affectise credibility of interpretative
claims. These clearly contrasted with examples of trivial reflexaagcribingepisodes of
uncertainty andluidity produced by the changimpservational conditionguring theact of

discovery as in the example below.

Example3.4

| also investigated the cut in the east wall with 7945. As it turns out, it is not
one cut but at least two. There is a late, almost rectangular cut visible in the
plaster that goes through ourd& of the east wall, but not the abutting wall.
Beneath this cut, there seems to be another change in the wall plaster which
lines up with a disturbed area on the floor. While the date of the first cut is
unclear, as only bone and obsidian was found jH guspect it is late Roman
or Byzantine. The second cut might be Neolithic; | will therefore leave it until
we come down to that lay&kJK/21/04).

3.5.3Finds

Diaries alsalescribethe discovery and recoveoy finds (Graphic3.1). The level of detaiin
narrationvaries from caseo case put every testimonylescribeghe type of find and its location
Likewise, entries alsaeportwhen finds had been reeeredby a different proceduréi7938 and
7935 both yielded small clay animal figurines, which unfortunately came out of the sieve
(UK/14/04).This is the onlycase study that includes reflexivdormation related tdinds
(Graphic3.3). One Of the most distinctive examples of observational reflexivity was constituted
by various episodes relating doubts and reconsideratioas ddfiningahorncore However,

these entries alstescribe the progressive solution lebse enigmas as remains being
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cleared This is one of the clearest examples that illustratesnambiguity and fluidity are

related to the changing observationahditions of excavation

Example3.5

The most exciting thing that we unearthed today was a plastered bull's horn
possibly attached tthe west wall. DGN found the horn core today while
scraping what wereviously thoughivas a postole or a post retrieval pit.
So far, we believe that it is attached to the wall, although there is still about
5cm of mud covering the plaster. But there is a plaster line directly behind it,
so it is not unlikely(SL/02/03.

SLS excavated U. 7940, the remaining (artificial) platform around the horn
core, and discovered that thern was not attached to the walh welt it
was an idea worth entertaining for a while. However, she did find more of the
horn exposed at a sligitdifferent level and will continue to expose it
tomorrow (SL/13/04).

More progress today in the space, and many more finds. The horn core 7920
was exposed to be much larger than originally thou@JbK/15/04)

Diariesshowed thalayer and findsletection is one of the aspects where interactivity with
laboratoryspecialists had a positive effdot defining layers and finds due the role of additional
instruments, occasionally in situations of doWdr that reason, beirexamples of evidential
reflexivity, althoughthe impact of specialist onsite was elementary as it only heliggers to

observe better, not to interpret more

Example3.6

On the western wall the painting appears to be very eartiie sequence, a
micro-morphology sample taken from the wall will allow the number of
layers of plaster to be counted. Initial examination with the naked eye
suggests and initial thick foundation layer was put on the wall, the first few
layers of plastecontain the painted designs, these are then sealed by a
second thick make uayer and then a series of typically thinp&astering
events(DE/30/09.

Finally, some entriedescribeepisode® f uncert ai nty albressethvithf i ndds a

specialists Yet, none oftheseexamplesas reconsidered in subsequent entries. Mainly, because

SSome entries referrteac heod tther moarmed rveh earse & sh eo téhad r S

those s testi monies became evident with an ent

L
uch r h
horn U. 7920 turned out not to be attached to the e
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such doubt s dingrmprétativaslevance, therebyteng elassified as persistent

reflexivity.

In U. 7926 we came down upon another horn core/@28). There was
some question as to whether or not it was plastered. Upon excavation, we all
thought it was plastered. lan and Shahina both thought it was salt and not
plaster. Wendy came around on the priority tour and took a sarthae
result is stil pending.(SL/08/09.

3.5.40therLow-levelclaims

Occasionallyentries mentiosimilarities andlifferencesamong layers and findsow-level
contrasts) For instance, the size and preservation of two horncbi@sever, the most
interestingexamples use theobservations to guide interpretatipfts exampleproblematic
layerdistinctions Example3.3). Diaries also includes a few examplé€apected Absences or
claims describingituations when an expected finmidayerattributewa s o 6 ¢ e rNoe d,
grave good were observed in the buvial ( D E /. Qcgagidhdly) these claimsnight havean
important role in reflexivéestimoniedo evallate interpretive possibilitiegEkample3.9).

Finally, there are cases bidicaive Abserce or claims describing situationdienan absent sign

is corsideredio beevidence bsomething else as in the example beldhe proportion of these
claims was very low, and all themwerequantified in one categoryasot her | ow | evel
(Graphic3.1). A common characteristid these claims is that theyanonly emerge in the light

of someform of background knowledge which enabéesnparing thingand have expectations.

ATwo f | oamovwed frere plagform F1666, sealed the basin. These in
turn sealed a small pit cut [13648], possibly representing an emptied
cache, the fill of the pit contained no

3.5.5Stratigraplic information

Stratigraphic informatiomasnot very frequenin diaries Graphic3.1). In generallayer
contacts isiie most frequent type of stratigraphic informatb@mtause these claims usually

structure thanarrativeof layer discoveryas in the example below.

The two burials are cutting platform surface and central floor 16636 which
was partly taken off (the rest will be removed when the burials are out). Floor
16636 seals the larger centrabfo r 16646 whi ch was todayo6s |
which will continue tomorrow(LF/44/08
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Very occasionallyentries describstratigraphic elations In such cases, entries normally
indicate whether a layer was earlier/later in relation to anofieeiceheseexamplesalways

reportrelatively simplesequence interpretatians

The plaster was removed from sections of the northern and western walls of
building 49, directly above the NW platform F1651. Several layers of painted
plaster were encountered. Orethorthern later layer of paint appeared to
consist of a solid red colour. Earlier layers 13669 contained geometric
designs in red anblack paint(DE/30/0§.

When diariesnclude eflexive situationselated to stratigraphy, thegenerally describe
situations ofuncertainty and fluidityn layer contacts during the process of discoveigwever,
as observational circumstanadgngedoubts were solvedHence, these examplegre

classified a®bservationafeflexivity (Graphic3.3).

The one relationship that we have not yet been able to determine is its
association or connection with the southwest partition wall. This connection
is not as clear because there is a plastered brick/surface jutting out and we
are not clear what this bricis associated with. Also, the arm to the other
basin (U.7950) is intersecting F.1652. Again, we have not been able to
determine which of these basins came first or if they are contemporary; they
might be contemporary because they both appear to havebbéean the
same truncated surface but the connection to the partition wall and the south
wall are still unexcavated and unclear. | excavated a little more of the plaster
line of the arms of the basin U.7950 and was able to establish that the plaster
conrects with the plastered surface (U.7944) and it seems to connect with the
line running across the space between the two surviving bits of what we are
calling the partition wall (SL/26/04.

Only asmall portion ofreflexive testimonies descritweterpretive doubts in layer contacts
produced byuzzling evidence-or example, théestimonybelowdescribes an ambiguous
relation ketween 16550ral F4017due fragmentary evidence. Although, thstimony fails to
explainthe supporting or contradictory evidence for the stratigraphic relafibarefore pbeing
classified asmexample of evidential reflexivity biskeing a problematic testimony for having

inadequate standards to report informati@naphic3.3).

F4016 was altered by the addition of clay silt make up (16650) to the N end,

possibly associated with the construction of F4017. The extent, nature and

relationship of(16650) were unclear as a large animal burrow to the north
heavily truncated it(DE/46/08
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3.5.6 Assemblages features and struetiielements

Assembles, features and structures formed the im@malelementf B49 (Graphic3.1). And

diaries include testimonies describing the discovery of these types of vestiges. Assemblage

claims usually describe the discovery of hunbarrialwith grave goodsr clusters of finds

spatially relatedFor example,he following testimony describestdei scovery of a f i ¢

assemblage:

Example3.7

Today was quite a day for finds! | stadtexcavating U. 7957 in the south
west cor ne partitiobwal'ilniialy, twareed to follow the
plastered line that had been appearing on the surface for a wall and see how
it connected with U. 7954. Within minutes of starting, | had popped
several animal figuries and put them to the side. | had not really considered
them anything special until I had mentioned it to Emma, who showed great
excitement for them. Theweere four in the area just west of the plaster line,
inside the 'structureand | clustered theras U7958.0ne of the figurines had
popped up several days ago and had just been sitting there waiting for us to
excavate the unit. The last figurine was found about 10 cm from the cluster.
UK had found 2 or 3 similar figurines inefunits above U. 7957, (7935 x1,
7938 x1,x4). Who knew that finding a figurine cache would be such a pain?
(SL/25/03.
Structuralinformationwasamong the commonesthis Incluges short descriptions sefructural
features like in the following exampl@Platform F1651 is still a large and dominant feature in
the room, and traces of red paint on the eastern vertical face indicate it was painted red
(DE/43/08) However, the most common account are descriptionpisbées in the discovery of
mud brick-walls, plaster layersand makeup layeferming part of different types ohasonry
featureqovens, hearth and platform§ommonly, these episodes descriloeibts and
ambiguities related to the discovery of structubeit many of thestestimonies also include
predictive conjectures whdieldworkersmake an initial interpretation about the type of
structure being@xcavatedOne of thecharacteristic examples was a series of related entries
describing the discoveryf an oven(Example3.8). These examples usually report the earliest
stages of definitior until the exposition of remains enabled a secure interpretatiits type.
Hence, having &l testimony ofthe discovery of structures was unnecesgance more, these
examples werelassified a®bservational reflexivity because doubts and ambiguities are

produced by observational conditioi@raphic3.3).
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Example3.8

We took out a great deal of volume today and hopefully tomorrow we will be
ableto more clearly outline the area around the other horn core (U. 7920).
expect to find an oven, or perhaps a hearth, in this area but we have not seen
anything as of yet. There is a very slight hint of a circular structure, but it
was the end of theday,0 we o6l | examine it a I|little mor
(SL/08/04).

As | came down to the current level of excavation in the south east corner, |
noticed there were several burnt mud bricks, similar to what | would expect
an oven to look like. (SL/13/04).

Theconservators took out the last two horn cores, 7920 1 and 4. Mira and
Ruth gave input on the southern area of the space, which has been extremely
confusing with its various layers of plastered surfaces, feature walls, and
burnt material. The current favoite theory is that we actually are seeing
TWO hearths/ovens, not just one. One is under 7948can just see the top
bricks and the arms coming out. This one may not be attached to the south
wall. The other one we can see so far only in the presenaawiiynburnt
gunk in front of the bench/platform in the southeast corner (UK/19/04).

Less often, diaries include examplegetfodictiveinterpretations after exposing structures

which clearly contrasted which predictisguationsbased in dimited visibility of structures
Occasionally, retrodictive conjectures were closely related neftbxivetestimonies describing
interpretativereconsiderationkke in the example belowhat discusses whetharfeature might

be a posthole or a bilthe example below is the most paradigmatic case of evidential reflexivity
in which a fieldworker develops an argumentative discussion of evidence assessing supporting
and contradictory evidence for interpretative gioiities. Thisexample wasrucial to notice

more clearly alternative ways to achievieefiexive recordingone where fieldworkers describes
doubtsand reconsiderationmoduced by thact of discoveryand a second way when
testimonieglescribe doubtthatpersistafter the act of discovery because evidence is puzzling

and compromises the credibility of interpretations.

Example3.9

What was originally recorded as post retrieval pit F1495 in the NW corner o
building 49 was found, upon further investigation, to be slightly unusual.
Vertical wall plaster 13698, 13676 and 13675 obviously enclosed the feature
however the inside of the feature, where a post should have stood, was also
plastered. This presentsawpossibilities, firstly an earlier basin was reused
as the base for a plastered upright post, however the post was not dug in and
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left no scar on the back wall. It is more likely the feature was in fact some
kind of tall thin bin. Possible uses for suckeature include storage or the
feature may have held a lamp or candle. The plaster behind the feature is

covered in a thin black greasy residue, this is currently unexcavated but may
allow the function of the feature to be identified next seg&/.30/®).

Additionally, thereis an example of interactivitguringthe interpretation of an ambiguous
structure This example igmportant because it shows teects of information exchange in
priority tours but it also shows the importancepgvious expeence inthe interpretation of

remains.

Example3.10

Dragona, who came by as part of the priority tour, made a useful suggestion
for the irregular platformtype feature, backed by bricks, that | hadd to
define with 7942 yesterday: apparently, it looks a lot like a ladder/stair
support that BACH had found in their space a few years back. (UK/18/04)

Occasionally, diaries report cases of uncertainty of strucatirdduteswhen evidence was
fragmenary. For instance, theestimonybelow describea doubtaboutthe extension of a
platform, yet theaype of structure isecureHence, these examples represent instances of
persistent reflexivitypecause such doubts do not compromisetédibility of interpretations
Furthermore, nlike cases of evidential reflexivity, testimonies of persistent reflexivity do not

seem to require further discussion

Example3.11

The platform associated with F4010 was hiatruncated prior to being
remodelled and incorporated into platform F4008. The original form of this
platform was therefore unclea{DE/46/09

Burialswerethe @mmonest type of nestructuralfeature put diariesdo not describe the

discovery of thesgestiges very often. Besides, testimonies of evidential reflexivity are
uncommon for assemblages and features, there is only one testimony describing uncertainty if a
find belong to an assemblage (see below). Yet, this testimony fails to etkaiausef

uncertainty, for examplié the artefact was located between two layers or if it seemed intrusive.
Likewise, it fails to discuss supportive and contradictory evidedteerwise, this information

would have been very useful tontextualize the testimony and the credibility of the
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interpretation Thereforethis example represents another instanc@naiadequate recording
standardor a testimony of evidential reflexivit§Graphic3.3).

Example3.12

| started excavating platform F.1651, located in the northwest corner of the
building, which had a very large round impression inc¢katre of the
plaster, layer 13668. | took off a series of red magedirty surfaces, and
white plaster, revealing the top of burial cut [14437], starting f. 4000. After
excavating the burial fill (14429), skeletons 14441 (a young woman) and
14440 (anmfant) were revealed by Lori Hagar. Along with the young female
skeleton were a number of ground stone beads closely associated with the
neck of the skeleton. There was a small greenstone axe in the fill, possibly
associated with the infant 14440. (CM/33)0

3.5.7Formation processes

Claims aboutdrmation proceses was anothelomponenf reflexive diarieGraphic3.1).
Thesedatausuallydescribeuse,modification and destruction eventsmasonryremainsIn that
sense, t he rdieersitydbecaudetthe mtarprdétationdefpositional processas largely
constrained to structureshis characteristic was indirectly acknowledgedomeentries:
finternal wall F1654, like so much of space 100, consists of a number of rebuilds and
modification® ( 3D/BG).Generally, formation processasinsdescriberelatively simple

retrodictive inferencebased in stratigraphiata

| have been working on soroéthe wall paintings in the NW area of the
building as well as excavating some smaller architectural elements. An
internal division or small bench F4016 consisted of an earlier feature,
possibly a platform in the SW corner of the building, which had beeback
to create a sunken storage area. F4016 was constructed of relatively thick
layers of plaster and brown clay silt make up (16674) and (16672), which
represent repeated construction events on an earlier truncated feature. These
were overlain by brow make up (16671) deposited against the western side
of the feature. This provided the shape of the feature and was sealed by clay
plaster (16669). F4016 was altered by the addition of clay silt make up
(16650) to the N end, possibly associated with timstcoction of F4017.
(DE/46/08.

But occasionallydepositional processes were interpreted fsoitler signsfiThe building was
obviously occupied for a considerable period of time and the patchy worn floors across the
centre of the building suggest heand regular us (DE/30/06).Including a few examples of

depositional investigation faron-structural remains:
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In the northeast corner, | found that the burial cut (7917) had extended
through our platered wall. This is interesting because gheleton itself did
not extend this far, leading me to think that perhaps the grave was originally
cut for an adult but then used for a chi{®L/13/04.
In most cases, depositional data includeplamatory conject@linking evidence witha
depositiorl interpretationexcept for a fewcases of unjustified interpretations. Like in the
example below that describes the primary character of a layer without providing favourable

evidence. Equally interesting is that similar cases usually correspsnd fayers.

A white plaster floor (12693) was removed from platform F1656 to reveal an
ashy deposit (12698) containing fishbone, a piece of worked bone (XA§99
and a cluster of obsidian flakes (13600), which represent knapping activity.
(DE/28/09

Formationprocessess the clearest area where one can appreciateetnefits é interactivity

between fieldworkers and specialist in interpretative work. Likewise, these examples show very
clearly the development of a feedback loop in which data from the labesatontributes to
reinforce or revise a preliminary field interpretati@esides, unlike samplingformation,

which is generallynclear diaries are moreffective to explain the reflexive process when
fieldworkers receive laboratory dafehe most iteresting examples describe situations when a
preliminary interpretation demands revision in the light of new eviddaxantple 3.13 Hence,

these are the clearest examples of evidential reflexivity in cases of fluidity. In fact, this was the

mostfrequent form devidential reflexivity(Graphic3.3).

Example3.13

While defining the surface of the platform, | popped up a piece of what looks
like blue paint. The colour was found in a lamination layer. Ina had a look at
the "blue" paint and took a thin sample of it (Sample #5, unit 7913). |

removed the remainder ofédlblock and sent it to conservation at the end of

the day. After lunch, Wendy Matthews came and had a look at all the areas
with lamination. | had originally thought that they were just thick layers of
painted plaster that had fallen down, mainly becadgh®way in which the

pieces were haphazardly situated. After several of the pieces had come up, |
was concerned that they may actually have been something else. Wendy came
up and confirmed that these laminated pieces were indeed fallen plaster and

asked hat we saved some of the sampl es. She

-

C

colour may actual(BLyo6e/e smoke déddamagebd
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3.5.8Building and spaces

From thestart of theexploration,it was evident that B4@&asa building hence thisvas not a
recurrenttopic in daries except as general referendarst days of workn building 49 in the
4040 ared ( L F). Lxkewisé,fBom the earliest stage, it was obvidbhat B49 contained an
internal area defined as Space 1B@(re3.4). As theexcavatiorcontinued, and internatalls
werediscovered, diggers begémponder about thexistence oain additional roomThe
fragmentsbelow represent a selectionretated testimoniedescribing theliscovery ofan
internal wall(F1654 and the definition of madditionalroom (Figure3.5).

Example3.14

The cleaning of the walls also revealed th
plastered with much thicker plaster than the west wall. Discovering this,
DGN interpreted this to mean that the bin wall actually functioned as the
inside wall of the livingpace while the west wall was the inside of a
Astorage ar eao a ndrequently.UK/IP®H4. r epl ast er ed

To replace our missing students, we borrowed Val from Berkeleyeand h
worked inside the bin area (U. 7921) and it looks like he might have a
plastered surface at the bottom of it. We'll explore it further tomorrow. A
large amount of animal bones has come out of this unit but the soil matrix
still looks like fill and the otside walls are plastered. No real thoughts yet as
to what this structure thing might b&L/20/03.

VS continued 7921 todayt is looking moreand more like a small side room,
although a large amount of fallen brick and a plethora of rodent burrows
obscure its form. What we thought was a bin floor in 7921 yesterday today

turned out to not be ondt does not reach the west wall as far as we can tell.
Perhaps it was a part of the dividing wall that tHeh over?(UK/21/04).

Further clearingevealed a additional fragmendf thedividing wall (F1659)and thisallowed to
observe more directlhe existence of an additional spaééthis staged i g g e r iscludei d n 6 t
an extensive narrative of discoveagd they simply éscribed tk spatial organizatioof the

building in the following terms:

We have removed an internal partition wall F1654 and F1659, which divided
space 100 from a small side room, recorded as space 334. The central area of
the internal wall was heavily truncated by animal burrows. Théheon part

of the wall was recorded as F165DE/35/08)

Most of the uncertainty and fluidity claims related to space definition were classified as


http://www.catalhoyuk.com/database/catal/diaryrecord.asp?id=589
http://www.catalhoyuk.com/database/catal/diaryrecord.asp?id=589
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observational reflexivityas this was a direct consequence ofdiseovery of internal walls
(Graphic3.3). However, some of these claims were classifieeivadential reflexivity because
they describe interpretative doulpt®duced by the fragmentarinesg@iains. Yet, wheboth
wall fragments wreexposed, the spatial organization of the building was relatively evident
(Figure3.3).

b TS platform F.1651 /
T pkabed / platform F.1664

PR il ~/,,_ post "\(
N G
| / /platform s oD
L 4 F1656
oy cut (13602)

Figure3.5. Building 49(CopyrightCatalhdyukResearch Project).

Diaries alsdnclude some descriptions attivity areasn the main roomThese interpretations
are based in thasty-nesgcleannessf features iiddle level contrasgt Besides someentries
remak the regularity of this pattern across the,sitelicatingsimilarities betwee49 and other
buildings Again, these testimonielustrate the importance of previous knowledgamegdby

past experience

The typical pattern of dirtier floors in the souththe building, associated

with hearths and ovens, and cleaner white floors in the north appears to

replicate here. The central floor aaef the building appears to represent
more mixed use with both clean and dirty flogBE£/30/09
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Platform F4007 const of an upper and lower level. On the upper levake
visible platform area the floors and makeup layers are less ashy than in
direct vicinity of the oven, but clearly darker and more ashy than the plaster

floors in the central area of the buildingace 335(LF/38/08.

3.5.9Constructive phases

Diaries include a small proportion of interpretative data about constructive fGaaphic3.1).
Most of theseclaims are based in the evidence oépetitiveconstructivebehaviourand thehigh
preservation of evidenc®loreover,phase claims movaway from the narrativleermat and turn
into synthesis of multiple types of empiricadservationsbesides, thenost complexexamples

make use of previous observations in the .area

It would seem that there are two rough phases: floors that have been removed
BEFORE the larger plaster floor (14492)dm the central area joins up and
run over the platform Units removed from upper area: 14423, 14464, 14466,
14478, 14491. Units removed from lower area: 14467, 14468, 14469, 14472,
144474 and floors removed AFTER the sealing of floor (14492). Units
removedrom upper area: 14495, 14496, 14497, 16604 units removed from
lower area: 14498, 16603LF/38/08.

Clearly the engaged pillar and the adjoining north wall was repeatedly
painted with red and black geometric designs. The earliest of these recorded
to dak, (16605), consisted of a pattern of black diamonds and red

decoration[...]i it certainly appears that there is at least one earlier phase
of painting. Layer (16605) was sealed by white plaster (16608), representing
a number of replastering events. Toiwas sealed by further layers of red and
black painted plaster (16607).] During the 2006 excavation season a series

of painted plasters were exposed and recorded on the north and northwest
walls, around the northern platforms F1651 and F1654. Thes#ipgs are

all earlier than the current building phase and appear to have been painted
and plastered over very early in the building sequence. Certainly, during the
current phase, which includes several burials cut into the nortpkatfiorms,

the northen walls F1491 and F 1661 were plastered white with no painted

decoration(DE/39/08.

In the earliest season, diggerpagedsome interpretiveloubtsproduced by observational
conditions duringstratigraphic egloration asndicatedin the fragment below-ence, this

example was classified as instance of observational reflex{Sitgphic3.3).

4 Emphasis in the original
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The presence of yet more features turned out to be more canpéigi. We
seem to be down, now, on at least 5 different use levels just in the features,
not counting the washes on the bin sides and the flgdk§10/04).

In the last seasom, digger reported an interpretative reconsideration. This was thexaasple

of a testimony of evidential reflexivity for phase interpretatiéet, this claimis very limited as

it fails to explain supporting evidence for such interpretative chafgece this represents

another clear example of a recording problem ineaiidl testimonies that lacks a more detailed
discussion otvidenceOverall, phase claims represent one of the clearest examples of the best
potential of diaries for recordingpmplex dataHowever this requires being abl® synthesize

andexplain a Is evidence

In this new phase an oven, F4003, recessed in a niche in the SE corner of the
building appears to have been in use. Originally, | thought this oven was in
use in the previous phase however it now appears that hearth F1665 was in
use until nowlUnits (14470) and (14499) appear to represent an earliest
phase of the hearth that was missed in the 2006 season. Therefore, several of
the oO0dirtydéd floors associated with oven
associated with hearth F16§BDE/43/08.

3.5.10Highlevel claims

High-level claimsare theess frequent class of informatiohhese includéunctional, agency

and culture/datelaims(Graphic3.1). Culture/Date claimgclude a couple of examples that
describdf a remain wadyzantine, roman dleolithic. Thesedata are more common in the

early stages of exploratiamhen diggersemoved a fewoman and byzantine featuraisove the
Neolithic building In general these interpretations lacked a justification, occasionally some of
these testimonies indicated doubts about the cultural affiliation of reifiaiasple3.4) which

in general never included a discussion of evidence. This was common aspect with additional
projects. However, reflexive claims were considered as examples of an inadequate recording
given the characteristics and goals of reflexnethod(Graphic3.3). Particularly, SCR and the
feature system consider that this type of claims are the domain eéxmastation whereas the

reflexive method aims to erase that division.

Agencyclaimsonly includetwo example®f interpreting evidencm terms ofhumanbehaviour
Inoneentrya f i el dwor ker interprets a mi dhsedsft deposi

midden like deposit magpresent a house clearance evavith the house cleared of older
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materials, hearths emptied étc (D E HBvEverQttds)a problematic statement because
empirical support is not very clear. Besides, this is the only example of an interpretative doubt
for an agency claim and therefore veasmsidered an instance of inadequate recordangghic

3.3). A more interesting example is when the same fieldwameagtes a more general statement
that einterpretsrchitectural changes terms ofsocial and emotiondehaviour.

Thestratigraphy of building 49 is particularly complex and represents the

constant alteration and modification of the space with what ajspgesbe
puzzling frequency. As well as the addition of new floors and features there is

also a constant cutting back andmeodelling of earlier features, as if the
occupants are never quite happy with their living environm(&t/30/06).

Finally, functional claims ar@ot very frequent, although they are the mostjdientype d high-

level claim (Graphic3.1). Generally, functional claims refer to specific gaut the building such
structures and spacéseefragmento el ow) , but i tds not wuncommon t
are unjustifiedThe most interesting case of this type of failtire fewestestimonieslescribing

the functional status f t h e Building 49 is a gmall hiduse, with plaster and the

traditional features that characterize Catalhowpik ( C M/ 3 7 taBe8s)partiddrlip i s
importantbecause the domestic statuBd is the mosimportantinterpretation of the building.

Yet, it is never gplained or discusseé&qually,some of these exampldsscribe functional
doubtsbuttestimonies frequently lackdiscussion of edience as in thiollowing example

(Graphic3.3).

Basin F4010 was located on a platform in the NW corner and probably
associated with an area of charcoal and dirty floors. This area appears to
represent an activity area, possibly associated with food preparation (?7?).

(DE/46/08.

3.6 Reconsidering reflexivity

So far,one of the main resultd the analysi® f B 4 9 disthecdlasaificatian ©f reflexive
claims intothree categoriegvidential, persistent and observatioredlexivity (Graphic3.3).
These ategorieshave been useful wbserve different types of interpretative doubts and
reconsiderationdPreviousexamples havbeen useful to sketch these categdoigihow istime

to providepreliminaryddfinitions. Observational reflexivityncludes casesf uncertainty,

fluidity and possibiliy produced bybservational circumstances, specifically the changing
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threshold of what is visible and invisible during the act of discoveenerally, tese testiranies
show a repetitive pattern which often begins vaithinterpretativeloubt or a preliminary
hypothesisaabout a thing being observaddpartially exposedAs excavation continugeshere
might be some reconsideratiooisprevious observationslowever interpretive doubtare
generally solved Wvenremains havéeen exposed. For this reasdre harrativdormat perfectly
fits to describea sequence axcawation episodes that altether provide a testimony of the act
of discovery, likewisgredictive conjecturesake perfect sense in this type of testimony,
especially when theisibility of things is restrainedverall, this form of reflexivity is related to
observational situatiawhen definindayers,assemblages, features and spaces. So far, the most
paradigmatic examples are the extensive chronicldsobvery of a horncord&ekample3.5), an
oven Example3.8) and the side roonkEkample3.14).

Evidentialreflexivity includes cases amterpretive doulstproduced byuzzling evidencen the

case ofevidential reflexivity,observational circumstances are irrelevant because these claims are
madewhen a vestige has been exposdite most paradigmatic examplmclude a case of
uncertainty in theumber of layers being observ@gkample3.3) and when the type and

function of a feature was ambiguadiisxample3.9). Additionally, case®f evidential fluidity
emergewvhena retrodictive conjecturis revised in the light ofiew evidenceSo far, the most
paradigmatic exampléescribes the revision of formation proceggesample3.13). The best
examples of evidential reflexivity have an argumentative format in which fieldworkers discuss
supporting and contradictory evidence to assess interpretative possibiliilesxphin

interpretive reconsiderations short, testimonies of evidential reflexivitlyscussingouzzling

evidence or new datahen that compromises the credibility of an interpretation

Overall,observational and evidentiaspects defina reflexivecycle mnstituted by states of
doubt and blief. Generally, dubt is triggered byew observations that demaexplanation;
then wherobservations are explained the state of doubt is saottmgever, theycle might
reactivatewith additional informatior{Aliseda 2005, 368)n general, this cycle is well
accounted byermeneutic theorfHodder 1999, 33and thetheory of the act of discovery
(Edgeworth 2012)Yet, observational and evidential reflexivdifferentiateif the state of doubt
is soothedr not Specificaly, observationateflexivity represerg casesvhen interpretive
doubts dissipate as visibility jpnoves On the contrarygdoubtpersists irevidential situations

becausevidence is puzzlinfuncertainty) or doubt reactivatestivnew datgfluidity) , hence
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affecting the credibilityof data.Finally, Persistenteflexivity, is another typaterpretive doubt

produced byuzzling evidencéutunlike cases of evidentiakflexivity, persistend oubt s donodt
compromise the credibility afata For example, cases of ambiguous layers without producing
controversy in layer definitio(Example3.2) or cases of fragmentary evidence without

compromising lte confidence ofin observatioExample3.11).

Thesereflexive categories are inspired in previous theoretical elements. For instance, the
distinctionbetween predictive and retrodictive conjectures as when tracking an animal or
reconstucting an evenf respectivelyGinzburg 1989, 102 hereby, theresia reemblance in
the process dfacking a animalanda cutfrom its visibleclues(Edgeworth 2012, 79)
However, wheronefinds the animal odiscoverghe cut,oneno longer has evidence of such
things,one sees themlirectly (Austin 1962, 115)In contrasts, cases of evidential reflexivity
generally discuss aspethtat in principe are unobservabknd evidence ipuzzlingtherefore
affecting the credibility of interpretationSor exampleNatalie Zemon Davisays that
documend can providesound evidence about some past phenomena but beragreentary
aboutotherswhich will be subject tavariousinterpretative possibilities that the historian will
relate as the fnplmvebaepesdédowhed ehedédmag i s ina
(ZemonDavis 1983, 53)

Finally, thedistinction betweewbservational and evidentigdflexivity not onlydifferentiates

two epistemic situationst alsoserves to differentiate between relevant and trivial information in
reflexive diaries. In general, Hodder and his colleagues maintain that reflexive diaries relevant to
give a testimonyf the act of discovery which will support the credibility of primary data
(Hodder2000a, 9, 2005,65Dr as Al i s o nTh¥entylgmrts aecsss te transgary
moments that are traditionally bladdoxed in technical reports and profortn@Mickel 2015,

303). Furthermore, in a recent study, Mickel examined compared the content of tiaigsain

their relevancgMickel 2015) Specifically,sheclassified tie content of diaries in two classes
distinctive and redundant information. Redundafdrmation included various types of claims
found in context sheetsid diariesfrom Catalhdyiuk alikethis includesdescriptions of layers,
features andgtraigraphic dataOn the contrarydistinctiveinformationincluded information
exclusively found in diariesuch ashronicles of excavation, discussions of finds and method
and hypothesi@Mickel 2015, 302)In broad terms, redundant information corresponds to what

this study defines as interpretative claims. Whereas, distinctive infornfidgionth reflexive
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and noninterpretativecontent Likewise,both studies present similar quantitative data as
distinctive information is less frequent than redundant informatfiban, there is a nice

consistency in the description of diariesd co

Oneof themain argumentsf reflexive archaeologiste deferd therelevance of @riesis their
distinctive contentwvhich dlegedly contributesor thecredibility of data. Specifically, Mickel
stresses the role ofrratives ofliscoveryfi Onl 'y t he diary preserved th
permitting those notrpsent at excavation to enter into and evaluate each stage of the reasoning
process (Mickel 2015, 303)However, this argumens not very compelling because it faiits

explain theway in whichsuchnarrativegeinforcetraditional testimonieg=or instance, the way

in which a description of theiscovery of a walleinforces a typical testimorgf having

observed avall given by adescription, alrawing or gohotographi(Example3.14). Hence a) the
evidentialfunction of narrativegelating tke changingmpressiongluring excavation is unclear,

b) especiallywhen the characteristics of remains become evideet lzeing exposedrhis is
particularlyrecurrentat Catalhdyukvhere the preservation of remains is very highally, if

one considers that reflexive diaries are primarily textual reacsittisno sketchesThen,

narrativesof discoveryseem redundant because a sketch or a @netaore economiandmore
efficient resourcefor this task. In other wordshére are not a good reasorbaievethat a

reflexive narrative catributesto stabli$ the credibility othaving observedomethingjn this

case a building, its internal structures and spéeigsire3.3). Theepistemioweight of textual

over visual testimonies is an aspect that will be examined in more detafsktesection 6.6).

In contrast, the most valuable data in reflexive diaries are the testimonies of evidential reflexivity
that describéhe reasoning process$ fieldworkerswhenmarginal and fragmentary evidence
produces puzzlement and therefore compromigiagredibility of datavhich require a more

detailed discussion of evidence and interpretatiSmailarly, another important element of

diaries are théestimonies of interactivity among fieldworkers and specialistghis case,

diaries clearly demonstrate the advantages of haningediate feedbacknsite which improves

the epistemic circumstances of fieldworkers with a wizherkground knowledge tevise

previous idea. Overall,the main problem with Mickeis failing to noticeheimportance of
discussions of evidence over chronicleslistovery Instead, sheresumeshat having more
informationimplies havingbetter testimonieg:or these reasons, reflexivecordingas defined

by Hodder and his intellectual progeny is simplistic.
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Finally, there is aninorissue regardingedundacy of data in excavation diaries and context
sheets fronCatalhdyuk Mickel assums that the most distinctive information of diaries is absent
in context sheets, namely narratives and discussions of evifdiotel 2015, 303) However,

after having noticed the griea epistemic value of discussions of evidence, | checked a few
context sheets related to one of the most important reflexive testimanesle3.9). There |

found, another version of the reflexive discussion elaborated in diaries, specifically in context
sheet [136664], one of the fills of feature F1495 (see fragment below). Although, no systematic
analysis of context sheets from B49 was made]ithited evidence raises some doubts about

the idea that reflexive discussiom®absent form standardized formats. If this is the case, one

might another reason to believe in the irrelevance of CatalhOyuk excavation diaries.

Fill of post retrieval pit, icludes collapsed plaster from the engaged pillar.
The post pit is not very deep and appears to just sit on the plaster floor rather
than being dug into it. Several small fragments of animal bone and obsidian
were found, and a shell was found in the SE eobut was probably
disturbed by animal burrowing activity. Further excavation by DE revealed
that this feature is unlikely to be an engaged pillar and is more likely to be a
tall narrow bin. The feature was repeatedly plastered on both the inside and
outdde and traces of red paint were also found. The base was also plastered
on more than one occasion and there is no evidence of @pastscarring
on the wakf.

Thereflexive investigation &49and its epistemic context

In the previous section a general assessment of methodological aspects has been presented.
However,the internal analysis has allowed to observe some prolitematchthe recording

process and the epistemic context of the investigatierexplained befa, B49 was a very well

preserved buildinglearlyidentified in the early stages w$ excavatior{Figure3.4). Besides,

B49was interpreted as a domestic structatrthe same time W@ cannot tell with any certainty

to which Neolithic level this hous8pace 100belong® (Krotscheck 2003, 23 his assumption

was based ipreviousexploration by the CRP which indicated a domestic funaifdouildings

(Hodder and Farid 2014, .3)his ideacontradicted previous results by James Mellaart claiming

that buildings isluded a mix bhouses and shringdellaart 1967,3) Nevert hel es s, B

diaries never discuss tlemestic character of the buildingeg sction 3.5.10. And thisis an

5 http://db.catalhoyuk.com/database/catal/UnitSheet.asp?num=13664



131

important problem because although it was evidieat B49 was a building, it was not evident

that such building was a house. Then by uncritically embracing the premise of the domestic
character of B49, one of the main goals of reflexivity was left aside, namely the examination of
archaeological assuripns (Hodder 2000a, 9)

In other wordsthe obviouspresence of 849 makesrrelevant anarrative of discovery that

largely reiterates what is already known. Moreover, even if a photo was a sound resource to
demonstrate the existence of B&9yas insufficient® proveits domestic natureand this

another important reason for prioritizingflexive discussion849 diaries include some

glimpses of reflexive discussions addressing functional ambiguity for specific features. However,
a more systematistrategywould have producedraore valuable record. Specifically, the CRP

had favourable cdtitions to achieve this task given the available background knowledge, the
character of the site and the tools at hand. Altogether, this demonstratemthat anportant

problem with reflexive diaries is failing to consider the epistemic context afvastigation in

the production of site records.

Methodological reflexivity

Additionally, there was another type of reflexive informatioB#4® diaries, namely
methodologicatlaims(Graphic3.1). Theproportion ofmethodological claims was very similar

to other reflexive @dims but methodological information only includiego extensive

testimonies that address recording proceduresglthe first seasor©ne was the only entry

recorded by a trainee that described some problematic aspect§ilivigenp sheets. However,

itdéds not very clear from this testimony wheth
whet her suomsdc amfeu of bndamitadtyvatlerecarding culesspecially

how to fill and updateexcavation sheets.

What is confusing to me is that unexcavated (what | will refer to as)
‘definitional’ units can be included in "feature units" for an exatad feature.
It is important to discuss these 'definitional’ units because they may support
or bound excavated units that comprised the excavated feature, and they are
visible at the end and can be useful for interpretation of what has been
excavated € Also, the interpretation of an unexcavated 'definitional’ unit
may change with its later excavation, possibly invalidating interpretations
made for a feature it does not make up. These issues are not problematic if
everyone is aware of them, but | thinldady checkboxes on the feature sheet
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for excavated/unexcavated and compositional/definitional in the "feature
units" section would be usefyDN/27/04.

Another entry mkes similar observationsabdutow di ar y6s content didnot
discussios onsite(see below)Possibly this testimony is a very rudimentary version of the more

detailed analysisrpsented in this chaptdoute vi dent |l y it doesndt provi c
assessmerdf field practice Independentiyf this, excavation diariesffectively provide a space

for fieldworkers to reflectpon their practice. Nevertheless, thesies speakn the dessert

because tharchitects of reflexivenethod are more interested in technol@@grggren et al.

2015) Hencefieldworkers experiencd o e seem to havanyincidence in the revision of

methodological principleArguably, aclosercommunication between fieldworkers and

directors,would have facilitated noticing the importance of discussion over chronicles

However,one thing | did notice today was that | wish | had been more
diligent and detailed with my diagntries. We have had swany
conversations in the space concerning the relationships between units and
features and how thing relate to each other in phase. Only speaking for
myself, | am not convinced that my previous enttidsany of those 'real
time' conversations any jusé. | suppose that is the point of a 'reflexive
methodology'to live and learn (or trowel and error) (SL/26/04).

3.7 The performance dfeldworkers

B49% s d indudeiestismonies okevenfieldworkers Graphic3.4 describeghe participation

of fieldworkers in dairy recording and their level of experiei@mecifically, UK, SL and DN

workedin 2004. DEsypervised the explorations #006 and 2008inally, CM, LF and YO

assisted DE in the last seaséulditionally, there was a number of fieldworkers that excavated

B49 but didndét par,tmanyofthan tminegiéddisiord®200§, 356)ac or di ng
general, thigvidence indicatea major participation of senia@rchaeologist in diary recording
However,there were important differences in the recording routine of sel8pecifically,UK

and SLmade an eny almost daily whereas DE, LF and Ckhade a weekly entry
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Graphic3.4. Distribution of the sample bieldworker, B49. Tle graphicillustratesthe
participation offieldworkers n diary recordingand indicatesheir professional status:
professionalliggers (P) graduatestudents (GS) and trainees (t).

The main analysis of thadividual performance of fieldworkers was developed by examining

the distribution of claims bparticipant.Graphic3.5 showsthe distributiorof a selection of

claims that seem to illustrate differences in the performance of fieldworkers produsiet by

and backgrund knowledgel-or examplethegraphic shows amverse relationn the proportion

of formation process and evidential reflexiwtyth ethnography claimsn other words, the

more experienced fieldworkers record formation processimedssions of evidence more
frequently, whereas less experienced participant report trivial matters moreSaftdarly,

there isarotherimportant asymmetry in theistribution ofspatial and phase dataone hand,
andcontexts and claims of obsenatal reflexivityon the otherThis asymmetrgeems tde

partially caused by differences in recording routines, hence diggers with ighes ofcontext
information andbservatiorreflexivity engaged ira daily routine that produced a more
systematichronicle of discoveryWhereasfieldworkers with higher values spatial and phase
claims produced more synthetic recordHowever, the proportion of spatial and phase dita
seems to be highéor fieldworkers that had a longer participation in éxeavation of B49 (DE)

or participated in the latest phase of exploration (LF), then they benefited more directly from the
accumulation of background knowledddisgr aphi ¢ doesndt include r es
these were not vewignificative DN only had @ extensive entry abouatethodologicabspects

and YO a short entrglescribing an episode of layer removal.
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Graphic3.5.Di g g eerfosmr@anceB4%. The graphidllustrates thedistribution of various
types of claimby fieldworker. Thse types seem to be significative to indidifferences irthe
interpretative performancef fieldworkers produced kskill and participation in the project.

Graphic3.6 illustrates the distribution of claims thegem to be indicative of differences in the
type of remains excavated by each particip@hts is very cleaas one compardsature ad
assemblage values, for examf@lkl excavated many burialand therefore less structu(sse
section3.5.6. In sum the analysis of diggebperfamance suggests thedme areas of recording
aredetermined by skil{formation processes and evidential reflexivity), but others will depend
on circumstantial aspect too. For example, a wider background information facilitates the
interpretation of spatiaand phase data, whereas some aspects are defined by the type of

excavated remains.
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Graphic3.6. Di g g merfosnm@ance B4@ The graphicillustrates thedistribtion ofdifferent
types otcliamsby fieldworker. This distribution is considered to be consequenite type of
remains exavated byparticipants

Empowerment, authoritgnd responsibility of reflexive diggers

As mentioned before, one of the goals of the réflexnethod ishe empowermen of

fieldworkers for interpretatiofHodder 2005, 652)Yet, the general results of this analysis do

not seem to support this idbacause the work of B49 diggerdasgely confined to the

definition of layers and structur¢&raphic3.1). Reflexive archaeology also denounceelow

status of fieldworkewithin a vertical structure od decisionaking(Berggren and Hodder 2003,

424) Yet, ©meentries clearly show théisdi dndét change very much at
thisis a morecomplexissueb e cau s e i t 0 ® remdrkstimexpernepoed stafilso tan

be a source aklevant background knowledgeléss experienced fieldworkers as in the

following example

Today, we (DGN & SHL) began to dig westwards in an attempt tovethe

fill bulk. We stumbled upon several plaster lumps that later lan and Shanina
told us to take out, based on previous experience of these types of house fills.
(SL/02/04).
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Moreover, some testimonies of ethnographilthough irrelevant fanterpretative issues, they
can be a useful about the social relations in the field. Specially, some examples are very
revealing of howikldworkersarestill treated as secondte specialists arfibw their technical
skills canbe questioned at any mome@ine of thesoundest testimonies is related to the

discovery of & i g u ragsemélédgesxample3.7).

Soon, the 'figurines experts' were hovering over me like a protective mother
of her younglings. Two of them just sat there for over an hour, cackling, and
watched me excavate on the assuompthat more figurines would appear. |
felt as if | was somehow incompetent. One nameless individual was very upset
that | had not photographed the figurinessitu and that all the meaning of
the figurines was lost since | did not know their orientatida even
criticised me that | was excavating improperly and that from this point
forward | should continue to excavate with only a brush and a leaf trowel. All
rubbish, in my opinion(SL/25/04).
Evidently, the former examples only represent particukstairces of general problems that have
beendescribeclsewherdEverill 2009; Chadwick 2003However,an aspect that has not been
considered very often are the workload implications of being refleXivis consequends very
clearin the fragment below that not only indicateattfieldworkers have more dutjeshich
also increment working houns a dayshift Then, these aspects should be considered with more
detail among reflexive theory. Otherwise, there is aafakaskinglabour exploitationas
something elseNot to mention, the fragileontractuakituationeven for some of the

experienced fieldworketseing dismissed with apparently no good reg$a@mid 2015, 65)

IHo's visit at the end of the workday actually provided us with a much better
understanding of the interrelationship of the features in space 100. | will not
describe everything here, since | still have a lot of unit sheets to enter into the
database, but therategy of the next few days will largely be guided by the
insight he gave ugUK/15/04).

3.8 Longitudinal analysis

The finaltype ofanalysiswas the longitudinal distribution of claims to investigate similarities
anddifferences btween thesarliest and l&stphases oéxcavation. This analysfsllowed the

projectos lygearsonal order

6 lan Hodder
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Graphic3.7 showsthe distribution of the sample by seasatich clearly reflectsdifferencesn
recordingbehaviour of diariesSpecifically, the graphic illustrates a more intengveduction in
the firstyear result of a daily routine of diary recorditige second year shows an important
decrement in diary productidoecause only one fieldworker recorded a weekly entry. The final
year show another increment that represents the production of three fieldworkers making a
weekly entry For this reason, the distribution of claims was calculated independently for each

year.
80%
60%
40%
20% .
0% —
2004 2006 2008
Season

Graphic3.7. Distribution of the sample by seas&4.9.

Graphic3.8 showsthedistribution of the most importaetaims in thethree season#n general,
there are two clear groups of tren@se with higher values in the middle and lower in the
extremegformation processes and evidential reflexiyignd aotherin which values arigher
in the extremes and lower in the mid@¢hnographic, decisions and context clgirrsgeneral,
these results seem to éxplained by the recording routine and tki sf fieldworkers Thus,
despite the lower proportion of entries2@06,this season reports the higher frequency of
formation processes ardidential reflexivity.Nevertheless, the most importgratterns are the
increasing trends fatructural, space and phase claimswever,increments in strcutural and
spatial data seem to be a direct consequence of the act of discovery that improesdsilityeof
structuresBesides, thixplanationis consistent with theonstantdecrement of observational
reflexivity. In contrasts, the increment in phase claims is better explained by an accumulation of

background knowledge in previous years
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Graphic3.8. Longitudnal analysis B49. Tle graphicillustrates thedistribution of claims across
theseason®f the project.

Finally, the indvidual and thdongitudinalanalysisof recordsprovides important evidence of

the different scales of interpretive wotk.the first place, the analysis by fieldworker shows the
diversity of individual performance shaped by skill and participation in the prdjecbntrast,
longitudinal analysis shows more clearly the effectsotiective workthat creates an

accumulatn of data that facilitates the interpretation of more complex data over time. However,
this collective approach is also very clear in the testimonies of the sidg[Example3.14) and

in examples of interactivity during priority toufExample3.10 andExample3.13).

3.9 General observations

Theinternalanalysis of B4Qiarieshas provided a general view different aspects such as the
recording strategytheinterpretative process and tredevanceof reflexive andhon
interpretativeinformation Likewise, the analysis of the performance of fieldworkers and the
longitudinal development of the project has provided additional evidence of the incidence of
epistenic factors like the skill and the cumulation of background knowledge in the investigation
of B49.
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The recordig strategyOne of the most eviderharacteristicef dairy entries is their

predominant narrative and textual format. Howeverntlost importahproblemwith these
testimonies is giving account of many irrelevant aspects. Less frequeyn#netic and
argumentative testimonies whicbnstitute relevant pieces ioformation;however, tlesedata
are not systematically recorded and the standarecording is not always adequaless
serious isalack of coordinationamong fieldworkerso avoid repetitions among entrigsnother
positive aspect of diaries is providiaggood balancef individual and collectiveractice.

Theinterpretative proces$n general, B49 diaries show anportant variability of interpretative

data, although most of this information concentrates in the investigatiapen$ and structures

In general, this is consequencetlod narrative strateggnd the character of the sitelence, the

excavation of B49 can be described as the exploratiarhaihlypreserved buildingnainly

formedby masonrystructuresad burialsFor t hi s reason, there wasnbo
investigation of deposits, sittures and depositional procesddsreover, the preservation of

remains contributed for the interpretation of complex aspects like constructive.fhinatg,

the clearest deficiency in the interpretative process of B49 is failing to address thenincti

investigation of the building, which was feasible if one considers the epistemic context of the

exploration.

Reflexivity. Thedistinction between observationgkrsistent ash evidential reflexivity was
useful toidentify relevant reflexive datd his study showed more clearly the importance of
argumentative discussionsernarratives of discoveryHowever the analysis also has shown
cases in which relevant reflexive data is not properly repoFiedlly, the study oreflexive data
showedthe posiive effects ofimmediatefeedbaclonsite which is a powerful mechanism for

solving relevant doubts amdvisinginterpretations.

Norrinterpretative informatiorDiaries ncluderelevant informatiorof observational

circumstances anaperativedecisiongo contextualize the interpretive practice and the
credibility of data. Occasionally, these testimonies are not properly reported, but this is more
recurrent when describing sampling decisidfigally, there is a large componentiwélevant

ethnographic information.

Individual and longitudinal aalysis Individual analysis has shown that junior staff has less

participation in diary recordind.ikewise,the analysisconfirmed thencidence ofndividual
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skill for some areas of investigatioesgecially in evidential reflexivity and formation processes.
In contrast, longitudinal analysis showed more clearly the incidence of participation and the
accumulatiorof background knowledg®r the interpretation of more complex aspects like

constructive pasesAltogether, individual and longitudinal analysis showed two faces of field

interpretationjndividual and collective practice



141

Chapter 4Single context recording

From the moment when we are no longer resigned to purely and simply
recording the words of owitnesses, from the moment we decide to force
them to speak, even against their own will, cresamination becomes more
necessary than ever. Indeed, it is the prime necessity etaveducted
historical research. Marc Bloch, 1953, .53

This chaptepresets the resultef thesecond case studyhich examines theegisters from a
project of commercial archaeology in London recorded with single context recording.
Specifically, this case uses as example the exploratioNsrthgate house identified withe
sitecode MRG95. Thehapter begins with brief account of the hsty and methodological
principles ofthe recording systenespecially its sequential naty#e1). This is followed by an
explanation of thetructure othe context sheet and the process of analgsia sequence of
related document@l.2). Afterwardsthere is geearal descriptiorof the epistemic context of the
project.In broad termsthe exporation carnbe characterized as a sht#tm commercial project
executed by team oprofessional diggensworking inmultiperiod site with different levels of

preservatior(4.3).

Therecords oMRG95arestoredin the archives of the Museum of LondorAARC) and the
chapter also describesmegeneralitiesabout the sampling procesbits sequencét.4). The
longest sectionlescribes thgualitative and quantitative resuéifter the internahnalysis of
MRG95 (4.5). The following sectiormakes some gemnal methodological observations about the
importance of documental analysis for evaluatingctieglibility of testimoniesThis is a

powerful argument to reject some reflexive idesgarding the impossibility tassess
standardized formafg.6). Theanalysis is completedith the analysis of the individual
performance of fieldworkers (4.7) and the longitudinal development of the project (4.8).
Altogether, theselements will contribute for a clearer understanding of the effects of individu
skill and lackground knowledge ¢hinterpretative process of the sittie chapteconcludes

with a recapitulation of the mawbservationslerived from the analysis MRG95(4.9).
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4.1 The recording system: a sequence of related events

Theinvention of sigle-context recordingook placein Britain during the seventiegithin the
context ofrescue archaeolog®ne of the main factors that brought ttevelopment of a new
recordingmethod was thehallenge of recording urban multiperiod sitgth deep sequees of
stratification(Lucas 200158; Hammer 2000, 144; Spence 1993, Bbshort, SCR was

developed for working on large scale projects within stratigraphically complex site and relatively
short periods of timezarly rescue projects had been confident in using sections and phase pla
but Harris poinedout later thasuchprocedureslewed the pace of work and raised many
problens when recording and interpretititge sequenc@arris 1989, 8690). Harris and

Ottaway reached a solution for this dilemma that consisted in making individual plans of
stratigraphic units, that later would be usedifberpreting a sequendgelarris 1989, 95)
Likewise,when Harris himself worked in the Winchester Resebhuit, hedevisedthe Harris
Matrix, a diagram toepresent the depositional sequeftdarris 1989, 36; Lucas 2001, 56)

Hence, this earlyersion of thesystemcommonly referred as sing®ntext panningput more

emphasis ints graphicelementghan in the context sheet.

According todirect witnesses and second hand testimosiaglecontext planningpreadover
Britain afterbeing adopted by most excavation units at the {imeas 2001, 57; Carver 2011,
21). However, the method was largely refined by the forbepartment of Urban Archaeology
in London especially thevritten components dhe systeniike a descriptive and interpretative
section This aspecis clearerafter comparing thcontextcards from the seventiesd the
eighties. In the first case, sheets are mainly designesinfgie planning and stratigraphic
diagrams (see Harris 1989, 36 Fig 38; Spence, 1993, 27Fig21ps wuntil the f ol
thattextual information becomes centralthough, it is in this decade thatdditional formats

like the skeleton sheappearedoo (see Ottaway 1992 92Fig 2.4; Spence 1993, Fig 2.2 and Fig
2.3). Equally important igonsideringurtherupdates in the context sheet, especially for textual
data, during the early nineties the Museum of Londor{Spence 1993, 33)n this way, the
development of SCR can be defined asenty-yearperiod that started in the early seventies
with a stonger emphasis igraphic elementand culminated in the early nineties wétlstronger

emphasisn textual information especially layer descriptions and interpretations.
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As it is known, the rescue movement pushed the agen@dafull recordingof thethreated

historic ewvironment(Rahtz 1974h)in this context, SCR was a potent tbmhaccelerate the
investigation of urban siteslowever, this came with a cost as recording activities were mainly
focused in inte definition of layersindinterpreting the sequeneéhich remarked the division
between field and postxcavation work even mofelammer 2000, 144Moreover, nany

rescue pojectsrequired the participation of big crowds/en their scaleThese people were
commonly hired undgemporary job sadmesto work as excavato(®aker 2011, 196; Everill
2009, 27)However, the introduction CR challengede traditional divisiorof labour

between digging and recordistaff, incorporating both activitieim one person, the excavator
(Roskams 2001, 170; Spence 1993, Z6)s transitiondrom labourers to recorders is
commonly referred as 0t (kEdadisferdrgmbMoman@@l® P48;0f e x c a
Ottaway 1992, 27; Farid 2000, 24; Hodder 1999, B®)wever, this processso brought

important social changes as it gave the chance to working classes (usually the target of
temporary job schemes) to participate more actively in archaeological invessgatbonly as
field labourersin this way, thedevelopmenandestablishmendf SCR must be understocas

the consequence afultiple factors including the social context created by the rescue movement
and the methodological challenges brought by the exploration ofpaultd deposits.

However, this exciting period of innovation wouldt havebeen possible without treconomic

and political support during the pesar periodwhich contribute for the funding of many
excavation units across Britain and contributed to the expansion of the new recording method
(Jones 1984; Roskams 2001 29; Ottaway 1992, 1112; Carver 1987, 1G4.08).

As explained before, ih the introduction of competitive tenderirdgvelopment led

archaeology became suspicious for its economic drive. At the sas@8@R became the main
target of posprocessuatritics that particularly questioned its standardized napagicularly

the rigid format of context sheetHowever, this isiotafully accurate viewbecausea context

sheet is formed by differ sectioaad some of them might be less rigid than others. Besides,
there is a diversity of formats (deposit, cut, timber, burial and masonry), although in general the
structure of all of them is very similddowever, the main problem wittritics isreducing £R

to the context sheeand failing toacknowledge tat the recording strategy operates as a sequence
of relatedevens. Specifically, SCR organizes context sheets inseguence of natural numbker

connected in multiple way&orinstance, bystratigraphic relations and feature relations



144

Besides, there is a conditional relation among events becausefitiiéon ofa layeris based in
the definition of previousinits This conditionaklement shapes thearning procesduring
excavation thatontributes tonterpretation and reflexivity. However, this is not a lucky
coincidencebecause tils processs regulated byane genergbrinciples that should be

systematically applied.

The first isa principle of empiricisnb e ¢ a u s e ithatérst-handherpergrice puts diggers

in the best epistemjgositionto identify anddescribe layeréRoskams 2001, 170; Spence 1993,

25). Secondly, there is jarinciple d interpretation A consequence dafirect experience is that

fieldworkers are alsthe best informedbout the attributes of layers to interpret its stratigraphic
relations, formation processes and so forth. Context simetislea descriptive and

interpretative sectiotior capturing this informatianDescriptions provideraaccount of layer
based in its most distinctiwatributes whereasnterpretations must explaihow observable

signs support an interpretatiRoskams 2001, 244Additionally, there isaprinciple that can
bedefined asreflexive approach to documentatidrhis principleemphasizes the ne¢al

providefia descriptive record updated through the excavation prad&sence 1993, 25
consequencehe interpretation oflepositanight alsochange with additional eviden¢@oskams
2001, 171)Overall, thisprinciple aims to encourage some sortedfexive loopbetween

descriptive and interpretative workinally, there isa principle of checking upecords When

diggers havdilled a context sheethis must be checked by a third party (usually a supervisor) to
look for inconsistencies drerrors. For instance, if a cut attribute is missing, the supervigst m
askthe digger tanclude this data or explain the absefReskams 2001, 235However, a
explained before, SCR presumes that the systematic application of these principles will be

achieved when fieldworkers have been trained to perform these activities.
4.2 The analysis of contexts sheets

Context sheets are standardized formats orgdrin different sections to report distimygpes of
datarelated to the investigation of layers and ciitee design and parametergefording might
vary from company to company, but in general all of them follow the same structure. The
examinedormassc or r e s p o n dsystem paMi€ularfy the updated 1980Gersion This
includes acollection offormats br describing different types of stratigraphic units: deposits, cut,

masonry, timber and buriébpence 1993; Museum of London 1994)broad termsgontext
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sheets includa descriptive section in the topst@atigraphic section in the middle and an
interpretive section in the bottoAs explained before, this structypartially guidedcoding
work (see section 2.4Figure4.1 presents an example of thest common type of coded

documentthe deosit/cut format.

More specifically, theeontext shees organized in different sections distributed over the two
sides. The upper row of the front side contains referential information (grid, are/section, site
code) and identification data (context type and context nuniBelgw is onethe main sections,
the descriptive box which iacludesa list of prompts to describedimainphysical attributesf
contexts Additionally, this section includes some prompts to deschiservational conditions
and decisions7/ Methods and conditiopscutting relationsX0. Truncation if knownand
featurerelations (1. Fill nog, partcularlywhen fills are related to a cut the middle there ia
stratigraphic sectiowith a Harris Matrix for recordingtratigraphic relatonand bel ow
interpretive section that is organized in two arédsur interpretatio®@which contairs me
predeterminate optiorte describespatial aspectdriternal/Externa) andanother forstructural

|l ayer s. However , t heYoundidcussion nt aextpecteret@xiplaiv e
interpretationsin the bottom of tis box there is an additional fielidr aspecific type of

stratigraphic relationcorrelations game ap

The lowest area of the front side inclgaeore boxes for additional refertéad data(plan nos,

photographs, initials and date of the excavatorciretk dateand descriptive information:

devels on reversefinds andsamplesFinds indicates the presence and type of recovered finds

(pot, bone, glass, metal, CBMr the absencef finds (nong. Meanwhile,&environmental

sampleé cludes a sample mber and a short description if a sample was colle@edn in

t 6s

ar ea

the bottom there i s an odhdckedinterpetatidr, p d tha it vhee oarye &

fieldisdesigned o i ncl ude s ur p etiwiexamined recorgeoemattyenoluded,
supervisor 6s c or rFaally, theolowsst rowircluded threx= baxest r i x
(provisional period, group and initials and dat¢hese are designed for pestcavation phase.

However, some diggs used this area to repariltural/phase claimg.hebackside of sheets

includes two sections; a grid for recording levels on the top and a blank area for drawings in the

bottom. This area usually contained diverse typeskatchesaccompaied of additionatextual
informationoccasionallyFigure4.2). In generalyeferential and levels informatiomas not

coded for beingrrelevantfor the analysis

but
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In sum, theformat of context sheefadlitated the process of codinFor example, stratigraphy
and finds data was coded more automaticalhd this was partially true for descriptive areas.
However, this task was mor ecomplicatedtfog interpetive section that often included diverse
typesof claims(Figure4.1). Besideswhen context sheets includskktcheshis were coded
considering textual informatiorfror examplea context sheets degmes atimber structure and
thereforethe sketch in the badide was coded accordinglyigure4.2). However, this also
required being aware of the codes of representation for sketatreimstancea zigzagged line

to represent aancertain boundarfFigure4.11). Coding alsadook account of theelations

among context shedor exampleSG-124 (Figure4.2) describes a timber lining related to a pit
cut HK-134 Figure4.3). Then, by comparing thaterpretative data in both sheets one ca
observe the interpretative changes inithvestigation ofafeature initially defined as a timber
lining but later reinterpreteas acesspit The coding process also toook acount of updates and
correction on stratigraphic diagramas akdtchesnade onsite, thiwas confirmed bgtudying
the handwritting ofieldoworkers.Some sheets includgabstexcavation annotationdentified
with asignatureand dateln this way, @e can separate field and pestavation information

Postexcavaibn information was excluded frothe analysis

The following step of the analysis wasassess theredibility of interpretation. In general, this
implied checking if documents include an explanation of how evidence supports an
interpretation The bestxxamples usually contained an explanation in the interpretative section of
sheetgFigure4.1). However,some cases required considering different bitiggersed

information to follow therationale ofinterpretationExample4.12). Likewisg checking the

validity of someinterpretations requiredkamining the content of two or more sheétsr

example, cut sheets usually summarized the interpretation of features considering the evidence
from various layergsee sectiofreature4.5.8). Thisanalysis allowed talassifyinterpretive

claims in twogroups:valid interpretations and invalid interpretatidogdifferentiatebetween

justified and unjustifiedlaimsrespectivelyln sum, even if théormat of the context sheet

facilitates some aspects of the analysis, this always requaedtextualapproach.
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4.3 The projectand the site MRG95

The second case study covehartterm commercial project iNorthgate housd.ondonand
identified withthe site code: MRG95. The site was located aR2MoorgateStreet Figure4.4)
and archaeological services were provided by the Museum of Loftden,known a$1oLAS).
The excavation methodology was based in shiagl@ext recording following the protocols
defined by MOLA(Museum of London 1994T he projectwas structured followinghe

principles ofMAP2 with an excavation and peskcavation phasg&nglish Heritage 1991Yhe
excavatiorniastedfor 15 weeks between th@ df February and the 28 of May of 1999.
Fieldwork was performed by professional diggers also known aasststants and supervised
by two senior archaeologisfSeeley and Drummonrillurray 2005, 1)The project included a
deskbased assessment and evaluation that deternfieeddustrial character of the sitewas
located in the Walbrok Valleyanarea formerly known as thiedustrial sector of Roman London
(Seeley and Drummonrsllurray 2005, 5)Hence, the excavation had the purposeaéstigating
the rangeof industrial activities at MRG98Museum of London 2000, 1%6). Theexcavation
results and posgxcavatiorassessment determinéiee relevance of the site for publication and a

few years later, a monograph was publisfigeeey and Drummond/urray 2005)

Figure4.4. Sitelocationin relationto Roman London magCopyright MOLA).
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MRG95 was a mulperiod site ranging from prehistory to posedievalperiods Yet, the main
occupation dated from the roman peridthis included a pottery complex, defined by some kilns
(S2, S3) and storage pits in located in the centre dfita@igure4.6). The site also includkan
access road (R1) and some structures and features related to the course of the rigfig(540)
4.5). In general, the archaeological deposit includitrent types of layers and featunegh
different level of preservation.hE potterykilns (S2 and S3)vere among thbestpreserved

elementgFigure4.19) whereadurther evidence wasore fragmentary

e ,
sl _ . N OA6

Walbrook
deposits

i j !
R ST (| Walbrook tributary

e OA4 /

Figure4.6. Nucleararea of furnace complex. Roman periBtase Copyright MOLA).
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4.4 The sample

The archive of MRG95 istored athe London Archaeological Archive (LAARC). The

excavation sequence includes 1776 sheets starting in context number 62 to 1864. The previous

61 sheets correspond to evaluatreork and were not considered in this study. The sequence

was organizedinsubequ ences of hundred accordi negg99%, 0 natu
except for thdirst and last segmenteings hor t er {61€99} Axmanpledgf1 800é 18
30% of the excavation sequence was analybeslincluded 532 context sheets. The sample was

defined by a strategy that selectggproximately thirty sheets by each hundred. Sheets always
werecadllected ingroups offive to tencontinuoussheets {82, 83, 84, 85, 86}. iEhstrategywas

designed toallect related sheet$or examplecontext from a featurer stratigraphically related

layers Ar andom sel ection process wa sonsiderechstreesl bec a
of independent event$he sample also aimed be representative of diffent type of remains

and areas of the site, therefore a prevmussultation of the archive and a context list provided

by MOLA helped for this purposd@ltogether, these strategies contributed for having a

representative sample @érious participants ahphasesn theproject Initial sampling work

tookplacat MOLAGs h e adq ydgital cepies of contextkshebtywedénl 7

with a standard mobile phone and processed with an application to imprayequality.
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Graphic4.1. Distribution of the sampleMRG95. Tle graphic illustrateshe number of sheets
collected byeachhundredo f t h sequencet e 6 s
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4.5 Results

The documental analysis of MRG95 implied the analysis of a longer sequence containing textual
and visual data. These characteristics had some effectsqudhétative dataf MRG95 which
includes frequency and percentages, urtiké 9ahalysis that oyl provides percentages
Frequency indicates the recurrencabfpe of claimwithin the sample (how oftenyvhereas
percentage indicates the proportafreach type in relatioto thetotal coded informatiohow
much) Frequency was preferred fitie internal analysis oMRG95, but percentage will be used
for the comparative analysiGraphic4.2 illustrates theistributionof claims in MRG95 which
showsa similar trend for frequency and percentage valOegrall,this graphic shows a large
variability of information, including or-interpretive and reflexivelaims.However,context and
stratigraphic information are among the miostjuent theseare followed bystructure feature
andformation process claim&nd everything else iess commonAssemblages were not very
frequent in the site and only was burial was samplesl gttplains the low frequency of this data
therefore no further analysig this aspect will be giverBuilding and phase claims were absent

from site recordsoo, however these absenabsserve further analysis

A recurrenta characteristic of contextsbtswasthe abundance oétrospective inferenceand
Graphic4.2 includes the frequency tiiese conjecture§echnically these are not a type of

claim because an inference can be functional or depositidioalever, thdrequency of

inferenceswvas an indicativevidencevhen xamining the performance of fieldworkers and the
longitudinal development of the projedhisis the mairreason for having frequenoy

inferences but not percentag@milar asymmetries are observedfiads, stratigraphic and

spatial data. However, these are explained by the format of recording. For example, stratigraphy
is present in almost every sheetimatrix Harris, but the percentagecofled information is not

very high.
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percentage indicaghow much informatioof a typewas coded.

Graphic4.3 showstheresults for theredibiity of interpretiveinformation Valid interpretations

indicate thgoroportion of reliable information or justified data. Invalid claims represent cases of
unreliable data. The percentage of valid and invalid claims was calcirdeggendently for each

type. There are some columns whenthe sumafl i d and i nv eaebachl@0%c | ai ms d
(Correlation,Feature and Functiondlecause some claimso ul dndét Bbhsgmphial uat ed.
includes an additional column labelled as Genedgx, it represents a general assessment of the
credibility of the sample based in the proportion of valid and invalid context, structural and

formation processes data. The logic of thas& be explained along the following sectiorithe

Graphic also indicates the proportion of Best Practice Circumstantial and Decision claims, this
highlight the most relevant nanterpretative data without implying that complementary

information wasunreliable.
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of best practice tetsimonies for namterpretative data (circumpstances and decisjons

Finally, Graphic4.4 illustrates the distribution of reflexive claims in relation to interpretative
types and according to tistassification of reflexive claimsito trivial, persistent andelevant
data Overall,this chart shows an even distribution between trivial and relevant cleiomgever,
as itwill be explained, mostases ofrivial reflexivity are codedrom corrections in stratigraphic
matrixes and drawing$leanwhile evidential reflexivity was codeaifn textual information
Additionally, there is a small amount of persistent reflexivélated tdayerdescriptions

Finally, this chart alssndicates the number giroblematic testimonies for evidential reflexivity
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Graphic4.4. Reflexivity. MRG95The graphic illustrates theistribution of reflexive claims into
threecategoriegobservational, persistent and evidenfiahd tsrelation to interpetive aspects.
Also, it illustrates thdrequencyand distributionof recording problems for evidential claims

4.5.1Nortinterpretative information

Two types of nosinterpretive information were founthformation about observational
circumstances watdistributedover 20% of the samplé&gtaphic4.2). Commonly, this
information was recorded in tlsection forimnethods and conditiofs i n d that ex¢avatiog
was ane under artificial lighand indoorsKigure4.1). Although this wasot systematically
recordedsuchinformationprovideda general picture of the observational conditions onsite,

namelyfia regular unchanging basement environndent (-R)C

"An identification code is used here and onwards for
includes the initials of the author an@ tbontext number.
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Figure4.7. Observationatonditions at MRG9%Copyright MOLA).

One fifth of these shetsincluded additional commengnd/orsketchego describe specific
situationsn moredetail For instance, when a layer/feature was partially observed due the limits
of excavation Figure4.8). In general, this partial observationi dhawe important
interpretativeconsequencegxcept fothe extent of layersvhich sometimes was emphasized in
context sheetgiExtends beyond tHamits of excavatiorto the nortld  (-32K). Another
recurrentexamplewas when a layer or a feature veaclusivelyobserved in section, and

therefore context sheedgscribed th circumstancgiMachine left large section showing the
post hol e wa g-6B)Csltogetioery thesshort descriptionsere classified as

instance®f best practiceheing distinguished from thmost systematic informatioG¢aphic

4.3).
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Figure4.8. Sketch from a partially excavated ¢MW-1056).
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Decision claims covered above 50% of sanple(Graphic4.2). Once more, these sheets

included systematic informatiandicatingwhether a layehad been excavated with trowel or
mattock(Figure4.1). Overall, this informationvas not very important, except ageneral

account of technical procedurétowever, one fifth of these sheets included additional

comments explainingpcal operative decision$ hese decisions can be organized in two groups
those with nterpretative impact and those with no impdtte first group includes examples of
technicalactionsa s wh e n acaddergallyroeercy$] [a layer]during excavatioo ( HL B
104 7) omattosking af area may have obscured the full extent of stakeholes [753]; they
definitively truncate [546) (542 In general, these claims help to conteize thereliability

of data(Figure49) . Stil |l , i tds i mportant to understand
interpretive problemd~or ingance,one sheets annotates when a wood plank from a well was
fibroken in excavatian  ¢1808)butthe interpretation of the layer wasvercompromised by
suchaction Likewise,technical actionsot always describmistakesand some sheets describe
gpecfic procedures fospecial purposdgke: exbavated at the end by machine to determine

depth of natural in this arga ( #3¥¥).Decision claims lao includeddescriptions of

recording actions based in interpretative decisions, for example recording various layers as one
context or slicing a layer into various arbitrary levels. Likewise, sheets also included sampling

information,but these will be examined late

Operative and recording decision with no interpretive impact dectastimonies describing
pragmaticchoicesdue multiple factorsFor instance, thpartial exploration o& structurelue
safetyprotocols as explained in one sketctu@ extend of dudifficult to ascertain in east due

to danger of concrete collapse, therefore extend of well sough inste¢d J58) Figure4.9).

This group also incldesrecording decisionwithout affecting interpretativeaspectsi e s sent i al |
this context was numbered as [166] and planned as such. This number kept for figdM L C

187). Overall, these additional comments are impottaolarify technical proceduresitivout

affecting thecredibility of interpretativalata
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Figure4.9. Sketcheslescribingoperative decisiongdA-1759(left) andHLB-1047 (right).

Altogether,such testimonies of operatidecisions were counted as instances of best practice,
unlike the most systematic information that only describasayer had been trowelled or

mattocked Graphic4.3). T hi s d o e s nsgstematianfprmationtishnaoimplete or
redundantMore exactly, best practice circumstantial and decision data exemplify cases when
context sheet include additional information to contextualize the observatidhal r@cording
process of something, and more importantly to contextualize the credibility of interpretative data
when requiredThereby, context sheets use deppentarycomments and sketchesdescribe
relevantbackground informatiomwhich fulfils the same function that relevant Aoterpretative

content inreflexive diaries.

4.5.2 Contexts

Contextdescriptiors are the modtequent claimn the sequenc@sraphic4.2). This includes
layers and cut descriptions based in the systematic accophysital attributesBesides, some
of these sheets include complementary sketches depicting the shape. #unthitssmorea
closer look at layedescriptions revealed twaescriptivepattersIn generalcontext aéscriptions
provideanabstract account ¢dyers and cutdased ira systematiaescription ofattributes.
However, descriptionof attributesarefrequentlysubject to some form of idkzation; for
example chromatic variability is summarized intogeneral statemelike dark reddish browi
(Figure4.1). Additionally, there are some sheets when fieldworkers adopttamative
approachandthey provide a morexhaustivadescriptionof someattributes. For instance, one
sheetobservexomposiional variationsn a burnt clay layer cofitext here more mixed, does

contain burnt brick clay fragments but also greyish olaylike the other half that included




































































































































































































































































































































































































































