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Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHsPortugal

PRESENTATION

In the last decades the Portuguese Archaeologybéeas growing an interest for the
subject of fragmentation and for the multiple sbpiactices of intentional deposition in Recent
Prehistory and Proto-History, fallowing trails deyged in international research. However,
reunions to specifically debate such issues andhteeretical frames that have been used to
address them are unusual in the national contekeaen at an Iberian scale.

Considering that these social practices were glgepted in Prehistoric societies and are
central to the interpretation of their archaeolagjiemains, and aiming to stimulate the debate of
these matters in the country, the research unA)Nf Era Arqueologia, in partnership with the
Interdisciplinary Centre for Archaeology and Evaat of Human Behaviour of Algarve
University, organized a workshop entitled “Fragnagioih and Depositions in Pre and Proto-
Historic Portugal”’, at Museu do Carmo in Lisbonydesy of the Portuguese Association of
Archaeologists) in October 1£2017.

Several Portuguese researchers that, in a wagather, have been dealing with these
subjects were invited to participate and presdks taddressing theoretical problems, contexts
and materials related to the issue. This book tesirsieven of the ten presented papers.

The first chapter, by Anténio Valera, highlightsetstructural relations between the
practices of fragmentation and of depositions &edcognitive processes of classification, seen
as historically contingent. It is argued that mafyhese practices, but also of space and time
perception and organization, rest in cognitive $u@ms” that promote a strong permeability
between categories and notions of reversible tintk cualitative space. Rejecting any kind of
structural determinism, it is argued that cognitygroaches are central to the understanding of
the Neolithic life and social practices.

Chapter two, by Ana Vale, explores the concepswfictured depositions” using as case
study the Castanheiro de Vento walled enclosureddaom the Chalcolithic. The practises of
structured depositions are characterized as asaga®lcomposed by different fragmented
elements that may incorporate links to other astageb. They are considered to be part of the
dwelling of the site, participating in the processpace organization and, therefore, becoming
part of the site’s architecture.

In chapter three, Lucy Evangelista and Antonioevaladdress the depositions of human
remains in ditches during the Chalcolithic, focgsim the case of Perdigbes and integrating it in
the global Iberian scenario for such practices s€tdepositions are presented as part of complex
social practices that involve human remains an@rothaterialities, traducing more fluid and
permeable categorizations of the world that tendemgender mixing contexts. They are
considered to express less bounded and more iaselftdefinitions, committed to permanent
negotiation where identity is constructed by tHatrens established in each context.

In chapter four, A.F. Carvalho, D. Gongalves, ze&-Cardoso and R. Granja address
the Middle Neolithic funerary practices at the BSanto cave (in Montejunto mountain, at north
of Lisbon). Differences in the ritual procedureswsen two sections of the cave show the
coexistence of diversified practices of body tresitn incorporating primary and secondary
depositions, body intentional segmentation and madation of human bones. Homologies
between the patterns of body handling and the npattebserved in grave goods are suggested.
The site is used to present a more complex imageediinerary practices of the period, resulting




Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHsPortugal

from the interaction between communities occupyngd exploring a vast territory in both sides
of the river Tagus.

Lidia Baptista and Sérgio Gomes, in chapter finighlight the importance of the study
of fragmentation patterns to interpret the negasitractures and their fillings in the Alentejo
region (South Portugal), during the Chalcolithicl@ronze Age. Reassembling studies allowed
the reconstitution of links between structures stngdictures fillings, at the same time they help to
build a more diversified image of the practicesimed in these processes, showing that the study
of fragmentation and distribution of fragments hagh heuristic potential.

Chapter six, by Ana Catarina Basilio and Nelsobaga, presents the study of a specific
context in Perdigdes enclosure, dated from theoéide 3¢ millennium BC: a deposition of an
assemblage of faunal remains in a pit covereddtgrae cairn. Interpreted as the result of feasting,
the investment in the construction of a cairn dber pit is seen as a process of memaorization,
combining the ephemerality of the ceremonies wlih ¢ndurance of the stone structure, that
provides a degree of monumentality to the depasticConsidering the late chronology,
integrated a period of decline of Chalcolithic sbieis in the Southwest of Iberia, it is suggested
that this context, in continuity with traditionatgztices of deposition in the site, could express
some form of resistance in a period of social clkang

Finally, in the last chapter (Chapter 7), Raqu#h¢a and Carlo Bottaini address the
hoard of metal objects during the Late Bronze Ageusing in the depositions of deliberately
broken metal artefacts. Different procedures wdemtified, which led the authors to consider
the absence of a general pattern for Late Bronze fgtal depositions. The variety of
fragmentation and deformation of metals is sees s&cial practice that expresses world visions
and that requires itself some levels of expertise.

Anténio Carlos Valera
Lisbon, 2019
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CHAPTER 1

SEGMENTATION AND DEPOSITIONAL

PRACTICES IN PREHISTORIC SOUTH

PORTUGAL: BETWEEN ONTOLOGICAL
STABILITY AND FLUIDITY.

ANTONIO CARLOS VALERA?

! Era Arqueologia / ICArEHB [antoniovalera@era-arojogia.pt]

[Porque ndo submeter a interpretacdo dos dadoswaha razdo mais ampla e para a qual sé&o
racionais ndo poucos objectos que perante a vedlison ou razdo conceptual ou razao pura
sdo, com efeito, irracionais”. [Why not submit tinéerpretation of data to] “a broader reason
to which are rational many objects that in facehaf old reason, or the conceptual reason, or the
pure reason are, in fact, irrational.”)

J. Ortega y Gasset (1994: 67)

Abstract

Undoubtedly, there is a tradition in Portuguesehaeology of addressing specific
depositional practices: the metal deposits, nathelse from Late Bronze Age. The same doesn’t
happen regarding the fragmentation and intentidegbsition as recurrent social practices and
as forms of communication and organization of comahlife during all Recent Prehistory. Only
recently these concerns started to emerge, maiolysed in the identification of intentionality
and possible meanings and functions, but paying d¢t®ntion to the more structural bases of
these practices, such as the ontological, cosnadbgisychological and cognitive ones.

This paper underlines the relations between jpexbf fragmentation and intentional
deposition (structured or selective) and those nstméctural grounds, arguing that there is a
correspondence to more fluid world views and exgrexes, which these practices express and
recursively produce. A contribution to an inquignewal is envisioned as means of rethinking
the nature of archaeological sites and contextenlining the importance of the intangible for
historical narratives of Recent Prehistory in Westberia.

Keywords: Ontology; Fluidity; Segmentation; Paggion.
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1. Introduction

Addressing intangibility in Prehistory has beemtrently considered an ambition beyond
the terms of Science. However, neither the terfriScéence are indisputable dogmas, nor the
claim to speak about the human being without camsid the more intangible dimensions of life
is a credible intent. That would be a sort of déserin face of the obvious difficulties and a
reduction of the discipline in its social grasp. &dlthe young Albert Jacquard asked, “who am
I, he was answered that he was a body and a wbidh he considered to be a very unpleasant
way of dividing him in two. Archaeology is not cotafe if it doesn’t have the ambition to wander,
in a controlled but decisive way, the hard andpgiy grounds of the intangible. It is significant,
though, that, having the purpose of talking abai¢rtional fragmentation and depositional
practices in Portuguese Recent Prehistory, Ifetllthe need to reiterate that.

Intentionality is here a main issue. Some archagsti® have been considered “too
willing” to detect it in material culture pattergn(see Garrow 2012 and discussion) and the
difficulties to access the immaterial in the Pradris past are obvious. Nevertheless, it is also
obvious that intention is part of human action ahthe historical facts involving it, and that we
cannot pretend to deal with human behaviour leadsige a part of what makes it human:
consciousness, representation, reason, will, iilmerr meaning (independently of the levels of
polarization we may be tempted to establish indbality structure / subjectivism). In fact,
overcoming of the dichotomy between a husserliaeitty of meanings” that privileges agency
and the dilution of passive individuals in the shdhe Bourdieu’s concept babitus(Bourdieu,
1994) expresses exactly that (as, in a slightliedéht way, does the theory of structuration of
Giddens — 1979). The design of the socializatiacess as (1) learning, (2) internalization and
(3) engagement in social practices that reprodueglésign the social context, establishes a
recursive relation of dependence between stru@ndeagency. Intentionality expresses, at the
same time it contributes to forge, the social ctods that frame agency. So, intentionality, will,
representation and meaning, matter. Following plaith, the growing concern of Archaeology
with interpretation led to the development of aedsity of inquiries and approaches to material
culture and contexts. That has been the case @fitinhal practices of fragmentation and of
deposition (e.g. Richards, Thomas 1984; Briick 12006; Jorget al. 1998-99Champan 2000;
Chapman, Gaydarska 2007; McFadyen 2006; HarrdakksBen 2015).

When approaching these social practices severattsare considered: the choice of the
objects (variability of category, morphology, ravaterial, etc.), the way they were manipulated
(integrity, fragmentation, burning, etc.), the mmi@l distribution of the objects (that is, the itz
organization of the depositions), the temporalitigfs the depositions, the architectonic
structuration of the contexts where depositiongffrantations take place and the supplementary
relationships (like the ones involving landscapasibility, routes, orientations, etc.). Other
elements also relevant for the analysis are mofficult to access precisely due to their
intangibility. Those could be designated as chagoigies of depositions/fragmentations
(gestures, clothing, who does the deposition ogrfientation, sounds, aromas, sequences of
procedures, who can assist, etc.).

Considering all these aspects or just some of ttieme main facets of the problem have
been privileged in the archaeological debate; fing issue of the recognition of the intentiomalit
of the depositions and fragmentations; secondlg, rifatter of interpretation, by proposing
meanings and functionalities to that intentionakityd thirdly, the matter of explanation, by trying
to understand the social systems that framed {iwastices, and in which they were recursively
active (Chapman, Gaydarska 2007; Renfrew 2015; §lano2015). This paper, though, is
concerned with a fourth possible way of addresshmg problem: the issues of ontological,
cosmological, psychological, and cognitive natuvat talso outlined these practices. However,
and in line with what was argued above, it is inb@or to stress from the beginning that this intent
is not a recreation of any kind of structural deti@ism of cognitive bases, but rather a statement
that a historical and recursive relation existsMeen social practices, world views and cognitive
operative models. They form an integrated and cermpystem, and if the human action is not
independent from the ways in which the brain operathese ways are not independent from
human action (Santos 1982; Karmiloff-Smith, 1992nBld 1999; Gardner 2002).

——
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2. Permeable categories

Every thought or every perception, every languagedion, is rooted in cognitive
processes of categorization. That is the mind ghaee To know and to think is processing and
organizing the cosmos in a limited number of “bdXesir concepts and common names), where
we store the unlimited variability and diversitytbe world (Vignaux 2000; Valera, 2007). This
process of categorization, without which consciessnthinking and language are not possible,
operates in time and space: it is historical anttingent.

The historical approach to the function of humandrias always been uncomfortable
with the possibility of misuse and stimulation ¢figical prejudices. When trying to justify the
title of a conference (The ancient mind. Elemeriteagnitive archaeology), Colin Renfrew
almost apologise for a possible implicit suggestiba different function of human mind in the
past, and even suggested the inconvenience afléheftLévi Straus’s work “La pensée sauvage”
(Renfrew 1994). Even so, he recognized the histpraf operative cognitive abilities and the
relevance of consider pre-modern ways of thinkifilge developments in cognitive sciences,
psychological studies and anthropological perspisa, among others, show that there are
historical contextual differences, not in the stume of the mind, but in how the basic categories
of representation are processed according to timdepéace. The highlight is put on difference,
not implicating an evolutionary perspective nor appreciation of superior or inferior forms of
thinking. Is just a recognition of difference ardhoge or, in the words of Lévi Strauss, “versions”
in which the human mind function and that corresptm contextualized modes of reasoning
(Karmiloff-Smith, 1992; Criado Boado 2000).

In fact, anthropology has been documenting thetexige of more fluid and porous
processes of ontological categorization in manyeties (Hallowell 1960; Eliade 1969; Strathern,
1988; Viveros de Castro 1998; 2004; Busby 1997ad412005; Ingold 2000), as opposed to the
more bounded perceptions that characterize theewestorld. This led several authors to
consider that the modern western notions of indiaiily and unity as closed entities are
inadequate to deal with more dividual and ambiguymrsonalities and entities of the Prehistoric
past (Bird-David 1999; Fowler 2004; 2008; Herna@662; 2004).

Independently of the criticism to an excessive vitlialism and bounded ontology
attributed to the so called modern way of thinkiBgsby 1997; Smith 2001; BériRobb 2008;
Harris, Robb 2012), for we can easily find in thday’s western world traces of diverse forms of
animism, anthropomorphism and more permeable ogitab boundaries or even plural
ontologies, it seems unquestionable that diffehestorical-cultural contexts generate different
forms of categorising or organizing the world angedse processes of self and collective
identification.

For European Recent Prehistory, there is plentglath suggesting a more distinct
ontological and cosmological fluidity and instatyiliaffecting everything. A larger fluidity in
cognitive processes of categorization generatesgheh permeability between categories,
between the “boxes”, encouraging genuine networksoatological circulation”. People,
animals, objects, plants, landscape features, alabgcurrences, occupy more or less opened
conceptual spaces, permeable to each other, atiawirbility, ontological parities and hybridity.

It is in this kind of permeability and parity thabrld views, like animism, totemism and magic-
religious systems such as shamaniamsiuand witchcraft, are founded. This ontologicaldity
generates operative principles that progressivetaine stranger (or masked) to the modern way
of thinking, but they conditioned and conformed tinenan action and its material remains, being
central in the heuristics of Prehistoric societies.

It is important, though, to reassert that theseenfarid ontological borders are not
completely eradicated from the so called westedmzay of thinking. In fact, if any approach to
past societies demands awareness of the trapsiofir@mism, it is also recommendable that we
“resist the construction of rigid boundaries that the ancient apart from the modern as an
ontologically distinct “other” (Smith 2001: 157n bther words, there is a “fluidity” between
“us” and “them”. It is that fluidity, captured bya@amer (1998) in his concept of “tradition” (or
in the Bourdieu'habitug, that makes it possible for the present to sdsut the past without
falling in any strict presentism at the same titregtiempts to control anachronism.

——
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Taking this in consideration, four aspects of étgm processes will be addressed: the
psychological participation, the relation part/wdahe reversibility of time, and the qualitative
perception of space.

3. Principle of psychological participation

The ontological permeability allows the charaatics and “essences” of some entities to
be shared (participated) by others, generatingioak of higher intimacy between different
elements. The similar treatment conceded to humdraaimal bodies, the genealogy of human
lineages rooted in animals, the magic or the gttititinterfere in the destiny through gestures or
specific procedures (likevaiduritual, a promise, a painting in a rock, a sacefior a deposition),
or the capacity of ontological circulation of a stem, all are based on that fluidity, where
elements of a category may participate of essemtigdcts of others.

These circumstances provide the materiality withless potential. Not just with the
possibility of participating of human charactegstiand agencies, but also with the ability to
acquire magical valences or essential primordiaperties. Symbol and symbolized are fused,
and the representation does not represent: itAisudufigurine does not represent the victim, it
is the victim; the communion wafer does not repnéttee body of Christ, it is the body of Christ;
and in television we do not die of cancer but algmnged disease, because the word participates
of the essence of the terrible and unpronouncedlsless. Some of these processes of
participation are suggested by some Neolithic ahal€dlithic contexts of southern Portugal.

In the late Middle Neolithic and Late Neolithic, specific ritual practice has been
identified in funerary hypogea necropolis of Algateegion: de deposition of ovicaprid phalanges
associated to the human remains. This has beerdestat Sobreira de Cima (Tomb 1 and 5),
Outeiro Alto 2 (Tomb 4/5), Quinta da Abdbada (Tof)band Vale de Barrancas 1 (Tomb 3)
(Valera, Costa 2013; Valera, Filipe 2012; Valetaal 2017; Nunes, Valera in preparation). In
the case of Tomb 5 of Sobreira de Cima, the ovidggralanges were clustered together with the
human phalanges inside a large ossuary (Fig. whgre no other animal bone was recorded.
They were also mainly associated to bones of sulisadhe same happening in Vale Barrancas
1. This practice is different from the later (Claddithic) incorporation of deer and horse phalanges
in the funerary contexts, frequently carved anddeted to acquire a schematic anthropomorphic
shape (see Valera 2015). The meanings are difficwdstablish, but the association observed in
Tomb 5 of Sobreira de Cima and in Vale de Barraricasnd the recurrent presence of these
specific bones in this precise period of time (sedoalf of the # millennium BC) suggests some
sort of participation between the human and ovidapnalanx or that these bones were seen as
sharing properties or essences that provided thiémagency in funerary contexts.

The presence of ivory since the late Middle Nédiuntil the end of the Chalcolithic in
the late 3rd millennium BC in Central — South Pgaiucan also be addressed from this
perspective. So far, ivory from sperm whale, foB##listocene European forest elephant, African
savannah elephant, and Hippopotamus has beerfiggrifchuhmachegt al 2009; Valeraet
al. 2015, Carvalhet al.,2018). In face of these provenances, a questisrasied (Valera 2010):
what knowledge the prehistoric communities of cantr south Portugal had of these animals?
Sperm whales have migrating trajectories in thetiNAtlantic, so it is plausible that they were
seen (see the interpretation of some iconograpbfresentations in Britany megalithic
monuments — Cassen 2005) and that exploitatioromiescarcasses driven to shore may have
occurred. But regarding elephants the questioniremBid they knew the animal? What image
or representation they made of it? What place wasrved to elephants in their imaginary? In
other words, would ivory be just raw material, \ediby its rarity, distant provenance, and visual
characteristics? Or to this value were added otheanings related to the animal and to its
ontological status in the world views of the time® important to note that we are talking not
just about artefacts made of elephant ivory (oBjetpersonal adornment and objects concerning
shared symbolic and ideological principles), bsoabf the tusks themselves. They appear in
funerary contexts, for instance in the structur@4349 of PP4 sector of Valencina de la
Concepcion (Garcia Sanjuat al. 2013), in Alcalar (Estacio da Veiga 1886-91) ortlve
cremations in Pit 40 of Perdigbes (Valertal. 2015). The incorporation of the tusks in funerary

——
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contexts has been seen mainly in the perspectitfteofalue of an exotic product. Value, though,
is a complex issue involving variables that golfehind its economic rate measured in terms of
costs of production or exchange capacity. It alsalsiwith the biography of things (Appadurai
1986) and with attributed meanings and propertrethe case of elephant ivory, it was not just
the raw material that was exotic, but also the ahand its size and appearance. Such an animal
would have had a strong impact in Iberian Neolitime Chalcolithic people, especially because
in most of the situations it would be through atekcriptions and storytelling, allowing animal
characteristics to be emphasized by imaginatidnis plausible that elephants would have a
special significance in these people imaginary #ad, through the principle of participation,
ivory would share that primordial status, incorgim@greal or mythical properties of the original
animal, enhancing the social value and agencyasyigbjects.

The difficulty to deal with these issues should @lade their pertinence while addressing
the social role of raw materials. Many ethnograpidies illustrate the attribution of properties
and intentionality to raw materials and documeetritualization of the technological processes
(see Tilley, 2001; Pétrequin, Pétrequin, 2008)gtemtly, those attributes are associated to the
meanings and “essences” of the local or of thetyemthere the worked material comes from
(Scarre 2004). It is a process of personificatibnaiural elements, which qualities stay active
(are participated) in the extracted raw materiatsia the way they were used. And many of those
properties may inclusively be participated by thewho extract and work those materials.

A good archaeological example of that can be atggain for the Neolithic hypogea
necropolis of Sobreira de Cima, that presentsialmhanipulation of amphibolite without parallel
(Valera 2009). Amphibolite is used as architectanaterial (in pillars, wedges, and door slabs)
and ingots preformatted for polished stone toolewieposited in the closing fillings of the access
to the funerary chambers (Fig. 1: 2). They do ramuo inside the chamber, where other votive
materials, inclusively finished polished stone $alre present. Therefore, these raw materials do
not seem to play a role similar to the funerarysgifhey are not individual or collective offerings
to the dead. They rather seem to talk about aalesdpect of their lives. This necropolis is not
far from amphibolite outcrops, where surface fin@imttested the extraction of this raw material.
The community buried there seems to have beenviadah the extraction of amphibolite and
possibly in its circulation. In this case, a pracesidentification between the raw material, the
activity and the community emerge. Consecratechbgd depositions and architectonic use, the
amphibolite raw materials seem to assume an emklemme, functioning as cement in the
construction and reinforcement of identities. Fenthore, this emblematic role and use in the
funerary context could make the amphibolite rawemals one of the targets of the ritual
practices. In this sense, through a process of lagypit would be less a votive material, and
more a member of the community. More than simppresent the community in an iconic and
emblematic manner, it would be in the conditiomm@mber, participating in the identity of the
group, that amphibolite was integrate in the funecantexts.

Other examples show the physical materializatiorthid principle of participation.
Things and beings are not just ontologically flaittl instable, they are also partible. Their parts
may be integrated and mixed in others, transpogiimgordial essences and integrating them in
new compositions. That can be seen in the recupmatice of integrating previous objects or
parts of objects in new materials or constructions.

One of the situations is the integration of earlgtelae or stones from previous
buildings/monuments in later megalithic construasica circumstance with multiple examples in
Iberia and in the rest of Europe (Fig. 2). Thisctice was considered to have an ideological role
in the building of megalithic monuments (Buestal 2014; 2016; 2017), related to the symbolic
and political use of the ancestors. The incorponatif the past in the present through its physical
elements or parts generates a sense of primotdhility, merging present and past, the new with
the old, creating the illusion of continuity andskimg change. Something that can also be seen
in the incorporation of older stones in new resi@buildings, as noted for the walled settlement
of S&o Pedro, Evora, where several stones withipfeittupmarks were reused and interpreted as
reinforcing practices and meanings related to dacegMatalotcet al. 2015).

The same general practice can also be documentgblyin pottery production (Briick
2006). If a specific technical function can be dma to the incorporation of grains of previously

——
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Figure 1 — Sobreira de Cima. 1. Distribution of haraad ovicaprid phalanges in Hypogeum 5; 2. Hypagé&uPlan
and profile and closing of the entrance with an kilnplite slab and the deposition of amphiboliteatsgin the filling
of the access pit.

grounded pottery, the technical procedure may berporated with meanings that inclusively
may be part of the procedure and seen as centtalgood outcome. The fragmentation of pottery
and the reincorporation of its fragments in newspoixtures past and present, allowing the new
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to participate of the old, or the old to be regatent in the new. The inlayed pottery decorations
that uses grounded bone can also be seen frompetspective (and not just as means of enhance
the decorations). Integrating the bones of an dnimaf a human being in the pot decorations
may be seen as a materialization of that permeéabilicategories (Fowler 2008).

Figure 2 — Reuse of a stelae in the megalithic m@mirof Motas 5 (Mongéo). Excavation Omniknos, Lda.

Another example of this incorporation of things atheir “essences”, encouraging
mobility and interaction between entities, comesrfithe Neolithic site of Ponta da Passadeira,
near Lisbon. There, a human bone was integratdteinlay of a feature (feature XXV) used for
pottery production (Soares 2013a). The interpm@tatprovided was that the bone was
inadvertently integrated, as a result of the exiwacof clay in a presumed, but not identified,
close necropolis. In the context of a more perneabitological and cosmological frame this
circumstance gains new interpretative possibilitifee mix of a part of a human in the
architecture of a productive structure could bentibnal and could be seen in the context of these
ideological strategies of circulation between égitind renewal through the participation of the
old and meaningful in the new (in this case in wdexrterates de new — the feature).

In sum, the physical partition and the reincorgorabf materials in new productions act
as materialization of more permeable and mobil®logtes. They generate metaphors for the
cyclicity of life, where the new gets stability pgrticipating of the old, and the old is regenatate
and prolonged by participating in the new, in a Wat can be associated to the human life cycles
(Briick 2006).

But the ontological permeability and the participat of essences also stimulates
hybridism (Nanoglou 2012).

Prehistoric hybridism is frequently discussed iokrart studies. In the Neolithic and
Chalcolithic of Western Iberia, though, evidencesswle rock art that can be interpreted as
expressions of hybridism are not frequent, perltygsto a research tradition less alerted to its
recognition. But the issue can be discussed in stases.
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Figure 3 — 1. Joined deposition of extremities ahifibles of a pig and of a horse, facing opposiertons, in Pit 84
of Perdig6es; 2 — Clay figurines from V.N. de Sadmlg3 — Clay figurine from Perdigdes.

At Perdigbes Pit 84, dated from the Chalcolithie éxtremities of a pig mandible and of
a horse mandible were deposited joined but facimgosite directions, in a Janus way (and
curiously Janus is the roman god of gates, tramsitind duality), suggesting the merging of some
sort of oppositions (Figure, 3: 1). Another sitoatis represented by some clay figurines recorded
at Perdigbes enclosure, but also at the wallecbsurd of Vila Nova de S&o Pedro (Fig. 3: 2-3).
They are shaped with an ambiguous purpose, antionatity that can be deduced from the
realism and technical ability exhibit by some carf®iman and animal figurines of the period
(Valeraet al. 2014). They are shaped as an arc, suggestingviésa protuberance in the top,
suggesting a head. It is difficult to decide ifytlepresent humans or animals, although one peace
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presents four legs, suggesting a quadruped (Fig).3or the majority, though, the ambiguity
prevails, traducing a perception of flexibility atite mutability of the categories, undermining
the notion of unity. Other forms of hybridizatioreaossible, namely the fusion of symbols, such
as the decorated schist plagues and the “almetiégeenes, or the sun representations and the
eyes of some anthropomorphic figurines.

4. The relation part/whole

The same principle of participation sustains aseesalist relation part / whole, which
provides fragmentation with an extraordinary patnfust like one thing may participate of the
“essence” of another, one part (one fragment) rhayesthe completeness of the whole. Again, a
good example is the communion wafer. If the whelthe body of Christ, the part isn’t the leg or
the arm, but still is the complete body of Chrikie(whole). It is the principle of the relics, that
has been proposed for human remains in certa@ttis, as is the case of the skull of La Vaquera
(Delibes de Castre@t al. 1999). The participation principle provides fragiaion with a
significant ability for social agency. The capaafydecompose the unity in parts maintaining the
original “essence” in each part creates the pdggilof dissemination of ideas, meanings, and
relations through fragments. The segmentation Ih drasmaller parts and their distribution
allows the “essential” aspects participated bydbject, like a ceremony, the person that own it
or the significance of the moment of fragmentattealf, to be shared and spread, crossing space
and time, and reinforcing the bonds between pepidees, and events.

A good example comes from the ivdmpnulaeof Tomb 2 of Perdigdes ditched enclosure
(Valera 2010a). There, an assemblage of 14 differiajects was collected, being one complete,
six fragmented in half and the rest correspondingeven smaller fragments (four extremities
and three middle parts). It was noted that thénalxes corresponded to the left half and the same
was happening with the smaller fragments with prs exception (Fig. 4: 2). So, 92% of the
fragmentedunulaerepresented the left side of the object and th#tepn was considered to be
intentional, not resulting from a random fragmeiotabf taphonomic nature. The fragments were
considered to represent bonds and several hypathegeee suggested. The possibility that
fragmentation was previous to the death, beindrtiggments introduced in the funerary contexts
already as belongings of the deceased. The link measrelated to the death but to bonds
contracted before. Other possibility is that fragtaion might have occurred during funerary
practices, remaining one fragment with the deademtie other fragment or fragments were
distributed among the living, maintaining previdagnds, and the permanence and completeness
of the ceremony/moment of communion. In this c#selunulaecould belong to the dead or to
the living. Being death seen as a moment of trimmsjand not of an end), the desire for preserving
the bond could be “mutual” and achieved eitherragrenting an object of the deceased or of
the living person. In one situation, the bond wadoddpreserved by the living retaining the dead
through a part of him, in the other the “travellarduld take the living by carrying a part of him.

Half parts seem to have played significant rolesideological display of these
communities. The frequency of depositions of hatsps testimony of that. It is not easy to brake
a pot precisely in half and the frequency of firgdirindicates that the fragmentation was not
random. Examples of these depositions of half parsbe found at the “atrium ditch” of Carrascal
2 (Fig. 4: 3), where several halves accompaniedehendary deposition of human remains. They
occur also at the Hypogeum 1 of Perdigbes encledialera 2018) (Fig. 4: 1) or at Pit 50 of
that same site (Fig. 5). In this last case, thelgiated precisely in front of the western gate in
ditch 10, was filled with layers containing faunaiains (with several animal limbs in anatomical
connection) and very small pottery sherds almoiauit remounting. In the last fillings, though,
three half pots (a plate and two bowls) were deedsand the filling was finished with the
deposition of a complete pot laying in a bed of Isratones (Fig. 5) associated to a clay
anthropomorphic figurine. The filling sequence shavtrajectory from high fragmentation to
half parts and then to completeness, as if theegg®of filling incorporated some sort of
metaphoric meaning where part / whole relationsewsgnificant. On the other hand, these
strategies of fragmentation also seem to respompdinciples of symmetry, that have relevance
in many megalithic constructions and, as symmejjmositions, in some depositions (see ahead).
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Figure 4 — 1. Pot broken in two halves that wepodéed apart in Late Neolithic Hypogeum 1 of Pgbes (Reguengos
de Monsaraz); 2. Complete and Halfiulaefrom Chalcolithic Tomb 2 of Perdigdes; 3. Half fi@igments from the
Chalcolithic atrium ditch of Carrascal 2 (FerreiraAlentejo).
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Figure 5 — Chalcolithic Pit 50 of Perdigbes. Theipiocated in front of the western gate of corjenaneous Ditch
10. In the closing of the pit halves of three p@tse plate and two bowls) and one rim were depasitbey were
covered with sediment and then, over a bed of stameomplete pot was deposited.
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Another interesting situation, regarding the belhker pottery in inner Alentejo region,
has been recently noted (Valeataal. in press). Contrary to other regions, in this ateeorated
bell beaker pottery is rare in funerary contexppearing mostly in settlements or ceremonial
enclosures. However, it is in the few funerary eatd, mainly reuses of earlier megalithic
monuments, that we find complete decorated bekdrgaots. In the settlements and ceremonial
places, we have mostly or exclusively small shefds could be attributed to the contextual
differences between funerary and settlement sitesre fragmentation could be higher due the
vicissitudes of daily life. However, some of théelacontexts suggest otherwise. In Monte do
Tosco 1, almost all the beaker sherds were insidelhThey were very small and with rare
remounting, representing different pots (Valera3)1 The same general situation occurs in
Porto das Carretas, with 14 small sherds fromwiffepots in a restricted context (Soares 2013b)
and at Sdo Pedro, where 16 small fragments alsesemting mostly different vessels (Mataloto
et al. 2015). A similar situation may be assumed for bdigs 3. These sites were excavated in
large areas, so the rarity, the high fragmentatigth little or no remounting and even the
contextual concentration of beakers sherds in ipstiuctures are representative and significant.
In the context of the potential agency of fragmgee#sy to move and to exchange, particularly if
they are fragments of special things, these camtsttongly suggest that what was in fact
circulating and accumulated in these sites wemgnfents of decorated bell beakers, rather than
complete vessels. And these fragments could vetlyhage assumed the status and the social
roles of the complete pots, or report to the mosienhtexts where they were broken and retrieve
their value and meaning from there.

Segmentation in the context of the meaningfulti@ia part / whole can also be detected
in architecture. Recently, the dismantling of stamesular structures (huts or towers) was
highlighted. The structures, mostly dated fromrtédle / second half of the®3nillennium BC,
were recurrently dismounted resulting in the prestion of just a segment of their circular plans
(mostly between 60% and 20%), suggesting a spefi@l practice (Fig. 6). Two interpretations
were suggested: the result of curation practices abandonment; the integration in the broader
context of segmentation practices and their ratatiwith closing ceremonies, memory, and
reinforcement of social relations (Matal@tioal. 2015; Valeraet al. in press). The two hypotheses
may even be integrated, since the curation coultbraplish its functional purpose being
impregnated of symbolism and of ceremonial ambieliegould be a similar process to what we
can see in the meaningful incorporation of oldenses or stelae in megalithic monuments. Just
here we see the “old”, the “ancestor”, where thena$ were taken from, and have more
difficulties in determined where they were reused.

“This interpretive approach would lead to the idefaa deconstructive activity as socially
powerful as the constructive phases and to the emess that dismounting could be a deliberate
act of disclose of what was previously enclosearblitecture. This practice can also put an end
to the active life of a space while simultaneoysigviding materials that may be reused as
memories and links to the past. (...) This dismogminecess could easily be related to a fractal
and fragmentation perspective that has been ménolyght to objects, but that could be extended
to bodies, or to architecturéqValeraet al. in press).

But segmentation in architecture is not restrictedemoving parts. It is also present in
construction phases, by building through segmehtsit has been noted for several ditched
enclosures, where the enclosed areas result,aratdn excavation of a continuous ditch open at
once, but from the addition of segments of ditqMedera 2012; 2015; 2018). Each new segment
overlaps the previous one, often when the eadialready filled and present different dimensions
(Fig. 7). A combination of parts forms the encl@suesulting from processes of excavation and
filling differed in time and frequently with formiakd depositions. These segments may be built
by different segments of the communities, mategiiadj the social organization, and the involved
communal work can be a factor of aggregation amdaeement of cohesion (Buertal.2017).
Architecture becomes a metaphor and a model ofkoelations and of social organization
(Bourdieu, 1977; Giddens, 1979; Donley-Reid 19983. noted above, these processes of
segmentation and deposition may incorporate metagathdinks to the life cycles (Brick 1999;
2006), such as death/closure, reuse/rebirth, agsagbiographies of structures and biographies
of people who used them (Hanson 1998), helpingantain a cyclic perception of time.

——

]
20 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHesPortugal

¥ -

Hut J27

N - Hul 1

M13

Post hole

\\ ~ o ’1
\ \'\ T f//
;r;xA Metallurgical Furnace
N L
Hut [127]
4 fe;.'.s"x.wa_'_ 6

| Hut[e2] % _%Hm 492)
R Co b

— — —

Figure 6 — Dismantling of circular stone structurethe Chalcolithic. 1. Mercador; 2. San Blas; 3.nt#odo Tosco 1;
4. Miguens 3; 5. Porto das Carretas; 6. Sdo Pedrerdigdes. Images taken from Valetal.,in press (see publication
for references on each image).
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Figure 7 —Building through the addition of ditch semts with different dimensions and fillings. 1réigdes (Late
Middle Neolithic); 2. Bela Vista 5 (Transition toglBronze Age).
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5. The perception of a cyclic time and of a qualimaspace.

This mobility between part and whole, between dgmasing and composing, allowed by
participation and ontological fluidity, also tallbout another mental facet: reversibility. This
principle operates in the circulation between oattieg, through the ability of going and coming
back, but also in the perception of reversibilityime. Using Eliade’s elegant wordghé Man
of archaic cultures doesn'’t tolerate well Histonydaperiodically tries to abolish’i{Eliade, 1969:
51), concluding that the linearity of time is a read acquisition.

In this cyclic perception of time, repetition tentb be expressed by recurrence of
gestures, of actions, founded in primordial ancaggmatic ancestry, eliminating the notion of
profane time. Repeating the rite or the practicpadicipating in the essence of the original
mythical act, transforming past and future in pntsgenerating a perception of permanence and
stability, which, paradoxically, is based in thegaption of mobility between different times.
Repeating the rite, the gesture, the practicegerrerating the primordial act and, through that, a
legitimation of the present (Eliade, 1969; Smitb02).

This cyclical perception of time can be seen tegrate the architecture of the period,
with tendency for circularity, but also the longcuerences of certain practices, such as the
formalized depositions and fragmentation practiéemin, some specific contexts in Perdigbes
enclosure provide good examples of this longevitg sBame place.

There, since the earlier stages, we can see thegasof opening recuttings in previous
fillings of ditches that were then filled with degiions of selected fragmented materials (mainly
pottery, faunal remains and small stones) whereamur@mains took part. These practices occur
through all the biography of the site, for 1500rgea

A similar gesture, such as intentionally breakirfguanan mandible and deposing it in a
ditch with the two fragments orientated in opposditections, is recorded in the first phase of the
Neolithic (third quarter of the®¥millennium BC), and again almost a thousand y&#es in a
Chalcolithic ditch from the middle of the“3nillennium BC (see Evangelista, Valera, present
volume) (Figure 8: 1-2). This deposition of pairgthavopposite directions seems also to be
significant and occurs with other materials. In3®8it two horns were deposited in parallel pointing
to opposite directions (Fig. 8: 3), dating from finst half of the & millennium BC, and the same
situation was recorded in Ditch 1, dated from theosid half of that same millennium.

The similarities between specific forms of depositioccurring for long periods of time,
suggest they are integrated in this reversiblegpeian of time, where the past (ancestry) becomes
present (or vice-versa) through the repetitionestgres, practices, and events. Cyclicity, based
on fluidity, helps to comprehend the repetition &ty duration of specific forms of deposition
and fragmentation practices, and how stabilitycigured by the participation of the present in
the primordial agencies of the past.

But time and space are not independent dimenslana.cyclic time tends to correspond
a centred perception of space. Neither is contiauand linear. A centre tends to assume the
“shape” of a micro cosmos, not as a representabioinas a reduction of the cosmos to a human
scale, controllable and liable. That centre pguéites of the qualities and properties of the cosmos
and tends to be organized and orientated accotdirige same logic. Architecture becomes
cosmological (Lewis-Williams, Pearce 2005), anddkrapes assume metaphorical meanings
(Tilley 1991) and became alive (Smith 2008).

The emergence of aggregation centres in the midltileand 3rd millennium BC, with
strong evidences of periodicity, of mobility andafge-scale interaction, concentrating practices
of deposition involving all sorts of materials abdings, seem to respond to these general
cognitive parameters. These sites helped in theaidsigic structuration and qualitative
organization of space, and several of them ass@astednomic orientations (Valera, 2013b) and
locations with privileged relations with other mewgful elements of the landscape, as it happens
with the large complex of enclosures of Perdigdegarding the megalithic landscape of
Reguengos de Monsaraz.

At Perdigdes landscape, the cosmological axishisr&ontal one (Valera 2010b; 2018),
establishing a West- East connection, with theaswrk located in the western limits of the valley,
in a natural theatre open to East, to the vallegibéira de Vale do Alamo, where several tens of
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megalithic monuments were built. At East, this kstape was closed by the Monsaraz Mountain,
and behind it, by the grate river of the regiore Guadiana. The river was not visible from the

site, hidden by the mountain that is preciselytat 6f Perdigdes. So, the horizon captured by the
overture of the natural theatre of Perdigdes iararual calendar at sunrise. A Sun that rises from
that horizon, as if it comes from the river jushiod it (Fig. 9).

Figure 8 — Perdigfes. 1-2. Intentional fragmentatibhuman mandibles in halves, deposited in dgdfstch 13c —
Late Middle Neolithic - and Ditch 7 - Chalcolithigjith the jaws facing opposite directions; Two oyidd horns
deposited in parallel, but facing opposite dirauiain Pit 50.
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Perdigdes functioned as a circular chamber locattétlest, used among other practices
for intense manipulation and funerary depositiohwhan remains. It was facing the valley that
worked as an extended passage until the Mountagmenthe Sun emerges from a fountain of life
(the river). The similarity of the organization dfis highly symbolic landscape with the
architecture of megalithic monuments is striking anuld be a good example of the participation
of the same cosmological principals at differerglas in space and architectonic organization.
They share the same structural dichotomies andciasems that seem to characterize the
Neolithic cosmologies: West / Death / Sunset — Eage-Renewal / Sunrise. The pattern of this
landscape suggests that space and its archite@omaicgement are qualitative, participating of
cosmological essential and primordial charactesstnd meanings.

Other ditched enclosures in the region, like Xan8anta Vitoria, Borralhos or Outeiro
Alto 2, present locations, orientations and archdeic designs that show that space organization
was permeable to cosmology (Valera 2013b). Thrdwghological processes, these architectures
and the landscapes they helped to organize weliegd®mwn the imagery of the cosmos, with
all its compartments, and make it available to hugieculation and control, becoming a medium
and an outcome of social practices. Embedded imgudial meanings, space becomes one more
agent of the Neolithic cosmological stability bageohstable ontologies and categories that allow
an extraordinary mobility and promote segmentasioa psychological participation as powerful
social tools.

6. Concluding

In Prehistory we deal with societies that foundrtkesmologies in cognitive processes
that seem to present a significant permeabilitywbenh categories, resulting in forms of
psychologic participation. These cognitive procesaow the development of world visions
based in significant mobility and reversibility ime, space, and status. The key words that
characterize these cosmologies are Fluidity, Pdbiliya Mobility, Flexibility, Mixtures,
Hybridism, Ambiguity, Mutability and Repetition.

This world views induce a plurality of agencies @odial practices, where depositions
and intentional fragmentation are included and ehmversibility and homology frame the
perceptions of time and space.

By considering these structural cognitive basesdeposition, fragmentation and
architectonic practices, their relationship withataspects of the social system becomes clearer,
like their link to the symbolic organization of E@scapes, social organization, and social
interaction. Everything seems to be submitted éottinciple of segmentation, from the simple
object, to the building, from the body to the conmityat And everything seems to be permeable,
generating a world of incredible ontological malyiland mixtures, generating a holistic image
where categories tend to be dissolved or at leastsume grate ambiguity. A world that achieves
its stability through an ontological instability.

Cognitive structures (or versions, to come backht expression of Levi Strauss) are
central in the construction and conformation of iovisions, human agency, and social
organization. The structural operative categorighsas time, space, part, whole, or unity are
historically constructed. They shape the perceptithe world and human behaviour and they
cannot be left out when trying to understand armlaé it. In his famous book,e probleme de
I" incroyance au XVI siécle. La relegion de Rabglaucien Febvre resorted to this approach to
show that Frangois Rabelais, like other humanigs, not announcing atheism, because this was
simply impossible for the mental structure of tineet By concluding so, he showed that cognitive
structures cannot be disregarded in the heurisfitse past.
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Abstract

This text aims to approach structured depositisrssaemblages that produce space, i.e.,
architecture. The interpretative context of struetudepositions will be reviewed, paying
particular attention to the Late Prehistoric Ponege enclosures, and three specific contexts from
the Chalcolithic walled enclosure of Castanheirov@mto will be studied. It will conclude by
establishing a set of relationships that emergenftbe interpretation of these contexts as
assemblages and as part of the architecture Gitthe

Keywords: Structured depositions, assemblagesjtactive, Late Prehistory, Castanheiro do
Vento.

1. Introduction

The concept of structured deposition is based engbognition of patterns, intentionality
and selection in the archaeological record. Itleamefined by the presence of particular things,
by the particular arrangement of things, or byphgicular locale where things are placed (e.g.
Garrow 2012; Jorge, S.0O. 1998; Richards, Thomad)L#equently, the things that compose a
structured deposit are fragmented. The fragmematbd exceptional things (rare in the
archaeological record) is quite often read as tidaal but the fragmentation of ceramic pots, for
example, requires attention to detail, because uihgerstanding of structured depositions
inevitably lies between the definition of what mgantional and what results from taphonomic
processes.
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In this paper | willexplore the concept of structured depositions orardetail and
question its interpretative possibilities by anadgsthree specific contexts of the Chalcolithic
walled enclosure of Castanheiro do Vento (V. N. Eéa, Portugal) (e.g. Cardoso 2007; Jorge,
V.0. et al 2006; Vale 2011). | will begin by considering tteoretical framework that allowed
for the recognition of these contexas structured deposits; within the research on tie 3
millennium BC in the Iberian Peninsula, the rectigni of structured deposition is part of the
wider context of new interpretations and understagxl of the walled enclosures. Having
discussed the theoretical context, | will argueptigh the study of particular contexts from
Castanheiro do Vento, that the research into stredtdepositions, as assemblages, should
integrate the rhythms of dwelling practices and tha “container” cannot be separated from the
content. The space created by the deposition itspHirt of the architecture of the site just &s th
architecture is part of the depositional practices.

2. Depositions in archaeology — recognition andrrtetation

It was all the pits lined with potsherds, unbrolstone axes, placed animal skulls
and general weirdness that could not easily be loeked that first alerted
archaeologists to the likelihood that ‘somethingswgoing on’ in the domain of
deposition Without this strangeness, it is much less prob#idéthe more subtle forms
of patterning would have been identified as a peoblto be addressed, in other than
functional terms(Thomas 2012:125)

Thomas (2012) points out that it was the recognitimtsomething was going an the
way things (integrity of the piece, types of maikyias well as associatiorzgpear in prehistoric
contexts, which allows them to be interpreted beyanerely functional explanations.
Commenting on his iconic paper written with Riclardnd published in 1984, Thomas
highlighted the importance of the continuous questiy of associations and articulations in
prehistoric contexts, something that demands ataohsonsideration of the multiple ways a
deposit is formed (Thomas 2012:127). In fact, thesspility of recognizing structured
depositions in archaeological contexts demands tailel@ study of things, spaces and the
relationships between things and between thingspades. Structured depositions can never be
the explanation (Garrow 2012; Thomas 2012), but caa pessibility to considestrangeness

2.1. The introduction of the concept

In 1984, Richards and Thomas interpreted the digion and association of pottery
fragmentsat Durrington Wallgincluding decoration style in relation to the tsxt) with other
materials such as animal bones and faststructured depositions resulting from rituaivéges.
The authors argued that ritual practices would havelved highly formalized and repetitive
actions that can be recognized in the archaeolbggcard by ahigh level of structuren the
depositional patterns (Richards, Thomas 1984; @ag012: 86-90). This perspective, in-line
with emergent post-processualist archaeology optrethterpretative framework far beyond a
functionalist approach (as noted by Thomas in 20IRge recognition of ritual depositions
allowed archaeologists to inféhe meanings and social roles of thingghile processualist
approaches (especially Schiffer 1987) were usedderstand the formation of the archaeological
deposits based on the physical characteristicshiofys and the way they appeared in the
archaeological record (following Holtorf 2002: 54).

Portuguese archaeology had to wait until 1998, whe@. Jorge identified a context at
the walled enclosure of Castelo Velho de FreixdNdendo (V. N. de Foz Céa, Portugal) as a
structured deposit (Jorge; 1998). The perceptiathefso-called “depositions” formed the base
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for the shift in the interpretative model of Cast&lelho (Jorge, S.O. 2005: 11-12), as the
recognition of structured depositions questionedtthditional explanations of functional areas
within the processualist framework in which the $iad previously been understood as a fortified
settlement (Jorge, S.0. 1993), and are part ahtkeepretation of this site as a monument or as a
monumentalised hill (Jorge, S.O. 2002:18&e also Jorge, V. @t al 2006)where a “set of
activities that are difficult to catalogue occurrgdorge, S.O. 2005: 11)

S. O. Jorge’s approach, new in Portuguese prehjsias based on an archaeological
context characterized by the presence of humansham@mal bones, loom weights, pottery
fragments, a fragment of a quern stone and a lfeadd along with schist slabs of different
dimensions (Jorge, S.0. 1998; Jorge, ®al. 1998-99). Although the deposition could have
been polarized by the human remains, S. O. Jovgeyalrefers to this context as a deposition of
things in which rather than creating a hierarchytted various elements of material culture,
everything had participated equally in the depositor within the ritual practices. This led S. O.
Jorge to question if in other contexts identifiedtbe site, also characterized by the presence of
pottery fragments or loom weights but where humamains where absent, could also be
interpreted as structured depositions within rifpralctices (Jorge, S.0. 1998:291). Recently, the
author (Jorge, S. O. 2014) has reviewed this contex] questioned the archaeological
explanations based on ritual (which | will addrieder in this text), and highlighted the key points
at the core of this structured deposition: thisteriis an “ordered deposit of fragments of things”
in fact “the fragment is the main artefact in tlomstruction of the deposit” which indicates “the
previous manipulation of the elements that cortstiitl outside the stone structure.” (Ibid: 72).

Another walled enclosure where the concept of sired deposition has been connected
to the interpretation of the place itself, and witthe same theoretical framework, is Crasto de
Palheiros (Murca, Portugal) (Sanches 2008). At ditis, excavated between 1995 and 2008,
intentional depositions of things, such as axets pad several animal bones, both within and
outside small stone structures, were recognizgehesof highly codified and symbolic actions.
In parallel, other features interpreted as beinglahestic use were also identified, which led
Sanches to write “this shows us that we are gtillffom understanding all the social, political
and ceremonial dimensions of this enclosure.” (2QU8.

The concept of structured deposition is commoniidd to the practice of intentional
fragmentation (of things and bodies, both humanramm@human), as it is clearly presented in S.
0. Jorge’s work. Although this is not the spacdiszuss intentional fragmentatfohwould like
to mention, in the context of structured deposgiam 3¢ millennium Portugal, the intentional
fragmentation and deposition of a set of ivtugulae deposited in a funerary context at the
ditched enclosure of Perdigbes (Reguengos de MansBortugal) (Valera 2010). Inspired by
the concept of enchainment (Chapman, 2000; Chap@mydarska 2007), Valera highlights the
intentional breakage of tHenulae (of the 14 pieces just one is complete) and theipodation
of the parts (92% of the assemblage comes froniefiheside of thelunulad. This pattern of
fragmentation could indicate their link to diffetestories of human beings, places, other things
and animals, which opens the interpretation ofdiygosit to more than functional, but also more
than symbolic, approaches.

The recognition of the ordered deposition of thjrgeng with the recognition of the
fragmented character of that which was depositegart of understanding prehistoric sites as
complex architectureln Portugal, this line of research emerged prirgani the study of
prehistoric enclosures (Jorge, S.O 2005; Jorge,&¥ & 2006; Vale 2011; Valera, 2010) but the

1 In this context several academic works were deedosuch as Baptista, L. (2003); Gomes, S. (20DB)eira, L.
(2003) and Vale, A. (2003).

2 Although intentional fragmentation makes part @y analyses of structured depositions, | will foatus on this
particular practice and its implications here as the main topic of some of the papers in thisive and | have also
had the opportunity to discuss the concept inicelab Castanheiro do Vento in Vale, 2011.
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identification and interpretation of structured dsitions in other kinds of architecture, such as
pit deposits (e.g. Luz 2010; Vale 2016), are &lsing questionedSpaces constructed and used
over a long period of time challenge the paradiftfostified settlements”. It was the recognition
that something was goingn that allowed archaeologists to question the sofahctional
explanation of every context and it was the redigmiof the strangeness of depositions that
allowed the shift to a more interpretative and egntal view of the Portuguese enclosures.

2.2. Questioning the use (and abuse) of structdegmbsitions

Garrow, in 2012, reflected on the meaning and @ifecconcept of structured deposition
thirty years after the publication of Richards dittbmas’ paper. According to Garrow, this term
continues to be widely used in British archaeolabliterature but usually without reflection,
uncritically and as an explanation in itself. Fallog Garrow’s analysis, different deposits,
formed by different processes and probably withfed&nt meanings, were interpreted as
structural, intentional and symbolically relevampdsits. In these cases, the interpretation is
mainly based on the ritual dimension of the stmedudeposits, neglecting, in Garrow’s view, the
temporality of the deposition and failing to coreidhe daily practices and how these same
practices could have materialized. Garrow arguadt drtheoretical approach to the depositions
resulting from everyday practices was missing, tadl variability “does not have to have been
intended or explicitly meaningful” (ibid: 109). i not only symbolic or rituapractices that
generate differences, everyday life practices cquai, for example, the number of pottery
fragments in a featui@ the relation between pottery and lithic objeBEsed on this background,
Garrow presented the study undertaken at the astdweal site of Kilverstone (Norfolk, United
Kingdom), dating from the Early Neolithic (Garrawal. 2005). Taking into account the quantity
of flint and pottery in each of the 138 pits, thentents revealed different “material culture
patterning . The analysis also showed that in the same pi¢yoiragments with different degrees
of erosion were deposited together, indicating they could have had different treatments prior
to deposition but, according to the authors, theyenntegrated in the pits along with the fill
deposit. These patterns were interpreted as thseqoence of everyday practices where the
“accumulation of pottery and flint, and the diggiagd filling of pits, occurred at different
“tempos”™” (Garrow 2012: 113). And, it is precistiis lack of rhythm and “tempo” that Garrow
criticises in “structured deposition” explanatioas,the temporalities prior to and after deposition
seem not to be considered.

The author wants to move away from the “ritual” @argent and focus on the other
practices that could have created different pateamthe archaeological record. However,
although Garrow mentions the impossibility of sepag ritual and everyday life, following
Bruck (1999), he maintains these two spheres ofdmulife as separate analytic categories. The
use and definition of ritual in archaeology has aletays been consensual and identifying past
ritual practices in the archaeological record hesnbargued to be out of reach. In an influential
work on this matter, Bruck argued that the ideatofl can only be understood within modern
western thought, and approaches labelling depasitipractices as refuse disposal or as ritual
activities “risk slipping into the trap of applyiragtificially polarized interpretative frameworks
(i.e. functional versus symbolic)” (Bruck 1999: 33Bruck proposed the interpretation of what
she called “odd depositsin domestic middle Bronze Age contexts in the BaftEngland, as
marking devices of specific spaces or times thamtidy the life cycles of things and places in
relation to human life cycles.

However, Thomas (2012), after Garrow’s analysishef use (and abuse) of the term
structured depositions to explain past intenti@angued that deposition practica® embedded

3 A term then used by Garrow (2012) to designate emmkof the spectrum between material culture paitg and
special or uncommon deposits.
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in the ritual practices of the community that pered the deposition, which does not mean that
this sphere is set apart from daily life. The ditaad the profane are, according to Thomas,
intermingled in every practice from the mundantexceptional. Even if not always explicated
or theorized, the most ordinary activitgproduce symbolic orderghrough habitus (after
Bourdieu 1977) becoming the way things are andvidnethey should be done.

The inference of ritual practices in structural @&pons was part of an attempt by post-
processual archaeologists to understand the mearing social roles of material culture,
however it has been questioned by several authooawevertheless still engage with the analysis
of structured depositions, such as Garrow and Braol in Portugal by S. Qorge (also see
Bradley 2005, for the ritualization of everydayelibr theimpossibility to separatéhe two). As
mentionedabove, in 1998 the deposition with human bonesasté€lo Velho was interpreted as
the result of ritual practices (Jorge, S. O. 198B)wever, in 2005, when revisiting some earlier
papers about her research project at the CastdfmWelled enclosure, S. O. Jorge refers only
to the term deposition; there is no referencett@ati And more recently (Jorge, S.O. 2012; 2014),
the author questioned the possibility, in the cxinté depositions of things and/or of human
bones, of separating the ritual actions from therngay actions. According to S. O. Jorge, this
dichotomy is misleading and the use of the dichgtarh ritual/secular or everyday life in
archaeology is based on the belief of a familiat p2012: 28-29). For S. O. Jorge the description
of the actions and gestures that could have bewedito the depositional practices can be
identified and described by archaeology. However inference of meanings from those actions
identified by the archaeologist (of fragmentationanipulation and circulation) in order to
approach identity and power, can only be justiigdhe illusion that past materialities can reveal
past intentions, and that is “a kind of an impaiigi (Jorge, S.0. 2014:73). The author argues
that “the Past is not a variation of the Preseng past can only be approached by analogy, which
implies the use of concepts such as distance addtion.” (Jorge, S.O. 2014:73).

2.3. Depositions and the formation of depositstlyiothe study of broken pottery

The study of prehistory has been characterisechialmost bi-polar disorder of ‘domestic’
or ‘ritual’ interpretations of the evidence, or puotore positively, by how best to relate
these two aspects of interpretative practidpdcFadyen 2016: 88)

Recently, McFadyen (2016) published her work basetthe fragmentation of pottery from
different archaeological contexts at the walled@wre of Castelo Velho, including the deposit
containing human bones (Jorge, S.O., 1998). Thienyoassemblage of this particular feature
was characterized by a majority of plain mediunedibody fragments (between 3 and 6 cm) and
a significant number of small sized potsherds (atrd6%). The pieces that make up the majority
of the assemblage do not stand out” (McFadyen 289§ it was not possible to recognize
intentionality either in the breakage of the potle selection of a fragment to integrate into the
deposit.The author does not deny the ritual character @htlanipulation and deposition of the
human bones, but the analysis of the potsherdscditedd the focus from the meaning of placing
broken pots in the structure and instead concetrah the temporality of the practices of
deposition. Going further into the understandinghefformation of the deposit, it was “the daily
practice of living with things (many in a brokemts), that creates the conditions for a Structure
with Bone” (McFadyen 2016: 89). McFadyen, throulgé study of the assemblage of potsherds,
aimed “to understand the temporality of the entamgint of architectural elemeht@McFadyen
2016: 75), linking what can be interpreted as aigpe&leposition, because it involves human
bones, with the everyday practices and rhythms.

At the walled enclosure of Crasto de Palheiro, Baal(2015) approached the temporalities
of specific architectural features through the gsialof the fragmentation of ceramic pots trying
to understand their stories after breakage. Thieocawtttempted to give temporal depth to the
construction and use of the space, also focusintherformation of the deposits through the
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analysis of the potsherds. Barbosa interpretedréggmentation and manipulation of pieces of
pottery in different ways in relation to differeatchitectonic features: identifying fragments as
part of structured depositions where they werecsedeintentionally, as construction materials
and others as part of different deposits in whighghysical characteristic were the result post-
depositional actions. Recently, Sanches and Barlfp8&8) pointed out the difficulty in
establishing the intentionality of the depositidipotsherds at Crasto de Palheios, mainly because
of the permanent transformation of the site throagtions of construction, destruction and
rebuilding and also due to post-depositional factdn some contexts, the intentionality of
deposition or/and breakage can only be inferrethby rarity in the archaeological record, such
as the bell beaker fragments and their conseqypetiad use in particular moments, placed in
structured depositions or inserted in architectoleizices.

Finally, the work of Blanco-Gonzalez (2015; 201Bpéhas to be mentioned in the context
of Iberian prehistory. Blanco-Gonzélez's work engmdn structured deposition as well as the
formation of deposits through the study of the finagtation patterns of potsherds, not only as the
result of “natural, modern or unavoidable side-effects” (20360) but also as part of the
manipulation and circulation of fragments of hunsamd animal skeletons in several contexts
across the Iberian Peninsula.

2.4. Assemblage theory and depositions

These recent approaches on the Iberian Peninsut&gdyen 2016; Barbosa 2015;
Blanco-Gonzalez 2015; 2016) try to understand éhgpbralities of the deposition itself, linking
what could have been an exceptional, special an etgalized moment to the everyday life of
past communities. Through the attention paid tophysical characteristics of things, namely
pottery fragments, these works aim to understaedfdhmation of deposits and depositions,
taking Schiffer’'s (1987) analytical proposals ist@ost-processual approach, but adding to the
functional, mechanical or natural mechanisms dtyars of interpretation in the explanations of
the archaeological record. This line of researcim@&@nly concerned with understanding the
“tempao” of construction and use of the archaeolalgiites and it is not focussed on the search
for the symbolic meaning of past practices.

In Britain, Assemblage Theory brought back the th#cal analysis of depositions in
archaeology or assemblages, based on the worklefideeand Guattari (1987), and on the recent
approaches in philosophy and political theory afhats such as DeLanda (2006; 2016) and
Bennett (2010). Within this framework, depositioas, assemblages, have an emergent and
relational character. As defined by Hamilakis aodes:

the making of assemblages is a dynamic but alsbetate rather than random process
[...] [and] the juxtaposition of distinct elementsiche transformative, generating new
entities, new possibilities and new ways of undexding.(2017: 79)

The assemblage does not refer solely to the imrteed@ace and time that it occupies but
can indicate other spaces/times where each eleofetite composition (of the deposition)
operated before its final deposition. Additionallyhen placed in association, other relations and
meanings (sometimamexpecteflare activated. In this sense, each element ohssemblage
refers to other assemblages and requires not jdsseriptive work but also one that focusses
attention on the process — the historical proaesghich the assemblage emerges (Harris 2017).
This approach proposes that human beings, otheg®aind things stand at the same level in the
study of past relations; there are no hierarchidss idea has already been emphasized by
symmetrical archaeology (e.g. Olsen 2010; O&teal 2012). However symmetrical archaeology
proposes the abandonment of the search for meamiddgocuses on the description of things
while, for assemblage theory “there is no reasaeject meaning, identity, or emotion from our
archaeological vocabulary” (Harris 2017: 129) asdksemblages are constituted by material as
well as expressive elements.

——
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Using assemblage theory, Harris (2017) re-workededl-known context, a deposit
identified at the bottom of the ditch of Etton cewsyed enclosure (Cambridgeshire, United
Kingdom), first published by Pryor (1998). Workiagseveral scales of analysis, the author began
by thinking about one of the pots within the depasia way to question the relationship between
things, spaces, times and beings in one singlerienaot. This piece connects clay, fine shell
(temper) and the human hands, all equally impoitatite making of this particular form. It was
then used as a container or a cooking receptantk,rathat way it acted as a collector of
substances that bind different spaces, human baimdy®ther animals; this pot emerges from a
precise historical process, a tradition of makiegamic pots and specific consumption stories,
and at a given point in time came together witkeothings, the pot “was incorporated into another
assemblage” (Harris 2017: 131); it was depositetl wther things at the bottom of the ditch at
Etton. This assemblage creates new physical/mhatefaionships and new meanings. It is part
of and emerges from others. It is located in ahdiicEtton, a site that should also be understood
as an assemblage, constituted by several structieeasitions. Etton is a specific assemblage
that emerged through a particular historical precegutting together, dislocating and
disconnecting things, human beings and other beasywell as places, plants and water, between
3700 and 3200 cal BC. Additionally, Etton is paraaother set of assemblages: that of British
Neolithic enclosures and, at a wider scale of aislyhe Neolithic process itself.

Considering the above, in the next section | anmgao focus on the study of specific
depositions from the archaeological site Castant®rVentol will discuss what Garrow (2012)
after Bruck (1999) called “odd depositions”, beaao$ the exceptional elements deposited, or
the exceptional associations created by the démosibr the exceptional places that were
constructed through the deposition of differenbgsi. In fact, it was the exceptional character of
the things, associations or places that alloweil teeognition as structured depositions during
excavation. However, after Harris (2017), | woulelto think of these contexts as assemblages
at different scalésand consider them as architectural devices theaterspace and allow other
spaces to emerg&he work on structured depositions at Castantaarvento is also dependent
on the Portuguese interpretative context thatdudised above, and was inspired by the work of
two researchers S. O. Jorge (2005) and McFadyelr6§20

3. Depositions at Castanheiro do Vento - the @atiips within architecture

3.1. The archaeological site

My work is in and around the walled enclosure o$t@aheiro do Vento, located in the
Northeast of Portugal. The research project isetyosonnected with the one undertaken at
Castelo Velho (Jorge, S. O. 2005) and Castanhair&/ehto has also been interpreted as a
monumentalized hill (Jorge, V.@t al 2006}, constructed and used between 2875 and 1519 cal
BC (Cardoso 2007: 103). The general plan is defmethree concentric stone walls (M1, M2
and M3), that enclose a main precinct. Attachatiemutermost wall, a smaller precinct has been
defined in the southeast part of the site. Allifadls are punctuated by the so-called bastions, 19
in total, and are interrupted by entrances (3 in ®ih the smaller precinct, 7 in M2 and 4 in M3)

(Fig. 1).

4When | started thinking about structured depasitiat Castanheiro do Vento (Vale, 2011) | was notlfar with the
work of O. Harris or the theoretical framework ssamblage theory, but | was also trying to workesteral scales of
analysis, mixing times, spaces, things and beiHgsvever, Harris’ paper helped mer@structurethe approach to
structured depositions.

5 The archaeological research at the site bega®da (co-ordinated by a team of archaeologists, made up of Vitor
Oliveira Jorge, Jodo Muralha Cardoso, Sérgio Gomdsayself).

——
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Figure 1 - General plan of Castanheiro do Vento ftbm 2011 excavation. Major structures are visiiligh the
depositions reference in the text marked in red.

In some areas of the site it was possible to ifleatbuttress system, made by slabs of
schist placed on the outside of the stone wallslighand perpendicular to one another and in
the north and eastern area of the hilltop there séone ramp or embankment constructed in a
similar style. In the main precinct 28 round stanes were identified, the perimeters are defined
by slabs of schist and all measure less than 2rb diameter (ibid: 211-216). Six bigger round
structures, similarly defined but with diametergyiag between 5 and 8 metres, were also
identified (Vale 2011: 44-50). Some of these stiteet have a semi-circular shape, although this
could have been caused by post depositional peact®mall round structures, made mainly from
quern stones, both broken and intact, were alsuifasl.

The features described above were a form of storadery that drew the base of the
walls at ground level (Jorge, V. O. 2009). The fdations were made of schist with inclusions
of quartz and granite, and the walls would havenlggenarily constructed from earth and wood.
The stone-based walls could have been made by asingnolithic earthen construction like
moulded earth or cob, and the round structures wessibly constructed by a network of
interwoven wooden sticks covered with mud and chattle and daub. Castanheiro do Vento can
be seen as a labyrinth, with multiple paths, natraesks, and different arrangements of space. If
we assume that the stone-based structures arequoriry, which we ddhe different entrances
through the 3 walls do not always coincide, scaitmess to the main precinct was not in a straight
line. Within the site, inside the labyrinth, thewi to the outside would have been obscured and
constrained and beings and things would be immarstge enclosure. This sense of immersion
would have occurred if we project the height of tiyeright structures of the walls to

——
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approximately 2 meters; this projection createsridors” between the walls, measuring from 5
to 18 meters long between walls M1 and M2, and foto 8 meters long between M2 and M3.
Considering the site with roofs covering the mayoof the identified structures, and even
assuming that the entrances were open at the sgambut without considering possible openings
in the walls (i.e., windows), the natural light iths the site would have been scarce and the
immense landscape that is part of the experiendheofsite today would have been greatly
reduced. The structured depositions presented balddv another layer to this labyrinthine
architecture, as | hope to demonstrate.

3.2. Examples of structured depositions at Castaoli® Vento

In the labyrinth of Castanheiro do Vento sevenalatired depositions were recognized,
and | will focus on three of them. The first is {paf a round structure with 8 meters in diameter
and located at the western part of the site, batwesdl M2 and M3, the second is located in the
main precinct, and the third is part of M1, betwdastion A and entrance 1 (Fig. 1). The first
deposition (Fig. 2) is made up of four slabs ofisigh1 pottery fragments, a fragment from a
bovine horn, river fish bones (froAlosa sp), a loom weight, a core and a chip of quartz. The
ceramic fragments, mainly non-decorated potsherdsent preserved edges, with only 14.6% of
them presenting weathered external surfaces ar®¥dl@eathered internal surfaces; 30% are
large sized fragments (>7cm) and 15% are less3b@amin size (Vale 2011: 295-298). It does not
look like there was intentional fragmentation deintional selection of the fragments, but it seems
that the time between the breakage of the potlaadinal deposit of these fragments would not
have been long. These ceramic fragments were degddai association with two elements that
are unique to the archaeological record of Casiemld® Vento, the bovine horn and the fish
bones.
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The different materials and their being broken drolg points to different times of
manipulation and deposition, as well as the difietemporalities of the things themselves. The
fish bones are, by their very nature, fragile, dnel conservation of the ceramic fragments
indicates a short period of use before deposifibe.fish bones could also reference to the rhythm
of cyclical time, since they are from a specieg trdy comes into fresh waters in the spring,
making its appearance in the region seasonal.drséiine way, the bovine horn points to the
cyclical time of the seasons, as cows reproduce @ngear and had probably to pasture in
different places depending on the dry or wet s€addmese things (the fish bones and the bovine
horn) were placed in a relationship with pot shendd loom weights invoking the rhythms and
traditions of ways of doing and the practices ofkirmy, shaping and firing clay. The quartz and
the slabs of schist could refer to the long terioh tnstories that last. The slabs of schist extihct
from the geological substrate, from the base ofttee are mixed in the deposit with things that
came from other places and spaces. This assentgmdtigers different things, but the assemblage
of these things at a precise moment allowed o#lationships to emerge.

In the second deposition (Fig. 3), potsherds wesembled with eight granite quern
stones, all fragmented. The ceramic pieces weteldited in two groups, polarized by two large
fragments with their inner surfaces facing upwaslsthe sherds are from the body, have no
decoration and have well preserved edges and sstfabiey are in a space also defined by the
guern stones, arranged in a circular form. Themmaemes were presumably used to grind cereals
and have their worn surface turned to the insidtaisfassemblage. They are all fragmented and
the granite is not all from the same source (alghdooth sources were identified as around 5km
from the site). This assemblage, made up of unrdeahde objects, or things from everyday life,
emerges due to its exceptional disposition: the thayelements have been assembled. These
fragmented things were intentionally deposited teir assemblage marks a specific place on
the site. The granite from different locations wasraw material of the elements used previously
as quern stones. The clay, coming from areas ¢toee site (or from the site), was used in the
making of medium and large sized pots which preslynaad contained different substances.
These fragments (from pots and quern stones) chalMk been connected to stories of
consumption but also, through their arrangemettiisydeposition, could also have created other
stories due to the different relationships thatexaeated by the fragmentation and deposition of
these things. The relationship of these things Withrhythms of daily life and tasks, such as
farming, harvesting cereals, or collecting nutsany other plants/fruits that could have been
transformed by grinding, or the storage, transfeionaand spilling of different things into and
out of the pot, could have been very much presathicalebrated. The “tempo” of the gathering
of clay or the quarrying of granite could also h@een present in the assemblage, accentuating
or reinventing daily life, commemorating it or aing to the transformations of things, to the
continuous making and unmaking of the world.

The third deposition (Fig. 4) is an assemblag®md loom weight, two fragmented
granite quern stones and slabs of schist. The leeight and the pieces of granite were part of
the construction of the outer wall (M1) of Castanthelo Vento along with the schist slabs. The
assembling of the granite, clay and schist seeritsstike the very materials of which the site is
made. These elements, integrated in the wall, areqgp it, they are architectural elements, and
the wall, as an element that is woven through astiof deposition, is part of the practice of
deposition itself. The construction of the wall was just dictated by functional and practical
reasons, but it was woven from different materalsnecting different spaces and times, and as

6 The breeding of cattle by these communities whalee represented a big investment, as noted byh8ar(2016:95),
firstly because feeding cattle requires fresh pastmd permanent grassland which implies planninbfeod storage
for the winter months, and secondly because itstake years for cattle to become fully grown areythnly reproduce
once a year. The slaughter of a cow would alsolirevthhe conservation and preservation of the meds éimmediate
consumption in a festive/ritual context of colleetconsumption.
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such different stories could have been told, ccbatelearnt in relation to these materials and
emerged through their assemblage. The different materials, the clay and granite, were
reshaped, worked and transformed into loom weightsquern stones and after use were placed
together with schist slabs for construction, shafpewh the local bedrock, in the making of the
wall, bringing together different activities, diffat daily tasks and rhythms.

Figure 3 - Structured deposition 2. Detail of tiepasition with two large pot sherds with their nities facing upwards.

3.3 Structured depositions as architectural asseigds

This last deposition marks a specific place withimsite, bringing together, as the others
did, different materials that were probably usedtimer activities, activities that were performed
outside walls. These things, even the ones thatagen the archaeological record, the fish bones
or the bovine horn, seem to connect the rhythnevefyday life with the use and construction of
the site. These depositions materialize the gatesf different substances, raw materials and
objects, coming from different places and fromefiét practices. These assemblages gathered
things as they also gathered human beings andlmirags. It was through this assembly of beings
and things that space was constructed.

These assemblages, or assemblies, were recognizedructured depositions and
understood as practices of intentional placemettiofjs. Fragmented things and fragments of
pottery that indicate a deliberate choice and gelaa intentional fracture, but mainly comprising
pottery fragments that would have been accumulatexhd around the site; however, all the
fragments were part of the architecture of the #iteugh its construction and use (following
McFadyen 2016). These things were in associatidh ether things, spaces, times and beings
and the elements in the deposits were not hierdhiollowing S. O. Jorge (1998) and Harris
(2017). The pieces that delimited these contexdgally understood as containers or structures
that held something inside, are also part of tidigion, and just as the fragments of other pieces
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are part of the construction of space, these pieeage space. Architecture is deposition and the
deposited pieces are constructive elements. Thesesdions are assemblages of things along
with the schist slabs and the quern stones, agectiral elements are part of the assemblage.

Figure 4 - Structured deposition 3. Detail of therh weight and the quern stones in the wall 1.

By bringing forward new (other) relationships, theepositions, or assemblages create
new (other) paths of understanding (or being) ist&zheiro do Vento (or in the world). These
other paths (or relationships) add more completatythe labyrinthine architecture, and by
promoting new spaces and understandings, and mgeapaces for commemoration,
remembrance, and being, the act of dwelling irstteewas constantly reinforced and transformed,
and probably subverted by these assemblages. Tdsssanblages, as part of the dwelling
practices in the site, represent ways of understgrttie space through the deposit of pot sherds
or schist slabs that both enclose and generateappvoaches to space in time. The labyrinth of
Castanheiro do Vento was made by these depositibich are impossible to dissociate from the
construction of the walls or round structures; they part of the construction and use of the site.
They are architecture: the labyrinthine architeztfr Castanheiro do Vento.
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4. Conclusion

A structured deposition, understood as an assembkgerges from the relationship
between the structure that defines it and the thimith which it is filled; the schist slabs and the
granite elements delineate space as well as tlentefragments or the faunal remains. Every
element in the deposition is equal without hierar@hanalytical constraints (in this way the
ceramic fragments, the horn and the remains of athienals all make up the assemblage). These
depositions are based on the fragmented natuteafdposited things, of pieces that could have
been fragmented due to very different reasonshamnd been accumulated, or been forgotten, in
different places around and within the site uihidit placement in the final deposit (as McFadyen
2016 has already noted in the context of Castelitndye Each assemblage connects specific
fragments. Each fragment can indicate other assayeb] different relationships that could, or
could not, have been called into the final depositbut the deposition is the composition of all
the elements. The deposit of different things prmmther relationships, possibly unexpected
ones (after Harris 2017) and the deposition cortaintself possibilities that could or could not
be actualized.

Castanheiro do Vento has not been interpretedsagtlament or a domestic place, but as
a place in which different generations construatedd, visited, throughout a long period of time,
making this site theirs, part of their lives, oéitheveryday life. They lived in and around the sit
with things, fragmented things. The architectureCaktanheiro do Vento is the form and the
material of the gathering practices that occurredng construction and use. And during
construction and use, different materials were iedrraround, handled, thrown away or
intentionally deposited; the assemblages discuabede are part of Castanheiro do Vento'’s
architecture as they create space through thesteariion and use. Different materials, from
different places, and in relation to different grees were put together, not before or after
construction, but during. By putting things togethbe site of Castanheiro do Vento emerged as
an assemblage of different things, interconnectitd ather assemblages, and Castanheiro do
Vento was part of shared ways of inhabitation, gllatv us to infer historical process of making
and dwelling. As each assemblage is not fixedidoaiivays becoming, each deposition, and each
archaeological site is particular and specific padfic assemblyf things and beings.

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank Sérgio Gomes, Julia Robeftsdrew May and two anonymous
reviewers for their comments in previous versiohthis text. | would also like to thank the team
of Castanheiro do Vento — Jodo Muralha Cardos@i®&&omes and Vitor Oliveira Jorge. This
text was written within a FCT post-doctoral reséagcant, SFRH/BPD/87939/2012, funded by
MCTES, POCH and FCE.

References

BAPTISTA, L. (2003) -A Ceramica do Interior do Recinto de Castelo Velad-tkixo de Numao. Contributos para
a interpretacdo de contextos de ubtaster’s dissertation presented to Faculdadeati®$ da Universidade do Porto.
BARBOSA, M. H. L. (2015) -O Contributo do Material Ceramico do Crasto de Palbsipara o Entendimento de
Processos de Uso e Construcéo do Talude e Plataforfarior, Master’s dissertation presented to Faculdade ttad.e
da Universidade do Porto.

BENNETT, J. (2010) Vibrant Matter: A political ecology of thing®urham (NC), Duke University Press.
BLANCO-GONZALEZ, A. (2015) — Past Fragments: Fromaseics to social practices in later prehistoric ider
Journal of Social Archaeology5(3): 342-365.

BLANCO-GONZALEZ, A. (2016) — Microhistorias de la istoria Reciente en el interior de la Peninsulaidhé
Trabajos de Prehistoriar3(1): 47-67.

BOURDIEU, P. (1977) -©utline of a theory of practic&€€ambridge, Cambridge University Press.

BRADLEY, R. (2005) -Ritual and Domestic Life in Prehistoric Eurggeondon and New York, Routledge.
BRUCK, J. (1999) — Ritual and Rationality: Some Problehinterpretation in European Archaeolo@@uropean
Journal of Archaeology? (3),: 313-344.

——

]
43 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

CARDOSO, J. M. (2007) €astanheiro do Vento (Horta do Douro, Vila Nova de Eda — Um Recinto Monumental
do 1l1° e 11° milénio a.C.: Probleméatica do Siticdas suas Estruturas a Escala RegipfhD dissertation presented
to Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porto.

CHAPMAN, J. (2000) -Fragmentation in Archaeology. People, places armkbn objects in the prehistory of South
Eastern EuropgelLondon, Routledge.

CHAPMAN, J.; GAYDARSKA, B. (2007) Parts and Wholes. Fragmentation in PrehistdiantextOxford, Oxbow
Books.

DELANDA, M. (2006) — A New Philosophy of Society. Assemblage theory amihlscomplexity London,
Bloomsbury.

DELANDA, M. (2016) —Assemblage Theagridinburgh, Edinburgh University Press.

DELEUZE, G.; GUATTARI, F. (1987) -A Thousand Plateaus. Capitalism and schizophrémans. B. Massumi).
Minneapolis (MN), University of Minnesota Press9gD].

GARROW, D. (2012) — Odd deposits and average peachiccritical history of the concept of structurdebosition,
Archaeological Dialoguesl9(2): 85-115.

GARROW, D.; BEADSMOOREDY, E.; KNIGHT, M. (2005) — Piusters and the temporality of occupation: An earli
site at Kilverstone, Thetford, NorfolRroceedings of the Prehistoric Sociefyt: 139-157.

GOMES, S. (2003) €ontributos para o estudo dos “pesos de tear” do €lasVelho de Freixo de Numé&o (VN de
Foz Cba). Exercicios de Interpretacéo do Registiuaolégico Master's dissertation presented to Faculdadectimé
da Universidade do Porto.

HAMILAKIS, Y.; JONES, A. M. (2017) — Special SecticArchaeology and Assemblageambridge Archaeological
Journal 27(1): 77-84.

HARRIS, O. (2017) — Assemblages and Scale in ArcloggoCambridge Archaeological Journa27(1): 127-139.
HOLTOREF, C. (2002) — Notes on the Life of a Pot Shéodirnal of Material Culture7: 49-71.

JORGE, S.0. (1993) — O Povoado de Castelo Velhax@-oe Numao, Vila Nova de Foz Cba) no contexto da P
historia Recente no Norte de PortugALtas do | Congresso de Arqueologia Peninsular,lvdltabalhos de
Antropologia e Etnologia33(1-2): 179-216.

JORGE, S.0. (1998) — Castelo Velho de Freixo de Mu(vdla Nova de Foz Cda): breve genealogia de uma
interpretacdoRevista Estudos Pré-Historicosol. VI: 279-293.

JORGE, S.0O. (2002) — Revisiting some earlier paperghe Late Prehistoric Walled Enclosures of Theriin
Peninsula: some remarkiurnal of Iberian Archaeologys: 89-136.

JORGE, S.O. (2005) © Passado é Redondo. Dialogando com os Sentidofdoeiros Recintos Monumentais
Porto, Edi¢cdes Afrontamento.

JORGE, S.0. (2012) — Pensar a arqueologia do riitele apontamento, In: M. J. Sanches (Codfdy)esa-Redonda
Artes Rupestres da Pré-Histéria e da Proto-Historjgaradigmas e metodologias de registo. Trabalhes d
Arqueologia,54: 25-32.

JORGE, S. O. (2014) — Enclosures and Funerary iBeactAbout an Archaeology in Search for the Syiabol
Dimension of Social Relations, In A. C. Valera (Bgecent Prehistoric Enclosures and Funerary PrasticeEurope
Oxford BAR International Series 2676, 71-82.

JORGE, S. O.; OLIVEIRA, M. L.; NUNES, S. A.; GOMES, R. (1998-99) — Uma estrutura ritual com ossosamas
no sitio pré-histoérico de Castelo Velho de FreixdNdendo (V2 N2 de Foz Codprtugalia Nova Série, vol. XIX-XX:
29-47.

JORGE, V.O. (2009) -Transplantes: Vila Nove de Foz Cba, ha 5.000 anose hojhttp:/trans-
ferir.com/2009/02/transplantes-vila-nova-de-foz-b@ahtml

JORGE, V. O. with the assistance of CARDOSO, J.M.LEAA.M.;VELHO, G.L.; PEREIRA, L.S. (2006) — Copper
Age “monumentalized hills” of Iberia: the shift fropositivistic ideas to interpretative ones. Newspectives on old
techniques of transforming place and space astsesuh research experience in the NE of Portugal.O. Jorge
(Ed.), Approaching “Prehistoric and Protohistoric Architeres” of Europe from a “Dwelling PerspectiveJournal
of Iberian Archaeology, 8: 203-264.

LUZ, S. (2010) — O depésito de conchas do sitiouAodogico das Areias Altas (Porto, Portugal). Dsséo do
enquadramento arqueoldgico da EstruturédF&byedes Revista de Investigacidd1-145

MCFADYEN, L. (2016) — Actions in Time: After the kakage of pottery and before the construction ofsnat the
site of Castelo Velho de Freixo de Numkstudos do Quaternarid,5: 71-90.

OLIVEIRA, M. L. (2003) —Primeiras Intervencgdes Arquitectdnicas no Casiédtho de Freixo de Numéao (V.N. de
Foz Cba) Master’s dissertation presented to Faculdadeati@mé da Universidade do Porto.

OLSEN, B. (2010) 4n Defense of Things: Archaeology and the Ontolaig®bjectsLanham, MD, AltaMira Press.
OLSEN, B.; SHANKS, M.; WEBMOORE, T.; WITMORE, C. (2012)Archaeology. The Discipline of Things,
Berkeley, CA, University of California Press.

PRYOR, F. (1998) Etton: Excavations at a Neolithic causewayed enclswar Maxey, Cambridgeshire, 1982—-7
English Heritage Archaeological Report 18, Londonglish Heritage.

RICHARDS, C.; THOMAS, J. (1984) — Ritual activity antlustured deposition in Later Neolithic Wessex,Rn
Bradley; J. Gardiner (EdsNeolithic Studies. A Review of Some Current Rese@xdord, BAR British Series, 133:
189-218.

SANCHES, M. J. (2008) © Crasto de Palheiros. Fragada do Castro. Murca-PgélMunicipio de Murca.

——

]
44 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

SANCHES, M.J. (2016) — Animal bones, seeds andsfmgitovered from Crasto de Palheiros. A contributiothe
study of diet and commensality in the recent Pstany and Iron Age of Northern Portugal, In: R.a¢ia; M. Serra
(Eds),Matar a fome, alimentar a fome, criar sociabilidadélimentacéo e comensalidade nas sociedadespnate
historicas FLUC/CEPBA/Palimpsesto, Coimbra, 85-108.

SANCHES, M.J. ; Barbosa, M. H. (2018) — Campaniform&lorte de Portugal. Perspectivas interpretativstigadas
pela leitura de dados recentBsrtugdlia nova série, 97-150.

SCHIFFER, M. (1987) Formation Processes of the Archaeological Recatdurquerque, University of New Mexico
Press.

THOMAS, J. (2012) — Some deposits are more stradttltan othersirchaeological Dialoguesl9(2): 124-127.
VALE, A.M.A. (2003) — Castanheiro do Vento (Horta Bouro, V. N. de Foz Cba). Contributo para o Estdds
Resultados das Primeiras Campanhas de Trabalhos20993, Master’s dissertation presented to Fac@dizd_etras
da Universidade do Porto.

VALE, AM.A. (2011) —Modalidades de Producéo de Espacos no Contexto deQatina Monumentalizada: o sitio
pré-histérico de Castanheiro do Vento, em Vila Nded-oz Cda,PhD dissertation present€dculdade de Letras da
Universidade d®orto.

VALE, A. (2016) — Dinamicas de oclusédo de estriguean negativo no sitio de Santa Barbara (Aldeia ataeR
Sabugal) — Estudo de fragmentacéo cerardiabucale8: 7-22

VALERA, A.C. (2010) — Marfim no Recinto Calcolitico si®erdigdes (1): “Lunulas”, Fragmentacao e Ontalogis
Artefactos Apontamentos de Arqueologia e Patrimomin31-42.

——

]
45 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

——

]
46 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHsPortugal

CHAPTER 3

SEGMENTING AND DEPOSITING: THE
MANIPULATION OF THE HUMAN BODY IN
DITCHED ENCLOSURES SEEN FROM
PERDIGOES.

LUCY SHAW EVANGELISTA!
ANTONIO CARLOS VALERA?

! Era Arqueologia, SA; Interdisciplinary Center farchaeology and Evolution of Human
Behavior (ICArEHB), U. of Algarve; Research Cerfoe Anthropology and Health (CIAS),
Department of Life Sciences, U. of Coimbra [lucyeyalista@era-arqueologia.pt]

2 Era Arqueologia, SA; Nucleo de Investigacdo emugajogia (NIA); Interdisciplinary Center
for Archaeology and Evolution of Human BehaviorA/€HB), University of Algarve.
[antoniovalera@era-arqueologia.pt].

Abstract

The investigation of the peninsular Recent Prehjsttitched enclosures has been
revealing the importance that funerary practiced i@ manipulation of human remains have
assumed in these contexts. Among a significantsiiyeof situations, architectures and material
assemblages are deposition practices of articutatdidarticulated human remains inside ditches.
Documenting fragmentation (of bodies) and diffeffentns of deposition of human remains, this
evidence allows the exploration of the heuristideptal of the theories that propose the
intentionality present in these practices, in atexn of greater ontological fluidity and
permeability.

This work will address and describe the currentiailable anthropological and
contextual data regarding human remains found fohds in the Perdigbes archaeological
complex, dated from the late Middle Neolithic, Lafdeolithic and Chalcolithic. A
contextualization within the wider Iberian realigfll also be attempted, seeking to discuss the
interpretative possibilities that rise in face log toccurrence of human remains in ditch fillings,
framed within a more comprehensive context of itiberal practices of fragmentation and
structured depositions occurring on the site.

Keywords: Ditch depositions; body segmentationgfany practices; Perdigdes.
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1. Introduction

The Perdigdes ditched prehistoric enclosure (Regpgede Monsaraz, Portugal) is a large
archaeological site covering an area of 16 hectayegposed of various enclosures encircled by
wide ditches, associated to a cromelech with sévewuaviving menhirs. The available
chronological data (based on archaeological evieleand absolute chronology with 98
radiocarbon dates) indicate that the site was@faisa long period of time, beginning at the late
Middle Neolithic (mid 4th millennium BC) and surung until the transition between the
Chalcolithic and the Bronze Age (last quarter @& 8rd millennium BC) (Valerat al. 2014a;
Valera 2018). It has been continuously investigaiade 1997 and thoroughly published (Lago
et al. 1998; Valeraet al. 2000; Valeraet al. 2007; Marquez Romeret al. 2011; Valera 2017;
Valera 2018). Throughout the last 20 years, seviersrary structures have been unearthed,
showing a surprising variety of mortuary practioghich include mainly secondary depositions
of fragmented human bones and cremains in diffexsgttitectural structures found alongside a
great variety and number of votive artefacts arichahremains (Valerat al. 2000; Valerzaet al.
2014b; Evangelista 2018).

Approaching some understanding of the Neolithici€@iahic funerary world is a
complex and vast quest. The enclosure/enclosinggrhenon is yet another materialized aspect
of this way of being-in-the world and the interaatbetween funerary behaviours and the practice
of enclosing is still a theme replete with blankasps and doubts. The results from the
investigation of the last 20 years in Perdigbehigteric enclosures allow research to advance
and the opening up of other perspectives on hawytt understand these practices in the light
of the approaches to prehistoric ontologies (Léva$ss 1976; Halowell 1960; Bird-David 1999;
Ingold 2000; Fowler 2004; Lewis-Williams, Perce BpMalafouris 2007; Valera 2010; present
volume), where an apparent fluidity between diffiereategories defies our westernized modern
concepts and views of the world.

The practice of human remains deposition in apglgreron-funerary structures in
Perdigdes has also been recurrently identifieddialGodinho 2009; 2010; Valezhal. 2014b).
They are found mostly in ditches but also in gitedominantly integrating depositions that also
include ceramic fragments, fauna remains and sstitlles (other materials are less frequent but
can occur).

In this chapter, and for the sake of concept ofmerality, the designatioformalized
funerary practicesill refer to those which occur in formal architex@al structures built with the
objective of receiving structured human depositiaosompanied by their votive estate (such as
specific pits, cistgholosortholoi type tombs, dolmens aiypoged and the labahon-formalized
structures with human remaiméll concern architectural elements that fulffuenctionality other
than originally funerary but where fragments of lamrbones integrated in the fillings are
identified, taking part in an apparently non-coraptiway (Marquez Romero, Jiménez Jaimez
2014).

This text centres around these latter practicePendigbes and some of them are
mentioned here for the first time. After their dgstton and of their contexts, some topics will be
discussed regarding the relation between ditchadosmres and these social practices, and
concepts like body hood, death and the role of seg@tion will be debated, aiming to access the
more intangible aspects of these communities’ cocgies.

2. Time and space of the funerary contexts at Béedi

Figure 1 shows the image obtained through geopalysiarvey (magnetometry), that
provided almost the whole plane of the 16 ha Péetigsite (Marquez Romeed al. 2011). Red
squares represent opened excavation areas smfeasmonding approximately to 1.5% of the
overall area of the site. The blue dots are thectires containing the so-called formalized
funerary depositions: on the Northwest side areLtite Neolithic primary depositions in pits 7
and 11 (Valera, Godinho 2009; Siletal.2015). In the Eastern part of the enclosures app€r
Age collective Tombs 1, 2, 3 and 4 of mainly se@wyddepositions (Valerat al. 2014b;
Rodrigues 2017; Garcia 2018; Silea al. 2017; Evangelista, Silva 2013; Valest, al. 2018;

——

]
48 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHesPortugal

Evangelista 2018). Finally, in the central areds Bb and 40 (Valerat al. 2014b; Silvaet al.
2015) were used for the deposition of hundredsrefmated human remains and are found in
direct association with open air depositions of Aenke 1 and the contiguous cistMa(era et al.
2014h Pereira 2014). Finally, the yellow dots refentmn-formalized funerary structures where
fragments of human bones have been identifiedefstructured depositions that include other
materials such as pottery or fauna. Human remaeprasent in most of the excavated areas.

In face of this scenery, several main aspectodre emphasized. Firstly, the coexistence,
in the same general enclosed area of a significamtber of structures and practices involving
human bones. The available radiocarbon dates dmawsdme of these structures were initially
built and used outside enclosed areas. That ixdke of tombs 1 to 3. But they were later
deliberately enclosed when Ditch 1 was built, wailéeast tombs 1 and 2 were still in use (Valera
et al.2014a). Only Tomb 4 was kept outside the enclas@econdly, these contexts show a great
variety of architectures (pits, cists, orthostaiiclostype monumentgholos pits with wooden
structuration) and of body treatments, where irgitgris totally the exception. Thirdly, several
of these contexts and practices of deposition sh@eneral contemporaneity, especially during
the middle / third quarter of the 3rd millennium BGem).

The minimum number of individuals (MNI) recordedfaoin Perdigdes is also revealing.
If the number of individuals recovered in the diéfiet types of structures (formalized or non-
formalized) is accounted for and related to the@etage of surveyed area, then it becomes clear
how this set of enclosures was unequivocally teeafor practices where rituals related to dead
and death had a great preponderance.

Figure 1 —Perdigdes enclosures with the locatiothefsurveyed areas (in red) and the presencermémuemains
(formalized funerary contexts in blue; non-formatizZunerary contexts with human remains in yellow).




Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHsPortugal

Table 1 - MNI per formalized funerary structurePardigées.

Structure MNI Adults Non-Adults
Pit 7 2 1 1
Pit 11 3 0 3
Tomb | 103 55 48
Tomb Il 56* 34 22
Tomb 1l 20*

Tomb IV 10 6 4
Pit 16 9 6 3
Pit 40 250*

Ambiente 1 90 72 18
Cist 1 8 5 3
Total 551

*Partial numbers

These numbers relate to funerary structures det@cin excavated area that corresponds
only to 1.5% of site. With this data, still incorepd for some of the structures still under
laboratory study, it is possible to estimate tleahains of several thousand individuals might be
present in Perdigdes. It must be also noted thait rob these remains correspond to the
Chalcolithic phase of Perdigbes, dated between-2200 BC.

As has already been stressed by other authorsr@/a@42b; Boaventurat al. 2014),
diversification of funerary practices increasesiryithe 3rd millennium BC. This phenomenon
is happening with regard to architectures, thakm@wv now largely go beyond the tradition of
caves, dolmens and eviolos/tholoitype structures to include other solutions likpdgyea, pits,
ditches and practices involving open-air deposgiddut after the turn of the 3rd millennium BC,
diversification is also obvious in the mortuarygiees and body treatments involved, reinforcing
the idea of a complexification of processes. Printaurials are present in the archaeological
record of Perdigbes in Pits 7 and 11 (Valera, Gual2009; Silvaet al.2015) but even here, there
is evidence of several forms of post-mortem distndes (Godinho 2008). In the other funerary
contexts, manipulation of remains are frequenth@lgh taphonomy can often explain some of
these phenomena, many of them are the result ibledate actions through the rearrangement of
bones inside funerary structures.

Variability is also extended to the artefact asdagds found in different architectures,
suggesting differentiated ritual prescriptions &apko coeval funerary structures in the context
of identity management (Valerat al. 2015; Valera 2015b).

Another idea that comes through is connected fecdleness, which seems to reach its
greatest expression in the middle of the 3rd millem BC. Indeed, most of the funerary
structures analyzed in Perdigbes, correspond tositspcontaining burials, often the result of
successive deposition over a period of time. Thgateof commingling varies but no discernible
differences are found between individuals basestatus, age, or sex. And above all, no sense of
individuality emerges in any of these contexts.

The interpretation of the significance of mortuavgriability implies a broader
understanding of how these mortuary rituals wetiewated with the living social structure,
ideology and even economic life. This is hardlyrapde task, constricted as the investigation is
by the level of incompleteness of the informatiorailable for the past. The study of the
articulation of many of these funerary practicewgiome of the large ditched enclosures started
for the South of Portugal a few years ago (Valeda2a; 2012b; 2016; Valeret al. 2014b)
following a trend started in Europe decades befdrhittle 1988a; Burgesst al. 1988; Evans
1988a; 1988b; Bradley 2005) and reveals that thieees could function as arenas for the various
social practices that mirror the Neolithic cosmogomhere formal funerary procedures, but also
the manipulation of human remains in non-formaliigterary structures, were important.
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3. Deposition of human remains in non-formalizedatures in Perdigdes:
the contexts

3.1. During the Neolithic phase

During the Neolithic phase of Perdigdes, datedveen 3500 and 2900 BC (Valera,
2018), human remains occur in formal funerary dijoos in two pits (as seen above) and in
four non-formalized funerary structures.

Ditch 13, section C (Survey 1, Sector Q)

Together with Pit 62, Ditch 13, located in the cahtairea of Perdigdes, is the earliest
evidence of manipulation of human remains at Péafigdated from the late Middle Neolithic
3500-3300 BC (Valera 2018). Its section “C”, 140wnde, 54cm deep and an open convex
profile, was filled by a complex succession of d&{®) showing at the top a recutting filled by a
deposition of small stones, ceramic fragments, dalbones, and a human mandible. The
unmistakable intentionality of this deposition danestablished by observing the conditions in
which this mandible was deposited: intentionalggimented in the chin area through flexion and
with the two halves deposited one on top of theeiothut in opposite directions (Figure 2: 1)
(Valeraet al. 2018).

The mandible belongs to an adult individual, withlenmorphological characteristics
(Ferembaclet al. 1980). The left central and lateral incisives @m@tion Dentaire International
(FDI 31 and 32), canine (FDI 33), premolar (FDI&% 35) and third molar (FDI 38) were lost
postmortem. Preserved in situ were the postmortanotured roots of the right canine (FDI 43),
the premolars (FDI 44 and 45) and of the first aeadond molars (FDI 46 and 47). The FDI 48
was found complete, showing slight wear, gradenitfg 1984) on the mesial cusps. No deposits
of tartar or cariogenic lesions were observed.

Pit 62 (Survey 1, Sector Q)

Pit 62 is a 0.33m deep and 1.26m wide circularctine with a trapezoidal profile
strangled in the mouth. At the base is has a diemoétl.38m. Three main stratigraphic deposits
were identified. SU 366, a clayey, orange depoih sandy pockets and medium compaction.
filled almost the entire pit (Valera 2018). It pided some ceramic fragments, fauna and quartz
lithic industry and an FDI 14. The fact that apdasare could not be observed since it was
fractured post mortem, only allowed to estimate this tooth belonged to an individual with an
age equal or greater than 11.5 years (AlQahtarda@ifhough a degree 5 (Smith 1984) of tooth
wear points to it belonging, most likely, to an Bdodividual. A small cariogenic lesion on the
distal surface was also identified, near the ceowmramel junction. No tartar deposits were
observed.

Ditch 8 (Sector P)

This Late Neolithic (3300-2900 BC) feature has & S¥iape profile and is 1.6 meters
deep. It was filled with alternating layers of tmanmtal distributions of pottery fragments, stones
and faunal remains with layers of earth with lesbaeological materials, showing an intentional,
but periodic, filling process. Closing the fillirag this ditch was an elongated deposition of small
fragments of pottery and some faunal remains, amwinigh a human tooth (FDI 17) was
recovered (Valera 2018) (Figure 2:2). The apewiapetely closed, allowing to estimate a death
age equal or greater than 14.5 years (AlQahtan®200presents slight wear, grade 2 (Smith
1984) and a postmortem traumatic lesion on theddstoface of the root. Enamel hypoplasia are
absent as are the presence of tartar or cavities.

——
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Sector P
Plano Geral 2 *
2012

Figure 2 — 1. Mandible of Ditch 13; 2. Tooth in &it8; 3. Bones from Ditch 5.
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Ditch 5 (Survey 2, Sector Q)

Cremated bones were recovered from the Late Nevlititch 5, in the section excavated
in Survey 2 of Sector Q (Table 2, Figure 2:3).His tsection the ditch was 1.6m wide and 0.54m
deep, with a convex profile. Below a thin top lagébrown sediments, the rest of the filling was
very homogenous until de bottom divided into twoditudinal deposits: SU 351 on the South
side and SU 352 on the North one (Valera 2018)yTdre distinguishable essentially by the
slightly lighter coloration of the south side anddn incomparably greater presence of ceramics
and fauna on the North side. It was on this Noitle &nd integrating this ceramic and faunal
deposits that the human bones were identified. Témyprise a group of non-identifiable
fragments of long bones, a cranium fragment, affiometacarpal (MC) and the sternal extremity
of a clavicle fragment whose incomplete degreeusfdn indicates belonging to an individual
under 30 years of age (MacLaughlin 1990). No segmbsis was possible. The MNI is 1.

All the fragments reveal signs of exposure to fifee white colored were the most
frequently found followed by those with gray / wslit tone. This data reflects that most of the
material was exposed to temperatures above 648eke@elsius (Shipmaat al. 1984). The type
of fractures observed are mainly longitudinal ceekth the presence of some transversal cracks.
Curved fractures, which are often associated wgshrinkage of the periosteum as a reaction to
soft tissue rupture (like muscles and tendons)tduesat (Symest al. 2008), were identified in
one fragment of this sample. However, recent wak shown that these fractures can also be
found on burnt dry bones (Goncahetsal. 2011; 2015). These are the most ancient examples o
cremated human bones at Perdigdes.

Table 2 — Cremated bone fragments identified infDEg¢Sector Q) in Perdigdes.

Bone Laterality Age Sex
Fragment

Cranium NO Adult NO
Sternal Ext. Left <30 NO
Clavicle

MC 4 Right Adult NO

3.2. During the Chalcolithic phase

During the Chalcolithic phase of Perdigdes sdvWermal funerary contexts were
built in the Eastern extremity of the enclosuresn(ibs 1 to 4) and in the centre (Pits 16, 40 and
Cist 1 and associated Ambiente 1), but human resy@intinued to be integrated in depositions
inside non-formalized funerary structures, sucbiashes 2, 3,4 and 7.

Ditch 2 (Sector L)

During the 2016 archaeological campaign, in a sudane in Ditch 2 (excavated in the
context of the 2008-2016 collaboration with the & University within the research
programme of Perdigdes), a fragment of right husm@neserved in about two thirds (191 mm)
of the diaphysis was recovered in SU 602. It wastfired above the deltoid tuberosity and no
fragments of the metaphysis or proximal end weeetified. It presented a recent fracture in the
middle of the diaphysis and was also fragmentedvb¢he distal metaphysis. Six small bone
fragments of the distal epiphysis were recoverdtchy given their degree of fragmentation,
could not be glued back together. All visible epipds were fully fused indicating it belonged to
a skeletally mature individual of undetermined @dérquez Romero 2016).

——
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Ditch 2 has a U-section, with open walls and breadnded base. The maximum width
in this survey near the gate is 4.60m (but thehdiscwider), with a depth of 2.09m. It is dated
from the Chalcolithic and presents a complex girafihy with changes in the depositional
dynamics, alternation between anthropic and nateglosition phases, into which pits were
excavated, which in turn, in some cases could spoed to episodes of recutting. Two main
phases of filling were identified and SU 602, whéris isolated human bone was recovered
belongs to Phase ldém).

Ditch 3 (Sector 1)

These were, alongside the ones from Ditch 4A, its¢ human remains identified in
ditches in Perdigdes and have been already publ@fsera, Godinho 2010).

Inside Ditch 3 a radius was recovered as partstfuectured deposition, in SU 94. Indeed,
in Ditch 3 it was possible to identify several mangeof intentional depositions not involving
human bones, corresponding to horizontal accunamaif stones, pottery shards and abundant
faunal remains (Idem: 30). At the Eastern wallhaf ditch, in a niche found half way up, a cranial
fragment was recovered from what seemed like amiitnal deposition and dated from the
second quarter of the 3rd millennium BC (Figure 3).
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Figure 3 — Ditch 3, with the location of the recma@human bones.
Ditch 4A (Sector 1)

In a stretch of Ditch 4 from Sector |, a hand phglwas recovered from SU 18 in the
more recent filling layers of the ditch. In SU 3fhe of the deeper deposits of this negative
structure, a fragment of a left radius, a fragnudrtkull, 3 metacarpals and 3 hand phalanx were
recovered, although no anatomical connection wasitiied (Figure 4:A). The MNI for
depositions in Ditch 4 is 1, and some of the haomiels were diagnosed as belonging to a probable
female individual. Age estimation was hindered iy mature of these human bones although the
authors [dem) suggest the individual (s) represented by thedHzones were over 16 years of
age. These depositions were found commingled vatind, ceramic sherds, some stone and
copper remains, and were dated from the middlaesBtd millennium BC.

Ditch 4B (Sector P)

During the 1997 diagnostic campaign at Perdig@®seral human bone fragments were
recovered from a small survey (Survey 1), locateer @ SW section of Ditch 4 (Table 3 and
Figure 4:B). Though, only after the geophysics,edlon2011, it was possible to correlate this
location with Ditch 4 trajectory. The assemblagéahes integrated SU 61, in the top half of the
ditch, which had clear stratigraphic evidence @banplex history of cutting and refilling. The
bones were found alongside depositions of cerahdods and faunal remains.
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Figure 4 — A. Location of the recovered human rem&i Ditch 4A; B. Human remains recovered in Ddé&h

None of the bones were recovered complete. Thefiaceiwas considerably altered by
the presence of concretions. Generically speakithgnatomical parts of the human skeleton are
represented except for ribs and vertebrae. Thewrmrscapular and pelvic girdle, lower and
upper limbs are present although for the lattey anleft MC 4 was identified. They comprise a
minimum number of 2 individuals: one adult and omm-adult based on the presence of an
immature inferior ramus of the ischium. The ischegiphysis for the tuberosity starts fusing
around the age of 14 for females and 16 for m&ebdefeet al.2009). Although just a fragment
of it was present, macroscopical analysis basedizInsuggests the bone belonged to a much
younger individual.

The recovered auricular surface was analysed f@reatmation following Lovejoy and
colleagues (Lovejogt al. 1985) although it was not possible to score softtbe features due to
the level of concretion and wear on the bone sarflonetheless, it is possible to affirm that this
bone probably belonged to a young adult: slightlgrse granularity and no retro auricular activity
were visible.
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The presence of a possible male individual is basgtie metric analysis of a left femoral
head with a vertical diameter of 44 mm, above thetisn point of 43,23 mm defined by
Wasterlain (Wasterlain, Cunha 2000).

Table 3 — Bone fragments identified in Ditch 4B ((®e®) in Perdigdes.

Bone Laterality Age Sex
Fragment

Ilium Right Non-Adult il
Ischium Right Non-Adult *kx
Ilium Right Adult NO
Cranium NO Adult NO
Clavicle NO Adult NO
MC4 Left Adult NO
llium Right Adult NO
(Auricular

Surface

Ilium Right Adult NO
Femur Prox. Left Adult NO
Femur Left Adult NO
Diaphysit

Femur Prox. Right Adult Male?
Femur Right Adult NO
Diaphysit

Femur Distal Right Adult NO
Patella Right Adult NO
Tibia Right Adult NO
Cuboid Right Adult NO
MT5 NO Adult NO

Ditch 7 (Sector P)

The section excavated in Ditch 7, still unpublistetbwed a “V” shaped ditch, with 2.95
m deep and 3.95 m wide at the top. A first sequefiterizontal depositions of stones, pottery
shards and faunal remains, intermediated by depwadih less materials, was filling the lower
half of the ditch. This sequence ended and wastiotgally closed with a deposition of a small
stone agglomeration. The top half of the fillingsadifferent and presented several episodes of
recutting and refilling.

Human bone fragments were integrated into a contistnorizontal deposition [SU91]
and [SU92] which contained stones, ceramic fragmantl abundant animal remains, integrating
the referred first sequence of the filling. Thentad fragment (ner. 3315 from SU 91) and the
mandible (ner. 3318) were found very close to eztbler and towards the South of the section.
The remaining cranial fragments (left and rightigtat, and occipital) were about 1.20 m to the
North.

The frontal bone belonged to a non-adult individ@gaR years of age) (Schaefer al
2009) and was found almost complete, broken infa@ments that were glued back together
during laboratory work (Figure 5:3). The interreble of the bone was covered by a thin layer of
concretion that rendered the analysis of the bonface impossible. The outer surface showed
no relevant alteration. The metopic suture was detely obliterated. This process is usually
completed around the age of two indicating it bgkmhto a non-individual above that age.
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Figure 5 — 1. Sequence of depositions in Ditch &nlthe human remains were collected (red elligseMandible
from Ditch 7; 3. and 4. Skull fragments from Ditél{4. With possible scalping marks).

As for fragment no. 3318 it is a complete non-adadindible except for the missing
condyles on both sides. Like the mandible of Dild) it is broken in two by the chin and
deposited with the fragments orientated to oppaliections (Figure 5:2). The presence of the
whole deciduous dentition of the individual (inlfotclusal position), the crypt of the FDI 81
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(and its size, which suggests that the crown wasdy complete), as well as the presence of the
first molar cusps and the crypt of the FDI 36 (atsb the probable crypt of the FDI 37) suggest
the approximate age of 3.5 years of age (+ 12 nsynéiccording to Algahtaweit al. (2010), or 4
years of age (+ 12 months) according to Ubelak879lin Schaefeet al. 2009). The deciduous
central incisor presents a small level of weardgra on the scale suggested by Smith (1984),
with exposure of a thin line of dentin (more evidanthe left tooth). The remaining preserved
dental pieces exhibit reduced wear, grade 2 orsdinge scale, with small wear facets with no
dentin exposure.

About 1.5 meters to the North of fragment 3315¢ehial fragments were collected also
belonging to a non-adult individual (no..3316).&kfthe collages, a left parietal, a right parietal
and an occipital were reassembled (Figures 5:4).

The left parietal is the most complete element wlthost all of the sagittal and coronal
sutures preserved. It is the area around the arfbarder that is more incomplete and damaged.
The internal surface shows no relevant changesh®mexternal surface, alterations caused by
heat are visible in 1.5 cm of the 1/3 third of twronal suture (C3) and abundant incision like
alterations appear to start upwards from the iafdporder towards the sagittal suture (Figure
5:4). The anthropic origin of these lines cannotuled out (Figure 8) and could correspond to a
scalping process.

As for the right parietal bone it was glued badjetitier from 35 bone fragments. Only a
small segment of the coronal suture (C1/ C2)sthie. It also shows signs of exposure to fire on
its internal and external surfaces that acquiredrange brown coloration in the less affected,
zones evolving to a dark brown / black coloratiortie zones where the action of the fire was
more intense. This fragment also presents the sanision-like alterations that appear to
originate in the lower border towards the uppet phathe parietal.

Table 4 - MNI per non-formalized funerary structiwrd?erdigdes.

Structure Chronology MNI Adults Non-Adults

Ditch 2 Copper Age 1 1 0

Ditch 3 Copper Age 1 1 0

Ditch 4A Copper Age 1 1 0

Ditch 4B Copper Age 2 1 1

Ditch 5 Late 1 1 0
Neolithic

Ditch 7 Copper Age 1 0 1

Ditch 8 Late 1 1 0
Neolithic

Ditch 13C Middle 1 1 0
Neolithic

Pit 62 Middle 1 1 0
Neolithic

Total 10

Table 5 - Skeletal parts represented in the diffienen-formalized funerary structures in

Perdigdes.
Ditch 2 Ditch 3 Ditch Ditch Ditch5  Ditch 7 Ditch 8 Ditch Pit
4A 4B 13C 62

Cranial X X X X X X X
Axial
Skeletol
Upper limb X X X X X
Lower limb X
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Finally, it is the left side of the occipital bomdnich is mainly preserved. It has a dark
brown coloration on 85% of its external and intéswaface, probably due to the action of fire.
The remaining surface has a light brown tint. Aldhg base of the occipital, a set of circular
marks with about 0.5 mm in diameter are visiblee ©hgin of these small punctures is unknown.
Abundant, short linear incisions that radiate uglsdrom the nuchal region were also identified.

None of the bone fragments identified within thehaeological excavation of Ditch 7
overlap anatomically. They all belong to a non-aduldividual and are metric and
morphologically compatible and therefore the pdbsilmf them belonging to a single individual
(> 2 years old) cannot be ruled out. The mandible dweectly dated, providing the following
result: ICA-15T/1023, 4010+30 — 2620-2470 cal BP 2

An overview of the non-formalised human depositignewn in Perdigbes up to now
allows to conclude that this is a cross-chronolalgishenomenon identified in structures
belonging to the Late Middle Neolithic through h@tCopper Age (Table 4). There also seems to
be no cultural selection in terms of the individudéposited taking into account their biological
profiles. In fact, data are showing that fragmaerftsoth male and female individuals are present
in these depositions and that there is also nigtenction based on age as elements belonging to
adult and non-adult individuals were identified.

These finds also have in common the fact that #ppear in the archaeological record in
the form of human remains dispersed through congtates of rocks, fauna, fragments of pottery
in what can be considered as depositions imbeddidintentionality. Cranial fragments and
elements seem to integrate these deposits quifedngly (Table 5) at the same time that the axial
skeleton seems to be absent. Episodes of intehfiaggnentation of mandibles were identified
in ditches 7 (Copper Age) and 13c (Late Middle Mba). So far, archaeological evidence for
deposition of human bones in ditches points torsgary deposition of unarticulated human bones
with complete absence of any primary depositionevan of partial anatomical connections in
these depositions, some of which might have bedntamtionally carried along with other
materials filling the ditches.

4. Depositions of human remains inside ditchegheoenclosures

The identification of scattered human remains diégpdsin ditches is increasingly
growing in Iberian ditched enclosures (Figure 6).

At Los Marroquiés Bajos some none quantified humegmnains, with partial anatomical
connections, were recorded in Ditches 4 and 5 &Zaérla Torreet al. 2003: 83). In the central
ditch of La Pijotilla, some human skulls were defsastogether with faunal remains, pebbles and
pottery shards (Hurtado 2003; 2008). At the innthdof San BIlas, dated from the second half
of the 3 millennium BC, a mandible and a phalanx were diégdstogether with other
archaeological materials and faunal remains (Hort2008). At Valencina de la Concepcion
several evidences of this practice are known. IfPeaera, in the middle of a 7m deep and “V”
shaped ditch a skeleton in foetal position, anathanatomical connection but without the head
and a third in partial connection and partly burnezte recorded (Ferndndez Gomez, Oliva
Alonso 1986: 20). In an inventory presented by &dSarmaré and colleagues (2010), the
following minimum numbers of individuals were prased for the ditches of La Perrera (n = 10)
also re-analysed by Marta Diaz-Zorrita Bonilla (2ZRifor the ditch of La Candera (n = 2) and
for the ditch of Matarrubilla (n = 13).

At Camino de las Yeseras two fragments of skull amother two fragments of humerus
were collected in the North section of the ditclen€losure 4, commingled with abundant faunal
remains. It is underlined that some of the humarebdave marks of carnivorous bites. Scattered
human bones were also reported in a central stejatuwhat are considered to be hut structures
and in pits (Liesaet al.2013/2014; Riost al. 2014).

At Porto Torréo, in Sector 3, East — a sectionmoiingernal ditch revealed the deposition
of human remains in the first phases of the fill{®antoset al. 2014; Rodrigues 2014).
Approximately 100 human remains were identifieanedn anatomical connection around faunal
remains. The bones of a further 6 individuals (8l&gd 3 non-adults and one of indeterminate
age) were also uncovered. Sexing the adult indalglwas not possible. Isolated finds are also
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mentioned: a cranial fragment and a cranium withaadible. No absolute chronology is yet
available for these depositions.

In the 2003 archaeological intervention at Portor8@ ditched enclosure in the context
of a mitigation process of a high voltage elecprides which would have direct impact on the
prehistoric site (Valera, Filipe 2004), this praetivas recorded and dated. One of the poles, pole
181, was in the more central area of the site. @émegative structures were identified, including
pits and two large ditches. Human bones were ifiedtin Ditch 2 and Pit 3 and are published
here for the first time.

For Ditch 2, fragments of two left femurs, a rigitiia and a probable right ulna were
found alongside the almost complete cranial vanisging the left temporal, zygomatic, maxilla
and mandible). All these bones belong to adultviddials although analysis of the degree of
suture closure on the cranium revealed it probablpnged to a young individual (Krogman,
Iscan 1986). No sexual diagnosis is possible. @rdynall portion of the left orbit on the cranial
vault survived showing evidences of microporosiynpatible withcribra orbitalia, a condition
widely accepted as a result of anemia, which idlly due to an iron deficient diet. among other
things, such as infectious disease (Waetal. 2004; Waleret al. 2009).

These human remains were identified in the lowdrdfdhe structure in deposits which
included the presence of International style beli#er pottery and which have been dated to the
3rd quarter of the 3rd millennium BC (Valera 2013H)is shows that these practices extended
to beaker times, as the chronology obtained foréheins of Ditch 7 of Perdig6es, although not
associated to beaker pottery, also shows.

For Pit 3, a 1.5 m deep circular structure, twonragposits were identified with high
concentrations of ceramic material and faunal ramaf group of 13 cranial fragments was
recovered from SU 2012. This structure is alsodi&tem the second half of the 3rd millennium
BC (Valera 2013a).

Other occurrences of human remains inside ditcttédspoor characterized, have been
documented in other smaller enclosures at La Loet&Rdal Tesoro, (Escudero Carri al.
2017), Los Limoneros (Barcietd al. 2014), Marges Alts (Pascual Benito 1989), Arr&atadillo
(Sanchez Voigt 2014), Monte das Cabeceiras 2 (Bo2§45) or Montoito (Mataloto, personal
information).

1 - Perdigdes
2 - Porto Torrdo /Carrascal
3 -San Blds

4 - Montoito

S - Pijotilla

6 - Valencina

7 — Marroquiés Bajos

8 - Camino de las Yeseras

9 —Marges Alts

10~ Los Limoneros

11 - Monte das Cabeceiras 2
12 - Loma del Real Tesoro
13 - Arroyo Saladillo
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The first approaches to this practice in Iberia md develop the subject much. Bones
were considered to have been extracted from thaweg and dumped into the ditch or to belong
to individuals who died and were abandoned theedrg£t al 2003: 83), resulting from ritual
sacrifices (Hurtado 2003: 247) or disposed as ggrifdurtado, 2008: 190) or even as a result of
acts of interpersonal violence leading subsequéatthe victims being thrown into the ditches
(Fernandez Gomez, Oliva Alonso 1986: 20). The dseards such as “dumped” or “thrown”
expresses the dominate perspective present imatgidnal interpretative discourses regarding
these contexts, considered to be a reject of, lplgssiconsiderate, human remains.

However, these practices, have a wide distribudnod are well known in European
ditched enclosures, where scattered bones, frdgueagmented and commingled with other
materials (pottery shards, faunal remains, stora@e)common. Anatomical connections occur,
but they are less common, especially the comple¢s.0A good European example is Herxheim
(Orschiedt, Haidle 2006; Zeeb-Lanz 2014). Theré&p @8 the human remains representing more
than 450 individuals are deposited in two ditcllégwey presented a high level of fragmentation,
with intense marks of manipulation of some bondail(sscalping and shaping; marks of
defleshing and dismemberment; smashing of cer@ie$), showing a significant investment in
body treatment and in the spatial distributionhaf temains. Similar procedures of segmentation
and fragmentation were reported in Heildelsheimdénmsen 1997), Calden (Raetzel-Fabian
2000), Hambledon Hill (Mercer 1980), Montagan (Fawsne, Pautreau 1989) or Gravon
(Mordant, Mordant 1988), But, has referred abovimary burials have also been detected inside
ditches, at Maiden Castle ad Flagstones (Thoma6)1&9Champ-Durand (Joussaume 1988).
These examples (easily multipliable) document amreat intentional practice and the variability
of body treatment and of contexts of depositiorhoman remains of the Late Neolithic and
Chalcolithic communities. This recurrence contreglibe idea of an occasional practice and is
most possibly related to some shared cosmologigatiple at a large scale, which megalithism
also indicates. The interpretation of these dejpositas ceremonial practices was developed
initially in the first half of the 2 century (Evans 1988a), and during the eightieg tfaee way
to the interpretation of some enclosures, sucheastitedon Hill, as centres of death management
(Mercer 1980).

In Iberia, the anthropological results for mostlodse sites still come up against badly
established temporalities, a great variety of namtypractices and body treatments happening in
different architectures with different artefactaats. However, what is also very clear, at least fo
Perdigdes, is that these different practices inaghhuman bones all come together reunited in
the same physical place, built and rebuilt throwglapproximately 1,500 years and that each of
these realities must have played a part in thetagioon of meanings and the embodiment of
beliefs for the communities that used that sitelierdeposition of human remains.

The recent empirical revolution has put many paams$he map of prehistoric landscapes
of the Alentejo inland. The change in the archagiold record shows a diversification of the
funerary structures and practices but also a cersadide increase in the number of known ditched
enclosures (Valera 2013b; Valera, Pereiro 201Bes& may or may not correspond to stages for
performing practices related to the use of humamanes and the concentration of monuments
associated with ditched enclosures seem to be haggpmainly in the larger ones of the Evora
and Beja district. In fact, as far as the recemtgtigations show, not all enclosures hold funerary
practices or document the handling of human remdimwvever, it is now clear that this
interaction between ditched enclosures and thekpiactices involving the manipulation of the
human body (Valera 2016) starts early within tmeetispan of the phenomena of enclosures
(sometime around the middle of the fourth millemnjat least in Perdigdes), and this correlation
seems to increase significantly during the 3rdeniium BC, reaching the late phases of the
Chalcolithic.

The expression, both in time and in space, thaerany practices and the handling of
human remains are showing in some large ditchetbsumes cannot be dissociated from other
characteristics that many of these sites exhibambly, the little evidences of permanent
residential structures for all their time span faa strong agrarian engagement, the documentation
of periodic ritualized practices of deposition drésting, the squandering practices suggesting
social emulation processes, the importance ofithalation and consumption of exotic materials,
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the cosmological bonds of the enclosures desigimedevels of human and animal mobility. This
multi variable perspective is gradually but steadihoving interpretation away from the
standpoints that approach these large sites asrtavétages” or urban/pre-urban settlements
with associated and clearly spatially defined npalis areas (Marquez Romero, Jiménez Jaimez
2010; Garcia Sanjuan 2017; Valera 2013b; Vadta. 2014b).

It brings them closer to places where a range of diversified social practices occurred
under a set of ideological and cosmological ruke tan be considered part of the Neolithic
ontology and materialize in many other arenas. Algh they must have served different
purposes and probably had different roles and meganaccording to each region, duration,
position in interaction networks, etc, these laegelosures can be looked at as stages for social
practices that replicate and give sequence to dagriife. A place like Perdigdes could have
functioned as a local or regional centre for theefary treatment of the dead, amongst other
things. The recognition of this centrality can kersin the data provided by research on human
and animal mobility through isotopic analysis, ebyenance studies of raw materials and of
exchange networks regarding exotic objects. At igéas$, as probably in other large ditched
enclosures, funerary practices and the handlindwwhan remains were a reflection and
simultaneously a condition of such a centrality.

5. Interpreting the deposition of human remaingiiches

The presence of isolated human remains integratedspecific and intentional deposits
inside negative structures in Perdigbes at the dsame as other more formalized funerary
practices are taking place calls for a reflectionhow this form of deposition, performed and
enacted by the living community, can allow for asight on social practices, context and
meaning.

In any society, between the moment of death andnibment of final deposition of the
body or what remains of it, (a period that can takers, days, months or years), many variables
and forms of body treatment can occur (Pearson))2®@ other words, funerary practices are
embedded within biographies, that may be shorktvemely long. An archaeological mortuary
record can be built based on any moment of a seguen comprising several stages of the
sequence. When identifying a funerary context aleposition containing human bones it is
difficult to tell which part of the “funerary cyclave are accessing, what part of the process is
being revealed to us (Weiss-Krejci 2005; 2011a;12).1

Additionally, and especially regarding prehistosigcieties, the rules, prescriptions or
mental framework involved in the handling of deedh be far from being completely understood.
These are difficult codes to access. But if itdsepted that the range of possibilities following
the biological death of individuals are much braatian our westernized world vision foresees,
different levels of interpretation can be reached.

The use of human bones in these non-formalized-fupeontexts cannot be linearly and
exclusively associated with the traditional visafrfunerary practices, normally linked with a set
of ritual actions that ensure the transition fréva world of the living to the world of the dead and
which involve several and normalized phases of srpeatment until the moment of final
deposition, normally in identifiable containers aky accompanied by grave goods. Nor can it
simply be regarded, based in a sense of unfanyliavith these practices, as meaningless
discarding procedures.

In fact, all possibilities must be considered. Wliacing a context containing human
bones it is not clear, in many cases, what phatgediinerary cycle led to it. They may be at any
stage of this “transition period” towards intendathl deposition. And even after this intended
final deposition, they may be called later to Edptte again in social life and be brought to new
social arenas.

The transition period can involve various form$otly treatment to accelerate, or avoid
putrefaction including cremation, excarnation, mufigation, defleshing, drying in the sun, to
name a few. They may be subject to temporary déposion scaffolds, trees, under house floors,
or in temporary monuments. All variations are polesand can have simultaneous or different
effect on the bones (Pearson 2000; Weiss-Krejcb2RP011a). So that when bones are deposited
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in their intended final resting place they may benpletely articulated, partially articulated or
disarticulated, fragmented on purpose or not, emated. The final deposition places can vary
too: in specifically built structures or in reusiedtures, above or underground, in the ocean or
rivers, under trees, for example.

And then we must consider the possibility for gaseral processes occurring in the form
of manipulation, tomb revisiting, exhumation anfueal. All these processes are actions that
may or may not be ritualized or respond to paréicalycles or festivities, to specific historical
periods of warfare or many other social and pdalitjgractices. That is why the borders between
funeral and non-funeral practices involving humamains are not always clear.

Bearing these premises in mind when analysingtieedaction between recent prehistoric
enclosures and depositions or use of human bone® sf the practices can be more easily
identified, providing some insight into the Nedidlpractices.

At Perdigbes, the coexistence in the same spaee sijnificant number of different
structures and funerary practices or involvinghbadling of human bones, with a wide variety
of body treatments, have in common the fact thatithegrity of the human skeleton is the
exception. If we want to make a direct associatietween the unity of the skeleton and that of
the individual (with the maintenance of its intégyi we do not find it in the material remains.
Indeed, regardless of the type of context (funefamyalized or non-formalized) we do not find
in Perdigdes, with the rare exception of the Latolithic funerary depositions in Pit 11, a
reference to a supposed unity of being throughiritended preservation of the unity of the
skeleton. And this is something that, so far, thenBlized funerary structures and the non-
funerary ones with human remains have in common.

The state or quality of being one or united int@hele, which defines unity in our modern
view of the world, seems to be questionable foseh@mmunities. In fact, it is the whole that is
missing in the archaeological and anthropologieabrd and so it seems that we must focus on
the separate parts of a whole and ask questicatinggto or involving the relationship of parts to
a whole. Meaningful fragmentation strategies seeimeta central social tool for the conveying
and materialization of this idea. Not just of oltgebut also of people. The establishment of
significant links must be considered for bodies #@uld be dismembered, disarticulated and
divided as the essence of the being / individudispersed by significant structures and places.
This phenomenon may not be limited to Perdigbesadippa and works at much larger scales, as
the studies of the mobility of people (or bone®) suggesting, since that, in the ongoing study,
the percentage of exogenous people to the Ribeirdate do Alamo valley (the local area of
Perdigbes) is high (Valeet al.in preparation).

This fact gives us some clues about ontologicaigiples ruling the way the human body
is treated after death by these communities. Otleeofvorking hypothesis could be the existence
of a «chaine opératoire» in Perdigbes regardingrauy practices and the treatment of human
bodies. Although this concept was initially deveddgor lithic technology, it can be used also for
funerary practices since it centres around the adematter being successively transformed into
a final product. The notion of an operational chaiplies the idea of succession, but above all
the interaction of the different elements that ¢t it. In other words, when analysing the
different funerary practices taking place in Pedéig it could be argued that they result from
social acts involving a step-by-step manipulatiowl aise of the human skeleton under one
specific funerary practice or several, divided irgeveral stages (themselves divided into
sequences) corresponding to a change of statettdmoader the guidance of an agent, towards
an end.

Human remains are given different treatments atesfand have different forms of
participating in these processes. In one handhéhmalised funerary practices dispose of human
remains in formal, easily revisitable and idenbifeastructures (like pits or tholoi), so that they
remain open to post funeral processes of manipulatomb revisitation or circulation. In the
opposite way, we could argue that the ones fourtddrbottom or in the middle of ditch fillings
singly deposed alongside animal bones, stonesatehpshards (a practice that seems exclusive
of these ditched enclosures), have less chanceind) becovered and are more easily forgotten,
and when finally deposed or enclosed they becomialsodead.
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Likewise, the information shown on the diversitytafatment given to human remains
show that the dead are brought to participate iatearer social practices are taking place in these
sites as entities that have only gone through Bdical death but are socially still very much
capable of being part of the arena. This could akgemental framework where boundaries
between worlds and existential categories are rmmte fluid.

In recent years, the emergence of posthumanishaachaterialist approaches to social
and humanist sciences, have allowed for a redefimdf this anthropocentric perspective on the
material world, shifting the role of people andnt§g in the social processes (Fahlander 2017).
The impact of neomaterialism in archaeology id starginal but an approach which radically
changes our traditionally human-centered point iefwinto one which does not “draw any
distinctions between natural matter and that wiiah been modified by humanstidm 76)
confers the material world a wider importance wirgimg to comprehend past practices. It goes
along with the criticism to the “human exceptiohéli put forward by the so called Amazonian
ethnography, that stresses the body’s instabitity its construction and reconstruction through
relational configurations occurring in the sociedgesses (Viveros de Castro 1998; 2004). In the
case of what is being discussed here, it wouldfoalb displacement on our approach of the
depositions of human remains found inside non-féis®d structures and interpret them under a
different light. Could the human remains becomdadied, devoid or drained of their intrinsic
human value and transported to a category whegedteequated to other materialities? Or is
their presence in these contexts that levels upther materialities in ontological terms? The
main point is that there seems to be an abilitynietamorphosis (Ingold 2000) that generates an
ontological instability of human, animals and mitist The development of the Neolithic may
be seen as a transition period, where relevanédrat more fluid cosmologies can be found,
generating permeable categories and a more redhtonnection between things and beings and
between wholes and parts, and existential statémit\Wese funerary practices might mean or
how the dead were socially active depends a greslt@h how Man saw himself and how he
perceived the relations between worlds.

The presence of human remains, independently of might be our perspective on the
reasons, document an intentional anthropic intemran the fillings of the ditches. Even if some
cases, like the bitten bones of Camino de las Yss@riesawet al 2013/2014), could support
arguments in favour of a random origin, most of $li@ations document human intentionality.
This intentionality must not be confined to a sfie@ubsystem, such as the religious one or, in
an opposite direction, such a domestic disposabofe sort of meaningless remains. Rather, it
reports to social actions that cross all the sostable, and therefore, its spaces, activities, and
assorted displays. A wider perspective considasttiese human remains in ditches are just a
part of the materialities that are submitted temse manipulations inside the enclosures, and that
would build the significance of each enclosure (i#hil988a; 1988b; Edmonds 1993; Marquez
Romero 2003; 2004; Marquez Romero; Jiménez Jaide@;2/alera, Godinho 2010).

For this matter, the spatial distribution of thenialize and non-formalized structures
with human remains is also of importance. In tis¢ d'zcade, the idea of a well-established spatial
segregation of necropolis areas in some Iberiayelditched enclosures has been questioned. At
Valencina de la Concepcion, the spatial analystauafian remains shows a distribution between
random and dispersed, but not concentrated, cactiragithe notion of a well bounded funerary
ground (Costa Carangt al 2010: 96, 103-104). However, in architectonicitgrthere seems to
be a concentration of megalithic monuments in thatl®ern area and of non-megalithic features
in the North quadrant. A circumstance that doesrmask the fact that all the vast complex of
Valencina participates in the practices of manipotaof human remains’Rather than as a
settlement with a sharply dual space, whereby entos was occupied by the living (“domestic
/ productive” sector) and one by the dead (“fungrasector), the Valencina site should be
understood as a large space of occupation and msghich various functions and activities
(productive, domestic, funerary and votive) oveplegh, both in space and in time, according to
complex patterns which at this time are not ydyfuhderstood.”(idem 105).

In Perdigdes, a similar scenario occurs. In theteza area of the enclosures there is a
concentration of formalized funerary structuresga.@t al 1998; Valeraet al 2000; 2007,
2014b). Radiocarbon dating shows that these tonals previously unbounded, and that only by

——

]
64 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHsPortugal

the middle of the '8 millennium BC some of them became surrounded byotltside Ditch 1 of
Perdigdes enclosures. But were still in use whey blecame “inside” features. At the same time,
at the centre of the enclosures, structures fosétwendary deposition of human remains were
built and human remains were being deposited oheg in different areas of the site. In fact, in
one way or another, human remains occur in almbstieveyed areas in Perdigdes, showing a
general spatial permeability to the practices imvg human remains. As A. Whittle stressed
thirty years ago)(...) it is unwise to separate the human burialsnfrthe complex as a whole
(...) The site is demonstrably the scene for proldmpositions of various kinds, amongst which
the human burials are only one elemerfif/hittle 1988b: 144-145).

The different contexts with human remains at Rgrels must be understood in a relational
way with all the other practices that were takifarp at the site and not as an individualized and
well segregated dimension of social life. As argledore, The practices related to death
management can hardly be understood separately fihensocial practices as a whole, because
their ‘function’, their symbolic, social, spatialnd temporal expressions go far beyond the
specific intent to provide a place for the deadnlikes sense to ask, at this point of research, if
aren’t Perdigdes essentially a place for symbolid ractical management of death and life, a
scenario for a grate variety of ritualized sociataptices (...) to which we lack a specific
designation in face of the operative inadequacytess such as settlement, necropolis,
monument, etc., due to the bounded and exclusaractier they carry.”(Valera, Godinho 2010:
37).

But they also need to be integrated, in a higbales with the practices involving all the
megalithism, for they are expressions of it (Eva®88a; 1988b; Whittle 1988a; 1988b; Andersen
2002; Bradley 2005). Not just because in generalaveetalking about the same people and
cosmologies, but because there is an effectiverei&tion in spatial organization of landscapes
and in the practices themselves (Valera 2016),céalpeif we take in consideration that most of
the contexts of human depositions at Perdigdesglthie 3' millennium BC are of a secondary
nature.

Finally, this is a repetitive practice through #lle chronology of Perdigdes. The
importance of repetition for these prehistoric eties was eloquently debated by Eliade (1969),
and if meaning was built by participating and rielgtin specific contexts, it was also resulting
from the repetition of old and recurrent practices.this sense, the long-term practice of
depositing human bones in ditches amongst faunadires and other materials may be seen as a
replication of primordial and paradigmatic gestuaesl acts that anchors each present in the
tradition that provides its “reality”. Stability scquired by repetition.

6. Conclusion

The presence of human remains inside ditches igcuént circumstance in European
enclosures, and in Iberia they are being more &etjy found, especially in the large ditched
enclosures. They are just a part of complex ankbpanbounded practices that involve human
remains and other materialities, that respond teerflaid and permeable categorizations of the
world that tend to mix things, places, times, aratpces. As a product of relational behaviours,
they need to be approached in relational termspabds an autonomous entity or procedure.

As seen with ditched enclosures, these practitesaipulation of human remains also
disappeared by the end of thé @illennium BC in Southwest Iberia (Valera 2015&)tering a
period when predominantly primary individual or tiple burials prevail. This contrast, in other
parts of Europe, has been seen as a change irogictdl conceptions of the self and in the
processes of subjectification, from more dividuadl gorous identities still anchored in strong
collectiveness, to more bounded perceptions ofintridual (Thomas 1991; Treherne 1995;
Chapman 2000).

What these depositional contexts of tiergillennium suggest is a reality where self-
definitions are in permanent negotiation, moreahks, and where living and non-living beings
seem to lack an autonomous value or identity. Tdogpire (or construct) them by participating
in successive contexts, through the relations kshedal in each context.
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CHAPTER 4
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Abstract

Ongoing multidisciplinary studies of skeletonizedntan remains from the Middle
Neolithic Bom Santo Cave (Lisbon, Portugal) is @ading a very heterogeneous population at
various levels (diets, mobility and genetics). Tuerent interpretation suggests that its socio-
economic and funerary territories encompassedativerl Tagus, its tributaries and the granitic
sectors of the Mora—Pavia area in the Alentejo.

Archaeothanatological analyses indicated mutualkclusive funerary practices:
secondary depositions at Room A and primary andreiry depositions at Room B. Polished
stone tools are evenly distributed in both roomhbjlevornaments, pottery, flint blades and
sheep/goat phalanges are almost restricted to Room
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Such distribution patterns reflects the coexistasfadistinct funerary practices in which
Room A is part of a much complex behaviour thatuded primary depositions, exhumation,
transportation and re-deposition of human bone msniaetween different sectors of the cave
and/or cemeteries (caves, dolmens) of the aboweritled territory. Thus, a more dynamic (in its
rituals) and wider (in its geography) set of fumgnaractices than usually perceived — in which
the intentional segmentation of human skeletoradtested — seems to have taken place at the
onset of megalithism in central-southern Portugal.

Keywords: Neolithic; population studies; funeraragtices; segmentation.

1. Introduction

Ongoing research at the cemetery cave of Bom Sargioon) is providing a unique and
vast array of evidence on the Neolithic populatiohBortugal. Together with provenance studies
of raw materials and bioanthropological, genetid amulti-isotopic data from human remains,
some rather unexpected funerary and ritual behashas been determined that push current
models to radically new levels of interpretationstédlogical evidence for intentional
segmentation of skeletons is an example of thoaéyrdiscovered ritual behaviours.

In short, Bom Santo is a 400 year-duration snapshatNeolithic population coeval of,
and most likely co-involved with, the building dfie earliest megalithic monuments in the
southern half of the country (Carvalho 2014a; Citwvat al. 2012; 2016). Indeed, several types
of evidence observed at Bom Santo strongly evokedatithic behaviours” (see below)
commonly attested in dolmens elsewhere (Carvali@RMHowever, unlike most of its dolmenic
counterparts built on acidic soils in neighbouriregions, it has the potential — i.e., bone
preservation conditions — to provide direct insgginto the buried populations and their funerary
practices and rituals, such as the intentional segation of skeletons. Thus, it is reasonable to
assume that evidence from Bom Santo may be exatgabto the megalithic monuments where
the lack of well-preserved osteological materiavents further inferences on these important
research topics.

The aim of this contribution is thus to presentyatisesis of ongoing research on the
buried population, multi-isotopic and genetic asaly, funerary practices, and provenance of
grave goods and raw materials that provide theuralltcontext within which the observed
presence of intentional post-mortem segmentatidmamipulation of human skeletons may gain
significance.

2. The Bom Santo Cave evidence: population, fugdestures and patterns
of interaction

Bom Santo Cave is a Middle Neolithic cemetery ledabn the mid-slope of the north-
eastern side of the Montejunto mountain range @nsthistrict), overlooking the right banks of
the lower Tagus basin, at 350 metres a.s.l. (Fig—1C). At the time of discovery, 1993, its
existence was only deduced from a very narrow kildden under a thick vegetation cover.
Removal of the top sediments revealed a limestonédbr sealing the cave entrance after its last
prehistoric use. The necropolis occupies the upperof the three levels in which the cave is
topographically structured (the entrance is locatethe upper level), reaching a total area of
around 285 rhcomprising 11 rooms with human remains. Humandidots preserveah situin
a thin sandy surficial layer near the entrance edoguent testimony of the cave’'s notable
preservation conditions. The upper level consitteswr rooms, of which Rooms A (Seven Heads
Room) and B (Shell Room) were systematically extsiaThe middle level, the wider one,
includes seven rooms but none have been excavatidd. Finally, the lower level is filled with
collapsed blocks, making progression very difficutid treacherous. Apparently, there are no
funerary contexts here.

In the middle level, around 70 m from (and 25 nobglthe entrance, the Bracelets Room
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Figure 1 - A - Location of the Bom Santo Cave (ciratethe NE sector of the Montejunto mountain rargen from
the adjacent plain. B - The Tagus plain seen fromBbm Santo’s entrance. C - Location of Bom Santo Qave
Estremadura and main coeval sites within the Gexdtugal Belts 1 to 3 and its hypothetical territorgatanglea) and
the Mora—Pavia megalithic area (rectarig)dafter Carvalho 2014: fig. 6.1, adapted). D - Mighg& monuments of
the Mora—Pavia area (after Correia 1921).

Sites names: Cave cemeteries: 1 - Bom Santo; 20sQ3s Cadaval; 4 - Barrdo and Casais da Muretd;ugar do
Canto; 6 - Casa da Moura; 7 - Feteira; 8 - EscollPabtomegalithic” tombs and dolmens: 1 - Pedrasn@es; 2 -
Trigache 4; 3 - Carrascal de Agualva; 4 - Rabuje bCabeceira 42; 6 - Cabec¢o da Areia; 7 - Sobreiga-1Poco da
Gateira; 9 - Georginos 2; 10 - Pedra Branca. Hypage&&o Pedro do Estoril; 2 - Sobreira de CimaQaiteiro Alto
2 and Quinta da Ab6bada. Habitation sites and-shieilens: 1 - Costa do Pereiro; 2 - Pena d’Agua Rebeltter; 3 -
Cerradinho do Ginete; 4 - Meu Jardim; 5 - Magoite;Monte da Foz 1; 7 - Moita do Ourives.

— a name deriving from the various bracelets aasediwith surficial funerary deposits — is
one of the richest sectors of the necropolis ovinthe abundance of skeletons. This room has
13 funerary clusters defined according to theiatmmn and specific topography. It lies on a north—
south axis delimitated to the south by the cavé.viAk shorter, west—east axis is rather irregular
due to the presence of huge boulders. However,itdesgorous topographic surveying and
description (Duarte 1997; Carvalho, Regala 201 striking singularity of this room had gone
unrecognized until a visit to the cave on Noveniiest, 2015, when a “megalithic construction”
— symptomatically nicknamed “The Altar” — and antmopomorphic stele were identified (Fig.
2). These two structures, which to our knowledge @mique in Neolithic cave cemeteries in
Portugal, were preliminarily described as followzafvalho 2016):

1 - Aligned against the room’s eastern wall, thsra roughly square, thick limestone slab
resting on two boulders (one at each end), thusifay the so-called Altar. Both boulders

and the back of the slab lie directly on the limestfloor (a naturally elevated and flattened
platform), in the contact between it and the cgiliat the time of the discovery there were
two amphibolite adzes situ, on top of the slab, symmetrically placed at eafcibs ends.
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In the slab’s central area, there is a large palegdiped boulder lying on one of its long
sides.

2 - Immediately in front of these structures thisra monumental stele resting on top of
limestone boulders that crown the platform on itesi@rn side. The stele is
anthropomorphic in shape, resembling well-knowmepdas associated with (or reused in)
megalithic buildings across western and southegndl{e.g., Buenet al. 2015). Clearly,
this is an impressive monument, with notable topphjic — and therefore symbolic —
prominence within this true funerary chamber.

Where the room’s ceiling meets the back of the tithim structure, there are crushed
human bones. Similarly, under The Altar’s slab ath@ver the adjacent platform there are more
crushed and, at least apparently, burnt human baloeg with schist discoid beads and tiny
fragments of charcoal. All these remains are embedd a thin humic layer that covers the
limestone bedrock (Fig. 2B — D). These pieces adance strongly suggest the existence of a
cremation area at Bom Santo, which is an extremaeé/find in Neolithic cemeteries in Portugal.

At this point in the research, 3D laser-scanning mnodelling with LIDAR technologies
are still in progress and further work in BracelBtsom will be unavoidable in the future for
thorough recording and sound interpretation ofdtssuctures and associated funerary and cult
contexts. The only rooms that have been excavaiddrs— Rooms A and B — are located
immediately below the steep slope that connects tioethe entrance, in the cave’s upper level.
Sediments form a ca. 40 cm-thick homogeneous defagjether with a very coherent material
culture, this stratigraphy suggested a single pewd use, a deduction confirmed by 19
radiocarbon results that point to a timespan of4€8. years (3800-3400 cal BC). As will be
discussed below, these rooms were most probatdpndetd for distinct funerary practices, with
Room B being used for both primary and secondaposiéons, and Room A mostly, if not
exclusively, used for secondary depositions (Gomgat al 2016).

Human remains from 15 individuals were sampledsi@tematic analyses (Table 1). To
avoid repetition of results, individuals #01 an@4#id partial anatomical connection) were chosen
alongside 12 lower mandibles (#03 to #14), plusdbxealled “hunter”, from Hunter's Room
(#15). Albeit representing only 20% of the popuwatin Rooms A and B (14 out of 71
individuals), this is the first case in Portugalesdn a chronologically well-defined Neolithic
population is fully characterized regarding bas@ahthropological traits (morphology, sex and
age at death), direct AMS dating, ancient DNA, pathet (carbon and nitrogen isotopes) and
mobility (oxygen and strontium isotopes) at indivédi level (for a synthesis, see Carvaétal.
2016). The main results are the following:

1 - Genetic analyses revealed the prevalence ofypas of mitochondrial haplogroups
U5, J and H, followed by haplogroups T, HVO and@erall, this genetic composition
indicates outstanding mitochondrial diversity tsaarply contrasts with evidence from
other Neolithic burial sites in the Iberian Penias{Carvalhoet al. 2016: table 5), a fact
that suggested the role hypothetically played bstesyatic exogamic practices as an
explanation for the above pattern.

2 - Isotopic insights into palaeodiets indicaterafgrence for predominantly terrestrial
food-sources. However, most individuals (9 out 6f £0%) also show isotope values
indicative of a diet composed byY0% of freshwater foodstuffs. This trend parallbis
coeval dolmen of Cabeceira 4 (Carvalho, Rocha 2046ted in the upper section of the
Sorraia River, at the time a natural route conngcthe lower Tagus valley with the
Alentejo hinterland. Indeed, this assessment dfdrifreshwater input in diets is in keeping
with the landscape: in the mid-Holocene, the northienit of the Tagus’ brackish waters
was located to the north of Bom Santo and resittéae formation of a very large estuary
(reaching 15 km wide) with tributaries permittingstream navigation to the hinterland
and the economic exploitation of abundant wild ueses.

——

]
74 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHisPortugal

A7

/ S

s

Figure 2 - A - Simplified plan of Bracelets Room {Jefnd topographic profile (right), with indicatiarf the stele and
megalithic construction (The Altar) in grey. B - TAar seen from north. C - General view of fronug with top

of stele (left), platform with crushed (and burrt@man remains (centre) and The Altar (right). Anthropomorphic
stele in frontal view.

3 - Strontium isotopes from human tooth enamel sh@antinuous 0.7103-0.7136 range.
Five red deer and sheep/goat bone samples establasipreliminary local baseline of
0.7105. If some inherent limitations are excludeaht the reasoning — the lack of
comprehensive regional “isoscapes”, the use of bolkmel samples analysed by TIMS,
not by LA-MC-ICP-MS, etc. — , the obtained resuftdicate that most individuals (12 out
of 15; 80%) are non-local, having spent their didlad in, or regularly visited areas with
higher local®’SrPeSr values. Two out of the three sheep/goats albibigxa non-local
origin (0.7122 and 0.7134). The nearest regionk Wigh local®’Srf°Sr values are the
granitic plains in the Alentejo, to the east, asitde through the Tagus estuary and its
tributaries, namely the Sorraia (Fig. 1C). In thed of these results, a first interpretation
of the Bom Santo isotope data favoured a model witmobile farming population
associated with itinerant pastoralism.
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Reinforcing the above conclusions, provenance aralycarried out on grave goods
suggest a broad cultural integration of the Bomt&aopulation (Carvalho 2014b; Carvaleb
al. 2016):

1 - Pottery consists of undecorated vessels of Isigpometric forms, repeating well-
known typologies from Middle Neolithic burial-cavesd dolmens. However, although
locally made, vessels show rather distinct fal@@ipes and testify technological variability
that sharply contrasts with uniformity in morphojon particular, the recipe of one vessel
is typical of the Rio Maior area, 30 — 35 km naoftthe cave, suggesting an import.

2 - Polished stone axes and adzes are made of lamlihimeta-volcanic and sedimentary
or meta-sedimentary rocks. With the exception efléitter type of rocks, which are locally
obtained, all others are exogenous: the closesteswf amphibolite are found along the
western borders of the Hesperian Massif (90—10€okiine east) while meta-volcanic rocks
can be found in the Lower Alentejo and at the Sad®y mouth (respectively, 150 km and
80-90 km south).

3 - The knapped stone assemblage is formed by a&ledgroducts (blades and bladelets)
and geometrics (trapeziums). Ongoing petrographatyaes (H. Matias, A.F. Carvalho,
work in progress) indicate the presence of threia tgpes of flint: one found in siliciclastic
deposits of the Tagus Sedimentary Basin, thus alljoavailable resource; another of
undetermined provenance but surely from more disturces; and a third one,
represented by a single blade (the largest inritilreassemblage), probably imported from
the Milanos Formation in the Baetic System (Spa®isbalusia), around 400 km to the
south-east.

4 - Bone awls from Bom Santo were obtained by tipditlong bones longitudinally,

whereas at other coeval sites—e.g., Escoural Gavihe Alentejo region (Fig. 1C)—
morphologically similar awls were obtained by thimm not splitting into two equal halves.
These examples from contiguous regions are testimbdifferent technical options aimed
however at the same, culturally determined endywcbd

5 - Personal ornaments are diversified but mostnaterials (limestone, shell) could have
been obtained between the Tagus estuary and timbyn&Hantic coastline. Only schist
beads may have been brought to the cave from nistentisources. Wherever taphonomic
environments allow their preservation, Middle N&#ot cemeteries in the Alentejo yield
the same adornment types.

Overall, these observations suggest a scenarioewtlistinct groups with their own
technological options and geological constraingsiacorporated in larger cultural or political
units that share common stylistic behaviours (plapherical pots; thinly elongated awls;
trapezoidal arrowheads; ornaments made of marinduses). However, the large and
geologically heterogeneous geographical area wheese phenomena are attested suggest
variable strategies of acquisition and/or excharigetefacts and raw materials and thus different
scales of interaction with the environment and leetwhuman groups.

3. Intra-site spatial analysis and funerary prastic

Goncalvest al. (2016) performed a spatial analysis of selecteddruremains and grave
goods from Bom Santo’s Rooms A and B, an exerbaerevealed recurrent distribution patterns.

Regarding the abundant human skeletal remains [F@d6&s and bone fragments, and 2039
teeth), the purpose of the examination was to as$abe two rooms presented differential
funerary practices (primary and/or secondary). Al ke shown below, both primary and
secondary depositions were present in Room B wanilie the latter were clearly present in Room
A. This scenario raised a twofold hypothesis: tieatains from both rooms could represent two
different funerary practices, and that Room A coptutentially be the final destination of
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skeletons primarily deposited elsewhere. The lateue will be focused in the conclusions
section.

Indeed, in comparison with Room B, Room A presertetier long bone completeness
(Table 2) and much smaller absolute frequencidsoags with labile joints (such as phalanges
from the hand and feet) although frequencies faoiglbones were similar for both rooms
(Carvalhoet al. 2012; Granjeet al 2014; Gongalvest al. 2016). A minimum number of 36
individuals in Room B and 35 individuals in RoorrhAs been estimated based on the repetition
of lower right first molarso similar frequencies were expected if the saraetipe had been
implemented in both rooms. However, the frequencfdsand distal phalanges (HPh) and foot
distal phalanges (FPh) were quite different (F)gwdth a large number in Room B (HPh n=153;
FPh n=81) and a very small number in Room A (HPh¥Ph n=25).

The above results reinforced the hypothesis progogiat the two rooms had been used
for somewhat different practices. However, the tmaig of antimere bones or of contiguous
bones from the same individual was successful datyintra-room human remains. No
successfully matching involved bones located ifedéint rooms. Therefore, no clear evidence
favouring a direct association between the two mdm@as been found. In short, the available
evidence indicates the adoption of two differemt s@parate funerary practices in Room A (where
only secondary depositions are attested) and Roofwh&re both primary and secondary
depositions were found), despite their contiguity.

Grave goods were also taken into consideration. fiie@enance of raw materials is
indicative of mobility indexes or exchange networks seen in the previous section, some raw
materials are geographically-specific, and thainsport from one location to the cave site can be
interpreted as the result of exchange and/or ntgbitherefore, they may be used to pinpoint the
geographical origin of human groups or single imtirals and to assess their interactions.
However, the present study added another dimentfiergrave goods spatial scattering patterns
at the intra-site level of analysis. This was exadiand used to explore their possible association
with differentiated funerary practices.

Differences in grave goods between Rooms A and i \wevestigated by looking at the
distribution of personal ornaments, pottery andisheld and knapped stone tools in each
excavation square (Fig. 4). This analysis showedreven distribution, with the large majority
of the ornaments, flint blades and potsherds bfingd in Room A. Ornaments, in particular,
showed a notable concentration in B4 and immedigteares, allowing their interpretation as
elements of maybe a few composite necklaces matienwaterials from different sources (shell
and schist beads). The exceptions were the polistoed tools, which were evenly scattered in
both rooms and thus testify different behaviourwdwer, these distribution patterns of raw
materials are always independent of their spegdiagraphical area of acquisition, thus showing
that there is no latent spatial segregation acangrtti provenance (Fig. 4).

4. Discussion: the “fragmentation thesis” at BomtSa

The present approach to the “fragmentation theg&$iapman, Gaydarska 2007) at the
burial-cave of Bom Santo relies on a couple of eggtions: first, that Rooms A and B yielded
well-preserved funerary deposits that constitutialvke material testimony of the funerary and
ritual behaviours that took place there, as eviddramong other features by the intentional
closure of the cave in Neolithic times or the preaton of human footprints in Room C; and
second, that the evidence still contained in theagre sedimentary deposit that remain
unexcavated in Room A will not distort the gengratterns in the spatial distribution of grave
goods and human remains. With the above assumptiangd, a preliminary interpretation of
the observed funerary practices can be summarizéallaws:

Room A—or a major section of it — must have beetlestve for secondary depositions
of human remains (i.e., segmented skeletons) agsdawith all types of grave goods.

Room B shows evidence for both primary (i.e., intkeletons) and secondary depositions
associated only with sheep/goat phalanges andhedlistone tools.

——
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Figure 3 - Frequency and dispersion of human hawdf@ot distal phalanges in Rooms A and B of the ERanto
Cave.
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Figure 4 - Spatial patterning of main grave goquktyin Rooms A and B of the Bom Santo Cave.
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Based on the above interpretations, Room A imgledsegmentation—more likely than
actual bone fragmentation (Goncahetsal. 2016; Granjaet al. 2014)—of skeletons previously
deposited elsewhere, and apparently left to decempaturally, since no marks of intentional
de-fleshing were identified. The transportationhafman bones to this room would take place
subsequently. It is possible that some of the ramaresent in this Room corresponded to
disturbed primary depositions which would mean tiwtall remains have been transported from
elsewhere. However, given the current evidencegrnpial primary depositions could hardly
explain the entire assemblage. If primary depasitiondeed occurred, these appear to have
represented a very small part of it. Interestingdpom A is the only funerary space where
personal ornaments and pottery were also found 4lrigvhich means that the former grave goods
are intrinsically associated with practices of setary handling of human remains.

Even more interesting is perhaps the fact thateppttmay have been intentionally
fragmented at some point in this sequence of deositpn-exhumation-transportation-
redeposition of human remains. In fact, pottery vi@md in very small quantities — two
complete vessels, two rimsherds (one decorated) hfabse sherds — but its scarcity is in good
accord with evidence from other Middle Neolithiareeries, a fact that ultimately has to be
considered a cultural option. However, at Bom Sdhé&se sherds also testify the presence of
independent, incomplete vessels that could not dfitted. If the above assumptions are
considered, it can only mean that pots were frageterelsewhere and some potsherds
incorporated into the funerary deposit only subsety, behaviour akin to that of the treatment
of the human skeletons.

Systematic breakage was also observed in thenfiatérial. Refitting exercises permitted
only two blades — one from each room — to be reftioried. The total number obtained of 37
individual pieces present the following fracturdteans: intact pieces: n=20 (54%), proximal:
n=7 (19%), mesial: n=5 (13.5%), and distal fragreent5 (13.5%). As in the case of the pottery,
this high fragmentation index and the lack of tHesimg parts strongly suggests in the majority
of these cases that this is not the effect of tiengr sediment compression only, but rather also
of intentional behaviour.

Apart from 20 bone tools (mainly awls), the largd amedium-sized mammal remains from
Bom Santo are mostly phalanges of sheep/goat. éttithe of the excavations, this was a
surprising find. A first interpretation was thatghdinges may have been attached to skins that
were left as funerary offerings or used as shraidsvrap the dead. However, the recent
publication of the Sobreira de Cima, Outeiro Altar®l Quinta da Abébada hypogea also noted
a very explicitin situ association between sheep/goat and human phalanlyeddle Neolithic
funerary contexts in the Alentejo (e.g., Valerastad2013). In the case of Bom Santo, these were
found comingled with the human remains but clearlyery restricted locations — particularly
square C3 in Room B, where 18 sheep/goat phalamgesfound in close association (Fig. 4) —

, thus suggesting an original deposition in anatainconnection (along with the identified
primary depositions of human skeletons?). Ovetladl, formal and ritual resemblance with the
above hypogea is even more striking.

5. Conclusions

Spatial distribution of grave goods at Bom Santeated some rather unexpected patterns
indicative of rather complex funerary practices iiGalveset al. 2016) and of the different roles
likely played by accompanying grave goods. Indsedje items seem to be specific to secondary
funerary contexts (flint blades, pottery and ornateen Room A), others to primary practices
(sheep/goat phalanges in square C3 of Room B)ewlttiers do not seem to be correlative of any
particular type of practice (polished stone toofdko, flint blades, pottery vessels and human
skeletons were frequently (but not constantly) saged at some point in these practices. This is
eloquently attested in Room A. As with the relatimtween human and sheep/goat phalanges,
the parallel between segmentation of skeletons famgimentation of vessels suggests the
existence of some sort of homology between humadspats in the ideology underlying these
funerary rituals. Although less clearly attestedemntional fragmentation of flint blades may also
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be associated with this principle. On the otherdhaine ubiquity of polished stone tools within
Rooms A and B remains to be given a more inteligiimeaning. It should be mentioned,
however, that polished axes and adzes must haveiimeied of a special significance in the
Neolithic given a twofold phenomenon: their omngeece in burial-caves and dolmens
throughout the country — namely in the neighbourtigntejo (e.g., Goncalves 1992) — and
their explicit depiction in dolmens and menhirs.

One important question remains to be explicitlyradded: where did initial burials take
place prior to the incorporation of the bone reraaim Room A? Given the unlikelihood of
adjacent Room B (Goncalves al. 2016; see above), two non-mutually exclusive igses
can be put forward: from other (unexcavated) secturthe burial-cave and/or from built
cemeteries elsewhere (Fig. 1C). The first posgjbdan only be assessed in future excavations
but the socio-economic structure and ideology addi& Neolithic (i.e., megalithic) populations
that are now being unfolded in Portugal, mainlyBaim Santo, provide sound guidelines to
explore the latter possibility.

To start with, the attested long-distance impoigraive goods is a crucial observation that
allowed three successive geographical belts ofgarance — “local”, “intermediate”, “remote”
— to be drawn (Carvalho 2014b: fig. 6.1; see F@). Within these belts, which display disparate
geological and orographic features, variable lewéirategies of acquisition and/or exchange of
artefacts and raw materials were used, resultinglifierent scales of interaction with the
environment and between human communities. Integraf the available isotopic evidence on
human diets and mobility permitted the buildingaof interpretative model in which the Bom
Santo population directly exploited a territory qmising the Montejunto range, the Tagus
palaeoestuary, and the plains of neighbouring &jenincluding the westernmost fringes of the
granitic and schistose formations of the megalitiara-Pavia area (Fig. 1D) — in short, the
“local” and “intermediate” geographical belts. Tpv@posed overall interpretative model foresees
“[...] a cemetery used by coeval human groups wiimplex funerary practices but sharing a
similar material culture and belonging to a comnpatitical entity, most likely a ‘segmentary
society’ occupying a large territory with practicefsexogamy predominating [as suggested by
the mitochondrial DNA variability]” (Carvalhet al. 2016: 21).

However, this is a purely socio-economic model. Bimve evidence for complex
sequences of funerary practices (involving intarlp systematic segmentation of human
skeletons and their transportation), along withfithding of typically “megalithic structures” (see
above), are observations that shed new light oBtme Santo burial-cave at two main scales of
analysis (Carvalho 2016): first, at the level & thnerary practices, rituals and cults that might
have taken place inside the cave (as particulaijeaced in Bracelets Room; Fig. 2) — i.e., the
mountain acting as a dolmen chamber; and secorileatnderstanding of the role played by
Montejunto itself in the surrounding landscape (Ri§ — B) — i.e., the mountain acting as a
mound.

In this new context, the deduction that Room A wasst probably used for secondary
depositions only, with human remains being intratlfrom outside the cave, suggests that it
must have been a small part of much wider, moreptexfunerary behaviour in the framework
of which a chain of practices — primary depositiofwith de-fleshing), exhumation,
transportation and secondary deposition (of segsradrgkeletons) — would take place in distinct
cemeteries across the landscape. Coeval burias@ne dolmens in Estremadura and dolmens
and small graves in the nearest sectors of Alerteja particular, along the Sorraia river valley
and the adjacent Mora-Pavia plains (Fig. 1C-D) -e-thus likely to have been involved in these
broader dynamics of spatially and conceptually saged funerary practices. The above-defined
socio-economic territory of the Bom Santo populatioust have been also a stage for the
structured funerary and ritual practices.

If confirmed by future research, observations maatgsible at Bom Santo due to its more
favourable preservation conditions may be extrapdl#o those other cemeteries where similar
direct evidence cannot be obtained. In partictités,would be the case, not only of the intentional
segmentation of skeletons, but also of the ritis@ af sheep/goat phalanges (associated with
primary depositions) and pottery vessels or potshéassociated with secondary depositions) as
homologs for humans. Thus, the presence of “noafl@heep/goat remains does not have to be
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necessarily evidence for itinerant pastoralismyas tentatively (but not exclusively) put forward
before (Carvalhet al. 2016). Systematic provenance studies of abioticraterials (e.g., flint)
from coeval Mora-Pavia dolmens and open-air habitadites will be crucial to assess this model.

The onset of megalithism, at least in the mentiotexdtories, seems to have been
characterized by complex funerary behaviours irctvlimtentional segmentation of corpses and
particular objects may be the material manifestatioa segmented frame of beliefs — and maybe
also of a segmented worldview.
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Table 1. Bom Santo Cave: Biological profile, mtDNA twappes and haplogroups, isotopes and radiocarhtinglof
the buried population (a).

Burial Room Sex Age Haplotypes Haplo- Strontium  Marine Agquatic  *C (cal

group: isotope proteint  proteinc  BC)
#01 B M? A 16270T, USb 0.710265: 3% 7% 3455+ 55
162961 Local
#02 B M A 16126C, T2b 0.711009: 6% 6% 3415+ 110
16294T, Non-Local
16304(
#03 B F? A - - 0.711296: 9% 33% 3725+ 40
Non-Local
#04 B M A 16126C, J 0.712836: 11% 39% 3675+ 25
163321 Non-Local
#05 B M A - - 0.710503: 10% 23% 3705+ 35
Local
#06 B M? A 16195C, HVO 0.712517: 5% 19% 3540+ 75
16298( Non-Local
#07 B M A 16221T H10e 0.713594: 4% 31% 3735+ 45
Non-Local
#08 B | A? - - 0.711508: 5% 26% 3520+ 85
Non-Local
#09 B | J (16189C), Kla2al 0.710619: 8% 18% 3565+ 55
16224C, Local
16311cC
#10 B M A 16126C, J 0.711235: 10% 6% 3580+ 45
16196A, Non-Local
162591
#11 A M A - - 0.711783: 12% 16% 3540+ 75
Non-Local
#12 B F? A 16239T, H1 0.711702: 2% 24% 3555+ 65
162921 Non-Local
#13 A F A? - - 0.712348: 4% 29% 3530+ 80
Non-Local
#14 B | A 16221T, U5al 0.712266: 6% 42% 3780+ 65
16256T, Non-Local
162707
#15, - M? A not analysed not 0.714641: 8% 25% 3735+ 45
Hunter analysed Non-Local
(b)

(a) After Carvalhaet al.2016: tables 3 and 4, updated. Sex: M - malefefhale; | - indeterminate. Age: A - adult; J -
juvenile.
(b) Unpublished result.
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Table 2. Completeness of each skeletal elementdiogoto Room A and Room B (a).

Elemen Room A Room E Total
n X Md SD n X Md SD n X Md SD

Craniun  58E 3.8¢ 40C 05z 82¢ 3.8¢ 4.0 0.5: 141:  3.8¢ 4.0C 0.5¢
Mandible 4C 3.3 40C 0.9z 7C 3.1€  4.0C 1.1 11C 3.2¢ 4.0C 1.07
Teett 677 1.51 1.0 0.8z 74¢ 1.27 1.0C  0.5¢ 142¢ 1.38** 1.0 0.71
Vertebral 290 2.82 3.00 1.17 623 2.90 3.00 1.14 913 2.87 3.00.15
columr

Ribs 20z 3.3t 4.0C 1.0t 341 3.3t 4.0C 0.9¢ 542 3.37 4,0C 1.0
Sternun 11 3.45 400 0.9 3t 3.2¢ 4.0C 0.9¢ 4¢€ 3.3¢ 4.0C 0.97
Clavicle 38 1.9 1.0C 1.1¢ 51 247 3.0C 1.2¢ 8¢ 2.25* 2.0 1.2¢
Scapuli 3C 3.87 4.0 0.3t 67 3.7C 4.0C 0.7C 97 3.7 4.0C 0.61
Humeru: 61 2.3¢ 2.0C 1.17 57 3.0z 4.0C 1.17 11¢ 267 25C 1.21
Radiu: 42 1.9 1.0C 1.2t 7€ 3.0 4.0C 1.21 11¢€ 2.63* 3.0 1.31
Ulna 38 1.7¢ 2.0 0.81 65 2.7¢  3.0C 1.1¢ 10¢ 2.39** 2.0 1.1t
Hanc 22¢ 1.57 1.0 0.9C 92¢ 1.3¢ 1.0C  0.8C 1152 1.42* 1.0 0.8
Hip bone¢ 5€ 3.6¢ 4.0C 051 8¢ 3.5¢ 4.0C 0.77 14¢ 3.6z 4,0C 0.6¢
Femu 7E 2.3z 2.0 1.1 10¢ 3.17  4.0C 1.1¢ 184 2.82** 3.0 1.2
Patell 2€ 1.31 1.0 0.8: 32 1.1¢ 1.0 0.4t 58 1.22 1.0 0.6t

Tibia 77 2.1 200 1.1¢ 9€ 3.0z 4.0 1.2C 17: 2.65* 2.0 1.2¢
Fibule 44 20¢ 20C 1.0z 67 3.1: 40C 118 111 272 3.0C 1.2z
Foor 31¢ 154 1.0C 0.9C 82t 161 1.0C 1.0¢ 1141 1.5¢ 1.0C 1.0C
Total 2837 24f 2.0C 1.3z 510 2.3¢ 2.0C 1.3f 794C 2.42* 2.0C 1.34

(a) After Gongalvest al.2016: table 1n = amount of fragments),_< = mean; Md = median; SD = standard deviation.
Statistically significant mean differences betwéeth rooms: *p < .05; **p < .01. Mann-Whitney stdits was used.
Carpal and tarsal bones are included in the handcani@ategories, respectively.

——

]
83 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

——

]
84 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHsPortugal

CHAPTER 5

FRAGMENTATION AND ARCHITECTURE.
CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEBATE ON THE
“FILL" OF NEGATIVE STRUCTURES IN
BAIXO ALENTEJO’'S LATE PREHISTORY.
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Abstract

This paper discusses the fill of negative structureBaixo Alentejo’s late prehistory.

These fills tended to be classified as burial,agjerand rubbish contexts, associating the use of
the structures to well-define social scenarioshédigh this approach has let us understand the
plurality of uses under which the structures weoastructed, used and abandoned, it has
overshadowed the ambiguity of some of the cont&agarding this, the remarkable presence of
deposition contexts should be noted, as also sHmldoted that several depositions are made
with fragments and parts of objects. Social fragiagon practices are a strategy to reconfigure
the social arena, so the emphasis on fragmentfraguentation processes may then help us to
redesign our view on this architecture traditiomn€idering this, we focus on how fragments
participate in the infill of the structures and htlvey might be a clue revealing temporal and
spatial unities which, initially, were unimaginabW¢e show how fragments can be used to: define
filing deposits of structures; revise filling seces; and establish links between different
structures. We present two examples from diffeséas to illustrate our reasoning. The examples
demonstrate how the study of fragmentation may tekéo see temporal and spatial dynamics
different from those suggested by the classificatid the fills as burial, storage and rubbish
contexts. Following the links of the fragments nme¢ help us to construct well-defined social
scenarios, however those links do enable us toeajgte the strangeness of past communities’
temporal and spatial dynamics.

Keywords: Late prehistory; Baixo Alentejo; Negatarehitecture; Fragmentation; Temporal and
spatial dynamics
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1. Introduction

Recently, “a late prehistoric world in negative"aléraet al 2014) has been discovered
in Baixo Alentejo as a result of several infrastaue projects. This “world” is composed of
different negative structures (pits and hypogea,ef@ample) which are distributed in clusters
along small hills. In interpreting the social dirsemn of these sites, the analysis has tended to
order the structures by defining their functionading to the nature of their fills’ (e.g. Alves
al. 2014a; 2014b; Antunest al. 2012; Santogt al. 2009). In doing so, studies are oriented
towards the recognition of burial, storage and isbbontexts. The focus on these “well-defined”
archaeological contexts enables the structuresetdinked to specific ritual and domestic
dynamics, showing how this architectural traditieas a stage within different social scenarios.
Although this approach has let us understand tinalitly of uses under which the structures were
constructed, used and abandoned, it has overshddtweambiguity of some of the contexts.
Regarding this, the remarkable presence of depositintexts should be noted (e.g. Vakral
2014; Baptista & Gomes 2013; Gomes & Baptista 2@1igpesting different social dynamics to
the ones above-mentioned. Additionally, it shoulsbabe emphasized that several of those
depositions are made with fragments or parts oéaibjconnecting these structures to the
practices of fragmentation in prehistory (e.g. Ghap 2000; Chapman & Gaydarska 2007).
These contexts, by bringing together elements fildfarent social dynamics, remind us that by
insisting on ordering the depositions according tonction of the structure we may lose some
aspects of its variability and social dimensiong dhe complexity under which its fills were
produced.

The study of fragmentation entails an analysiseflife cycle of things, contributing to
discussions of how deliberate fragmentation paodis in the recreation of the social conditions
of humans and non-humans (see Chapibiay Chapman & Gaydarskbid.). Fragmenting and
distributing things are practices participatingaind shaping the intra and inter-communities’
dynamics. The circulation of a fragment, as theutation of any other social agent, contributes
to the maintenance and transformation of sociatiofdid.; ibid.; and also, Appadurai 1988). A
fragment evokes time and space creating a tensibchwnay reconfigure the imagery of the
social arena; it activates memory (e.g. Bradley32Q@onnerton 1989; Lillios 2003; Meskel
2003) and changes the limits and possibilitiesaiiron (Barrett 1994a, 1994b). The fragments
in the negative structures we are presenting éyghper may be the evidences of social dynamics
that would be overshadowed by an enquiry more tetetowards the identification of domestic
or ritual activities. The focus on the fragmentswas us to envision a different rationality to such
a “well-defined dichotomy” (e.g. Bradley 2003b, 30®ruck 2001). Given the potential of a
fragment to reconfigure the social arena, the esiplen fragments and fragmentation processes
may then help us to redesign our view on this &chure tradition.

In order to contribute to the understanding of Balkentejo’s “world in negative” during
late prehistory, this paper discusses how the stfithagments of artefacts and human bones can
contribute to a discussion of the temporal andaldynamics of the infill processes of structures.
By focusing on the results of 129 archaeologicdériventions developed by the team of
Arqueologia e Patriménio Lda. (Figures 1 and 2EDIA, S.A. infrastructure projecte(g.
Baptista 2010, 2013; Baptista & Gomes 2013; Gom&aftista 2017), we selected six contexts
which show how the study of fragmentation revehkst the structure fills activate different
temporal and spatial unities which, initially, wemaimaginable. During the excavation, our
concern was to translate the infilling of the stawes into a linear temporal sequence (the Harris
Matrix), privileging the individualization of filland their stratigraphic relationships. Although
these linear sequences were important in manafjendigging and recording processes, and for
understanding the infilling of the structures, thasye just one perspective on the complex
temporalities under which these infilling/constrantpractices took place. In paying attention to
fragments (i.e., how the fragments were produceidanv they were integrated within the fills),
our goal is to add other temporal dynamics to tHfiding of the structures. In so doing, we aim
to contribute to grasping the temporal and spatiaiplexity of this architectural tradition.

The selected contexts come from four sites: VaIE'gims 3, Monte Marqués 15, Horta
do Jacinto and Montinhos 6. The archaeologicahmtgion in Montinhos 6 was initiated by the
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construction of a reservoir allowing the investigatof two small hills, in which were identified
more than two hundred structures distributed iressvgroups. In Monte do Marqués 15, a
pipeline project crossed a small hill revealindwster of almost thirty structures in its crown.

Figure 2 - Location of the 129 sites with negativehitecture excavated by Arqueologia & Patrimdria. The blue
squares correspond to the sites presented in xhelte Vale de Eguas 3; 2 — Monte do Marqués 15;Horta de
Jacinto; 4 — Montinhos 6.
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The six structures at Vale de Eguas 3 were alsuifal during a pipeline project. In the
case of Horta do Jacinto, the pipeline allowed itiemtification of two structures (distancing
around 500 m apart). From a stratigraphic pointiedv, it should be noted that the structures at
these sites were identified in the top of the ggiall substratum (“calico”, an easily cut type of
limestone), after removing the upper deposits whiath been disturbed by agricultural activities.
Consequently, the stratigraphy articulating thatrehship between the different structures is
generally absent. In contrast, the interior ofdtiactures presented various sequences of infilling
corresponding either to a single deposit, withautietefactual component, or to a sequence of
overlapping sediment deposits, stone levels, vaffoeiated concentrations of artefacts, ecofacts
and human and animal burials (Baptista & Gomes 2Gb8nes & Baptista 2017; see also Alves
et al 2014a; 2014b; Antunext al 2012; Porfirio & Serra 2016; Valeea al.2014; Valera 2016;
Santoset al 2009 for similar sites).

The study of fragmentation we have been developiity these sites interconnects
different moments of the archaeological process.aféetrying to establish a dialogue between
the analytical methods adopted during excavatioth @wst-excavation, namely the study of
artefactual components and revision of the strapigy. Our theoretical-methodological
framework integrates the excavation and recordirgghods proposed by Harris (1991) and
Barker (1977), Schiffer's thoughts on the procedsasing the archaeological record (Schiffer
1972; 1975; 1976; 1987), and Lucas’ reflectionstten nature of the archaeological object of
study (Lucas 2001; 2005; 2012). The work carrietl lpu Thomas (1999: 62-88), Chapman
(2000), Garrow (2012; Garroet al.2005), Chapman & Gaydarska (2007), and McFadye®g;20
2016) are especially relevant in analysing andpmeting fragmentation processes. Within this
conceptual framework, studying fragmentation beakeuristic and hermeneutic task seeking
to expand the temporal and spatial relationshipsvden the different elements of the
archaeological record. We will show how the focasfragments can be used to: define filling
deposits of structures; revise filling sequencest establish links between different structures.
We will present two examples (two structures) frdifferent sites to illustrate our reasoning. The
examples will demonstrate how the study of fragraom may bring us closer to temporal and
spatial dynamics which would otherwise go unnotidedact, the attention paid to fragments and
their respective reassembly allowed us to undeddiiam spatial and temporal limits of the units
that form these structures and, thus, helped usctesise this architectural tradition of Baixo
Alentejo's late prehistory.

2. Fragments and breakage processes as a strateggiiink the structures’
filling deposits

2.1. Structure 2 - Vale de Eguas 3

Vale de Eguas 3 presents a cluster of six pitacsires 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 had one or two
fill deposits (Figure 3); structure 2 had five fikposits and a deposition level containing a piece
of ceramic plate (Baptista & Gomes 2012). Theliofistructure 2 (Figure 4) is worthy of detailed
consideration, in addition to the deposition cohtehe ceramic fragments within the lower fills
invokes a specific fragmentation and distributioagess which adds temporal and spatial depth
to the stratigraphic sequence initially observeuk Top of the fill was a clayey deposit, with the
inclusion of small stones in the upper part [2@83low this deposit, there was a similar one, but
of a lighter shade [201]. A mid-level was definadidg the excavation, due to the presence of
part of a reinforced-rimmed plate which can beddato the regional Chalcolithic. This vessel
appeared to be positioned in a horizontal plansid®s this larger fragment, five small fragments
of pottery were also collected in this depositeghof which corresponded together. The three-
remaining fill deposits [202, 203, 204], were ohy#y nature and distinctive colour, and
contained assemblages of apparently randomly disdesherds. During the excavation of these
three deposits, some of the fragments appeareg sofilar and, later on, we confirmed that this
assemblage corresponded to a single globular v&§sehlso observed that the fragments of the

88 |
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base and body tended to be located within thetfirgtdeposits and the rim fragments within the
last of the fills.

Looking closer at the fragmented character of shrigcture’s ceramic components, we
have identified three different things:

- A part (almost half) of a reinforced-rimmed platkeijosited in the top of [201]);
- An assemblage of fragments - of different sizessHty fractured and without abraded
surfaces - from a globular vessel (distributedchim deposits [202, 203 and 204], and;

- A set of small sized unabraded fragments that didhatch either of the above vessels
(dispersed in [201]).

e

Figure 3 — Vale de Eguas 3, general view of thstelu
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These two vessels, and the way they were distidbaiteoss the different fills, forced us
to rethink the characterisation of the differermpagts, as well as the dynamics of this structure’s
infilling:

- The top part of the fill was polarised around tlepakition of a reinforced-rimmed plate
fragment. The plate seems to have participatedriagmentation practice which turns a
previous entity into, at least, two different agerdne of which ended up deposited in
this structure. The other parts of the plate ameabfrom this structure. Once the plate
was broken the different parts were not gatherggtteer as had happened with the
globular vessel from the lower deposits.

- This part of the fill also presented a set of srfralments that did not match either the
plate or the globular vessel. These small fragmemty represent residues of the
fragmentation processes of these two objects guaoeof a different vessel. In both
scenarios, we may see these small fragments dsiesf fragmentation and distribution
practices which could have occurred prior to depmsiand away from the pit.

- The bottom part of the fill presented three degosithich were individualised due to
colour divergences, but contained fragments ofsdrae vessel. Despite the suggestion
of different actions of infilling, we were able i@entify a unity between these deposits
through the presence of the vessel which, at savirg, wvas fragmented. It is hard to
imagine the practices in which such a sequencepnaiiced; the fragmentation of the
vessel occurred at a different time and place, rptoo deposition and outside the
boundaries of the structure, however in the moroéits deposition, the structure acted
as a place to gather all the pottery fragments.

By paying attention to the fragmentation of theaoaics in this structure we may create
an opposition between the top and the bottom depddie lower fills were about gathering all
the fragments of a previous entity; each deposib@ut a part of the vessel but the three deposits
reconstruct its unity. The lower infills of the wtture are a story of how a unity may be
fragmented, distributed and then reunited in tleesstructure. Each deposit may be related to a
different moment, and to a different practice, hegrethey all relate to this previous unity that
was fragmented. The upper fills are about the dépoof a part of a plate. The structure acted
as a stage to receive such a part and store litchs $he upper and lower fills entailed different
ways of fragmenting and distributing objects. Engihiag fragmentation in this context made us
rethink the individualisation of the structure’sfiling, and expand the possibilities of
characterising and interconnecting them. To thdialnilinearity that we recorded by
individualizing the fills, we may add two cycles iofill: a first one connected to the globular
vessel and a second one relating to the platesiily of fragmentation allowed us to redefine
delimitations and relationships between the difiefdl deposits and go beyond the temporal
linearity and homogeneity with which we excavatd aharacterise the deposits. Furthermore, it
enabled us to explore the temporal dynamics ofiip®sits, which appeared to be connected with
the distribution of fragments and fragmentatiorcpcas of two ceramic vessels.

2.2. Structure 22 - Monte Marqués 15

The archaeological intervention in Monte Marqué$as identified a set of almost thirty
structures, with an artefactual component datirakpi@ most cases, to the regional Chalcolithic
(Baptista 2010; Valet al 2013). The filling of structure 22 was highly cplex, consisting of
levels of clayey deposits, levels of “calico” fragnts, concentrations of pottery fragments and
remains of animal bone, and stone features (such rasgy of stones or a small sub-circular
structure). Overall, the diversity and complexifitiee elements comprising the infilling of this
structure indicates a profuse horizontal and vartompartmentalisation (Figure 5 and 6).

In order to summarise, we will not describe tharergequence, and we will focus our
analysis on the deposits at the structure’s bdger@s 7 and 8), which contained a concentration
of 499 fragments of pottery [2221], plus 80 moragfnents in the deposit [2219] immediately
above. The reassembly of these fragments resuited Set of six vessels, five of which are
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incomplete, and one complete vessel. Besideséhisfvessels, we found 88 fragments with no
correspondence; they could be part of the six \®&sen if we couldn't refit it or they could
belong to other vessels. It should be noted ththpagh there was no combustion evidence in the
deposit surrounding them, some of these pieces viemmt. Furthermore, there were
correspondences between burnt and unburnt fragmEmesfragments showed signs of burning
either on the surface or the edges, indicating thegtpite belonging to the same unit, they were
handled in different contexts after fragmentation.
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Figure 7 — Monte Marqués 15, structure 22: fillshaf structure’s base.

Figure 8 — Monte Marqués 15, structure 22: potierm the fills of the structure’s base.

Studying this assemblage of fragments has reveladgdhe filling unit pertaining to this
excavation contained, at least, six vessels (Figunadiscriminately deposited on the same level
and already fragmented before their depositionméstioned above, since the burnt fragments
matched with unburnt ones, these vessels may hade different treatments after their
fragmentation and prior to deposition. In this cection, fragmentation makes us aware that the
deposition of these ceramic fragments may be assakwith their different uses. This possibility
enables us to consider an intertwining of scendhasexceeds the limits of this archaeological
structure and whose configuration escapes our gtdepever, it should be noted that the
structure acted as a way to gather different fragsnérom different entities in the same
fragmented deposit. It could be argued, the stractoted as the catalyst for the emergence of a
new entity; an entity made through the fragmentstbér entities.
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It should be noted that in the structure of ValéEgeias 3, the analysis of fragmentation
revealed a single unit between three distinct déepasthe base of the structure, where fragments
of the same vessel were distributed. In the cadéooite Marqués 15, the fragmentation revealed
that the same unit — identified in the course & #xcavation — contained different ceramic
vessels, whose fragments may have participatethar scenarios. In other words, fragmentation
has allowed us to restructure and rethink the waywark and how we question the set of practices
within this architectural tradition. The infill pcices, by intertwining with fragmentation and
deposition practices, allowed the expansion ottiitéies created by the fragmentation. Structure
2 of Vale de Eguas 3 holds an entity in fragmemthé lower deposits and a part of an entity in
the top; structure 22 of Monte do Marqués 15 haldsentity made through the gathering of
fragments of six different pots. These entities eavereated as a result of the fragmentation,
deposition and architectural practices. Therefthe, delimitation and relationship of the fills
should take into account how fragments create dissipility of exceeding the limits we construct
to define a unity and relate it to other fills.

3. Fragmentation as a strategy to understand etstels infilling sequence

3.1. Structure 1 - Horta de Jacinto

In Horta de Jacinto two structures were identifigehtaining an artefactual component that
can be traced to the regional Bronze Age (Baptistd. 2012). The filling of structure 1 presented
two burial levels (Figure 9):

- at the base of the structure, demarcated by aafirgjones, there was a skeleton of a
swiné;
- in the upper levels there was a human sub-adyihgited in a sitting position.

These burial levels form part of a stratigraphigusnce with several stratigraphic units,
which can be systematised in five phases (Figuye 10

- Phase I ([113], [114], [115], [116] and [117]): oesponds to a group of stratigraphic
units associated with a stone level located ab#ise of the structure. Its selection is based
on the stony nature of the elements in this confiehe presence of this material becomes
especially relevant when we reach phase V,

- Phase 1l ([109], [110], [111] and [112]) correspsertid the group of units associated with
the burial of the swine;

- Phase Il ([108]): corresponds to a “calico” depssialing the swine burial context and,
simultaneously, serving as the construction mdtefithe concavity where the subadult
was buried;

- Phase IV ([104], [105], [106] and [107]): corresgdsrto the group of units associated
with the deposition of the sub-adult;

- Phase V ([101], [102] and [103]): corresponds te thosing of the structure’s fill. It
consists of a stone level and a set of clay deposibrporating fragments of pottery and
lithics.

During the study of the artefact assemblage, westeagd the exclusive presence of
unabraded, medium sized ceramic fragments. Sortteesé fragments refitted, however, these
correspondences appeared to be the result of ppsisdional events, since the matching
fragments were close to each other, suggestiagnfentation occurred after the breakage of the

1 The morphological similarity between the Iberiaitdviboar and domestic pig makes the distinctiowieen the two species very
difficult.
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vessels and once they were already within the tstreicin the lithic assemblage, there was a
connection between two fragments of a quern-stBigeife 10); its fracture was fresh, indicating
a short period between breakage and depositioteirise structure. This quern-stone was broken
in two parts which were then put inside the strreetat the top of the structure (Phase V - [103])
and at the base of the structure (Phase | - [LT8B.fragmentation of this artefact is not a post-
depositional phenomenon, as seen with the cera@itshe contrary, the stratigraphic position
of the pieces entailed different human actiongngentional or accidental breakage of the quern-
stone and an intentional or accidental distributibrihe fragments within the structure. If we
consider the social importance of fragmenting aistriduting material and how this can
reconfigure the meaning of such things, we may laiothe use of this quern-stone as something
that was used to give meaning to the beginningla@meénd of the infill of the structure; the pieces

give meaning by becoming part of the stone stresttiat receive, hold and keep the corpses of
an animal and a child.

Figure 9 — Horta do Jacinto, structure 1: left) barburial context; right) animal burial context.

Lot - - 165.38

o 1m

Figure 10 — Horta do Jacinto, structure 1: strapy and refitting of a quern-stone, the parts cofr@am the upper
and lower fills.
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The refitting of this quern-stone makes us redliae fragmentation intertwines with the
construction (or filling) of the structure. Thistan makes us believe that, despite the diversity
of practices taking place within the structure’8lling, there may have been a common thread
between them which, in a material sense, is fosedlby the presence of half of a quern-stone at
the base and the other half in the upper levehefitling. This leads us to think again about the
linearity of the sequence of the deposits thatreated while digging and recording the fills. This
image of sucessive actions may have occurred watlayclic temporality, something that started
with the breakage of an artfact and that would witll the gathering of both fragments within
the same structure. In thinking through the frag@emuern-stone we started to twist the initial
linearity and expand our understading of the temlggrof the infill.

3.2. Structure 118 - Montinhos 6

The excavation at Montinhos 6 covered two hillghis area approximately two hundred
structures with different morphologies and chrogae were identified (Baptista 2013; Baptista
& Gomes 2011). Structure 118 corresponds to a lygogdating from the regional Bronze Age,
with a sub-quadrangular antechamber, two buriaintiess and a pre-existing pit (Figure 11). In
the course of excavation, we believed that thecstra was used at different phases, that each
chamber’s burial took place at a separate timeukgiresent the sequence observed in the field:

- During the excavation of the sediment filling iretantechamber, we were able to define
the stone structure [11801] closing chamber 1 [618@fter removing this stone
structure, we were able to identify a burial cohtek a sub-adult, which had been
deposited in a foetal position [11805] (Figure 12);

- The base of the stone structure closing chambeslon top of a deposit with clay nodes.
After removing this deposit, we began to see tlomeststructure [11808/09] closing
chamber 2 [11811/14], within which there was thedwf a female adult [11812]. There
was a meat offering in association with this indial [11813] (Figure 13).

Initially, this sequence suggested that the bwiahe adult individual (in chamber 2)
occurred before the burial of the sub-adult indinaid(in chamber 1).

During the excavation of the adult skeleton, wentdied a fragment of an ulna from a
different skeleton. In the sub-adult inventory, @itook place a few days earlier, the left ulna
was only represented by a small fragment (an alsehich, at the time, we thought could be
related to taphonomic processes). During the pastyvation study of these contexts, we tried to
ascertain if these two pieces of ulna were parthe@bame bone and, in fact, they were both part
of the sub-adult individual buried in chamber 1g(ie 14). This evidence forced us to review
our original sequence. The removal of a segmentra from the sub-adult corpse means that
this individual was already buried and already@etion. Therefore, given that the small portion
of the ulna wasn situ, this chamber must have been revisited when th# a@s buried. This
correspondence between the bones forced us ta@uést sequence of events suggested by the
stratigraphy. During the excavation, and taking $itvatigraphic sequence into account, we
thought that the first burial took place in chambeHowever, the fact that the adult’s deposition
contained a fragment of the left ulna of the sublalom chamber 1, means that the sub-adult
(chamber 1) was buried before the adult (chambeinZhis sense, the study of fragmentation
has led us to consider that chamber 1 was reop@&hedeutilization of chambers in these types
of structures appears to be recurrent — as sughbgtéhe presence of ossuaries and multiple
burials (Baptista 2013; Porfirio & Serra 2016; \falet al. 2014). However, the reopening
processes do not always leave material evidencesuch practices. In this case, the
correspondence between the fragments of ulna stsgipesreutilization of the same structure and
establishes a link between different moments oighur

In the two structures discussed in this secticagrfrentation enabled us to revisit the
sequence of fills recorded during the excavatinmidrta de Jacinto, the correspondence between
the two parts of the same quern-stone suggestedithspite the diversity of contexts and spatial
arrangements within the structure, there would apfmebe a linear set of actions within the cyclic
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temporality regarding the breakage and distributibtihe fragments of an artefact. In Montinhos
6, the refitting between the osteological elemdatsls us to assume that the structure was
reutilised in a way which, initially, we had no meeof determining. This last case is significant
because we are accustomed to interpreting thesad bantexts as frozen depositions, sealed by
stone structures. The fragmentation of the chitdine and its deposition within another burial
context causes us to realize how dynamic suchldueitions might have been and how a new
burial could activate older burials, demanding tpening of chambers and the touching of
ancient corpses. In both cases, the emphasis gmérmtation made us rethink the infill of the
structures and consider how memory can act upomégterial world and how the material world
creates the conditions of memory practices; andthevinfill of these structures goes beyond the
linearity of time we produce as we excavate.
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Figure 11 — Montinhos 6, structure 118: plans dratigraphy.
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Figure 13 — Montinhos 6, structure 118: chamber 2.

2cm

Figure 14 — Montinhos 6, structure 118: refittirepeen the parts of the sub-adult’s ulna.

4. Fragmentation as a strategy to establish liek&éen structures

Thus far, we have seen examples where the reass@hlflagments from the same
structure allows us to better understand its infjllprocess. We will now explore how the
correspondence between fragments of pottery frdfardnt structures enables us to establish
links between them. To that end, we will analyssetof structures from Montinhos 6 which,
overall, date back to the Bronze Age (Baptista 2@Eptista & Gomes 2011). We will focus our
analysis on two groups of structures: pits 34, @@ 42; and pits 100 and 120.

4.1. Montinhos 6: pits 34, 40 and 42

In pit 34 (Figures 15, 16 and 17), the ceramic comemt consists of an assemblage of
small abraded fragments, distributed across tbedind second fill deposits ([3400] and [3401]),
and a decorated fragment from a large sized vesseing from the base deposit [3402]. In pit
42, the ceramic assemblages occurred at two ditféesels: in the first deposit 39 fragments
were deposited in a stone level [4200], and neabtse of the structure was a concentration of
65 fragments [4202]. During the reassembly of b ftagments of pottery from pit 42, we could
recognize the presence of 26 distinct vessels.@\hyjing to match these fragments, we realised
that a fragment from pit 34 corresponded with grrant from pit 42, forming part of a vessel. It
should be noted that the fragment from pit 34 aexlim isolation, in a horizontal plane [3402],
and the fragment from pit 42 was found in a deflesi¢l [4202] containing a group of fragments
within which we could recognized several vessels.
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Figure 16 — Montinhos 6, pits 34, 42 and 40: gjraphy.
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Refitting allowed the connection between pits 3d 42 which were spatially separated,;
it enabled us to trace a line between them andnaalcement to an image which was initially
static. This refitting permitted us to recognizeomnection between two separated and different
depositions: the deposition of a single fragment @@ deposition of a group of fragments. By
following the fragmentation processes we are ggiaimimage of movement between structures.
A movement that entails an intertwining between itifél, fragmentation and distribution of
objects. A movement that brought together thesestwatures and pit 40, as we will see below.

In pit 40, the ceramic component occurs almostr@gtin a concentration of artefacts
located at the base of the structure, where nimante fragments, a quern-stone and a
hammerstone were collected. During the refittingnaterials regarding the assemblages of pits
40 and 42, there were correspondences betweerg®drds from the deposit [4004] and ten
fragments from the deposit [4200]; these matchksvatl us to recognize a larger fragment
corresponding to a part of a vessel’'s body. It thbwe stressed that the fragments display cut
marks, suggesting deliberate breakage. The comespae between the pottery fragments from
these three structures allows us to establistkdbktween these three architectural practices. Such
a connection is evidenced by the fragmentationeomic vessels and their distribution across
the different structures. It is hard to imagine finactices and processes that occurred prior to
deposition outside these pit features and whichiritried to the distribution of the fragments.
We may see deliberate breakage, just as we mayntsgrional distribution of fragments. This
might not answer the question of what people weneglin between these structures, but it allows
us to understand the impoverishment of an imagehvhrivileges a classification of the pits
according a static function.

4.2. Montinhos 6: pits 100 and 120

In pits 100 and 120, a similar situation was obseérfFigures 18, 19 and 20). These two
structures presented highly complex sequencedithinigy with different levels of deposition of
materials. The artefactual component of these digmus consisted of pottery fragments and
nearly complete vessels. This indicates differeangrhentation practices and distribution which,
however relevant, must be discussed in a sepatadg. dn addition to these more structured
levels, ceramic fragments were also found in leagcwired fill sequences. The presence of
fragments from the body of a vessel, decorated wattical grooves, caught our attention when
we were reconstructing these ceramic assemblagege dound a fragment in pit 120 [12001]
and a fragment from a less structured deposittii@f) [L0005]. In this case, the correspondence
of these fragments not only establishes a conmebitween both structures but also suggests a
connection between two different forms (or procepséincorporating ceramic fragments within
the structure. The fragment in pit 120 seems ttemntionally incorporated in a deposition of
ceramic fragment, suggesting a specific actionsahelction of the position of the fragment after
the breakage of the vessel. In turn, the fragmepitil00 seems to have gone inside the structure
as a part of the deposit [10005] occurring alorgysidher dispersed small and unabraded
fragments; the top of this deposit was then usedsasface for the deposition of a pot and a stag
deer [10003/04].
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Figure 19 — Montinhos 6, pits 100 and 120: strapdyy.

——

]
9 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHesPortugal

[10005]

{12001]

EEnm

Figure 20 — Montinhos 6, pits 100 and 120: refgtietween sherds of deposits [10005] and [12001].

Again, these correspondences demonstrate themmarg of the fills of these structures;
an intertwining which makes it difficult to envisaghe social practices that produced such
breakage and distribution of objects. Again, themeespondences demonstrate the intertwining
of the fills of separate structures. In additiohe tintentional and accidental distribution of
fragments adds a spatial dynamic to this intertwgnivhich makes it particularly difficult to
classify events and envisage the social practiwsproduced such breakage and distribution of
objects. A spatial dynamic putting together intenél and accidental distributions of fragments
and whose order is hard to classify.

5. Final remarks

The results obtained in the reassembly of the ahemtioned fragments expanded our
initial vision of the structures. The study of fragntation led us to revise the deposits and filling
sequences individualised during the excavationgg®cDuring this revision, the reassembly of
the fragments made us rethink the units we wemadtating and demonstrated that, sometimes,
different units could be viewed as an integral pHrthe same dynamic or moment of the
structures’ infilling. On other occasions, the sararcentration of fragments can include several
different vessels which, in turn, indicate otheagtices and dynamics that go beyond such
congregations and their deposition inside the &ires. Fragmentation has, thus, led us to
reconfigure and rearrange the links between thierdifit elements within these constructions;
reconfiguring and rearranging the links betweemicttmes and practices. In this sense, the
fragments performed as active elements, expandieglimits and possibilities of creating
temporal and spatial unities. Fragments were aeliements bringing their life cycle to the fills
and reconfiguring the life cycle of the structurdgy brought the memory of such cycles to the
structures, expanding the spatiality of a strucsuplysical boundaries; fragments add memory
to the structure and change its temporality. Byogeizing the importance of how fragments
participate in shaping time and space, one shoustipn the part they may have played in
framing the horizon of meaning in prehistoric conmities €.g. Chapman 2000; Chapman &
Gaydarska 2007). However, the discussion of thizbo of meaning goes beyond the purpose
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of this paper, whose objective is to highlight ihiportance of studying fragmentation to better
understand the material evidence produced duringvextions.

Before ending, we must say that we feel that thisagmented paper, made with the
fragments of an ongoing study. Our intention watstoaevelop a discussion on the meaning of
fragmentation and distribution of objects. Instebg, considering the social dimension of
fragmentation and how it links to the productionneémory and architecture (e.g. Connerton
1989; Meskel 2003), our main propose was to siher&agments, to give emphasis to a particular
characteristic of the structures: they hold fragmemhose study help us to think beyond the
linearity of stratigraphic sequences and beyondimitial questions (e.g. Lucas 2005; Schiffer
1987). Following the links of the fragments may hetp us to construct well-defined social
scenarios, but those links do enable us to appedtia strangeness of past communities’ temporal
and spatial dynamics (Jorge 2014; Vale 2010). $tnés1geness challenges us to explore multiple
ways to translate such differences; and made ug msdore aware of that strangeness, made us
write an paper that is less coherent than we widkid a fragmented paper. Even so, we think
that by giving emphasis to the fragments, and edriligmentation processes, we have expanded
our possibility of understanding such diverse anthglex realities. The focus on fragments
contributes to a better apprehension of the tenh@ord spatial dynamics of this architectural
tradition. The fragments allow a better understagdif the conditions under which the infill of
the structures took place; about the conditionssumdhich this strange world in negative came
into being.
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Abstract

One of the most recent structures identified sarfdhe ditched enclosure of Perdigdes
will be presented, allowing one to discuss intamlidy, functionality and chaining issues. This
context, dating from the last quarter of the 3rdlennium BC, known a€airn 1, due to its
similarity to Chalcolithic and Bronze Age structsiyecontains a series of pits, of which is
noteworthy pit 79. In its interior three momentdaidnal remains, deposition were identified.

These remains, whose characteristics seem tofodimé tangible result of commensality
practices, allow one to ponder the chaining anghitndnality behind this deposition, questioning
if it can reflect an act of eviction without anymslyolic value, or a formalised deposition with its
own value. Alongside, the agglomeration and closfitbese realities by the stocairn suggest
the existence of a script of practices, mostlyntdmgible value and meaning.

Keywords: Perdigbes; end of thé @illennium BC; South of PortugaGairn structure; Social
practices.

1. Introduction

One of the most intriguing moments of European ReBeehistory is undoubtedly the
transition between the™3millennium BC and the initial moments of th& #nillennium BC,
mainly because of the signs of an apparently alemgtof the practices and social organizations
of the end of the Chalcolithic and a subsequenkdanerary and architectonic invisibility in
Early Bronze Age.

This moment has been studied, in the South of Baktumainly in habitats and in
association with the Bell Beaker phenomenon, ligeuos in Porto das Carretas (Soares 2013) or
Séo Pedro (Matalot@t al. 2015). Even so, with the intensive research sadmg the ditched
enclosure of Perdigbes new contexts have emergeteréry and others), allowing one to
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question the more homogenising interpretationshhae been associated with this determinant
historical moment.

One of those examples is the structure that isggrbe discussed hereGairn 1 This
assembly presents unique contextual, artefactubheshitectural characteristics that distances it
from all the intervened contexts, so far, throughbe south of Portugal. Due to its uniqueness,
late chronology, the identification of three mongenf deposition of faunal remains and its
implantation in the central area of the Perdigdgedasure, theairn allows to understand / think
about the dynamics and practices prevailing indifthaeological site, where one can include
commensality and funerary rituals, which, in geheappear to be in continuity with previous
chalcolithic practices and cosmologies.

2. Archaeological framing

The ditched enclosure complex of Perdigdes, dits &) years of ongoing research, it is
one of the most investigated and published sitdbasfan Recent Prehistory (Lagb al. 1998;
Valera 2008; 2010; 2015a; 2015b; Valera, Evangel§i14; Valeraet al 2000; Valereaet al
2014a; Valerat al. 2014b; Valera, Basilio 2017).

It is located in Reguengos de Monsaraz, 35 km fiwora (South of Portugal), at the
western extreme of the Alamo river valley (Lat. 88.789° Long. -7.545106) in a natural
amphitheatre surrounded by lightweight strandss Thplantation restricts the site’s visibility to
the valley that develops to the east (Lagal 1998) (Fig. 1).

Perdigdes presents a great diversity of practingaglits 1500 years of occupation, such
as the existence of astronomical relations, thenteaance of the tendency for circularity and
concentricity or even the presence of funeraryctines and depositions of human remains
(Valera 2012; Valerat al.2014b; Valera, Godinho 2009; 2010). This realitd ¢he overlap and
concentration of structures, materialities and fizas in the central point of the enclosure
complex (Valeraet al. 2014b), emphasises the correspondence and cdytineiween the
ideological and cosmological system of the groinag tonverged at Perdigdes, apparently until
the transition between th& and 29 millennia BC (Valera, Basilio 2017).
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Figure 1 — Implantation of Perdigdes.
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3. TheCairn structure

The structured under study is located in the centne area of the ditched enclosure of
Perdigbes (Fig. 2), and it was callédirn 1 (Fig. 3) due to the similarity that presentdwather
structures, some of them funerary, that resolittdar architectonical solutions (Cre al 1998;
Kalb, Hock 1982; Cruz 1997). It corresponds toracture that is formed, filled, and apparently
used in simultaneous, or at least in a short tipaa shaving the construction of a dry-stone cover
as the last comprehensible moment of its biographg.resort to this type of mounds reassembles
some European contemporaneous structures (sectod thee 3¢ millennium BC), like the ones
found inLe Petit-chasseul (Harrison, Heyd 2007) in Switzerland, or tkgkhaugh Cairn at
Northumberland, Scotland (Fitzpatrick 2014), beimmieworthy the so far absence of similar
architectures in the regional sites of SW Ibdgaen so, other stone tumuli structures from the
Bronze Age are known, like Vale de Chéo 1, in Bré@gmas 2014), or Laceiras do Cévo 2 and 3,
in Vale de Cambra (S#t al 2014; Sa 2014) these ones in Northwest of Pdrtdgéing from the
beginning and middle of the regional Bronze Agerffrabout 2000 BC to the end of thé 3
quarter of the ® millennium BC).

To the stone structure under study, it was added, @ossible architectonical element, a
small dioritemenhirlike stone (Fig. 6) with a semi-oval shape, foumdhe top of the deposit
[429], right beneath the concentration of dioritgabbro and schists that form tbeirn. In this
layer, only scarce and unarranged materials wenediobeing thenenhirlike stone practically
isolated.

This presence may correspond to a simple inclusfom stone without any associated
connotation (just a stone that was nearby) or 8pecific deposition of an element with a
particular type of meaning, that could have addgdificance not only to the architecture but
also to the associated practices as well. In ond bae can consider that this stone might have
had a previous “life” (and history), which would iy that this element was reused, reactivated
and integrated into a later deposition. If so, thisnhirlike stone would be soaked in ideas,
meanings and memories from previous times and torsesepresenting an appropriation of the
material and immaterial past, and probably alsoirstrumentalization of earlier myths,
generating and fomenting new consensuses, corrdgpoes and social stabilities (Bueno-
Ramirezet al. 2016) (Fig. 6).

This utilization is not an innovation or one of imk example from the8millennium
BC. Similar practices were detected in precederdrefiogies, namely in the reuse of engraved
schist plagues in the regional Neolithic or theadatedstelaeduring the Bronze Age (Henriques
et al 2012; Gardete 2015; Alves 2014), being also ptessd notice slight similar reutilization
evidences in some materials deposited in the d#liof thecairn (see ahead). Contemporary
reoccupations of earlier structures, like the fangrarchitectures, also occur, serving as an
example the case of the Tomb 2 and 4 of Perdigdaleraet al 2000), emphasising the social
fluidity and thecontinuumof transgenerational practices between these hgmoamps (Valeraet
al. 2017).

Even so, in another hand, one must also mentidrihifsaartefact (thenenhirlike stone)
might have been specifically built to be an integraart of thecairn structure, with the
maintenance, and repetition of both the shape hadraw-material (which highlights their
importance), straitening the gap between the pabttee present (as already suggested above to
the possible reutilization). However, one was b 40 retrieve any evidence that could strongly
favour one of the interpretative hypotheses presebutt is noteworthy that the stone was broken
in what could be the basis of theenir.

After the identification of thenenhirlike stone, one found a subcircular depressioh wit
approximately 3m of diameter and about 0,30 m delpthihis depression two pits with very
different fillings and dimensions were excavategk of them occupying a central position (pit
79), and the other one, pit 77, located to thetszast (Fig. 5).

This last structure (pit 77) that presents a cacshape is a small pit with 0,58 m of
diameter and 0,40 m deep. It was filled in thréfedint moments, where the most recent and the
oldest correspond to the deposition of small andiame-sized stone blocks, separated by a thin
reddish clay deposit. Regarding the materials, gtructure only provided some ceramic and
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Figure 2 — Implantation of th€airn in Perdigbes magnetogram and in the general plesectbr Q (Drawings by
Antonio Valera).

Figure 3 —Cairn’ Stone mound (photo by Anténio Valera).
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Figure 4 - Stratigraphy of th@airn structure (Harris matrix).
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Figure 5 — The biography of th@airn: a) the stone mound; b) the depression excavatéukiprevious chalcolithic
deposits and the section of pit 77; c) the firsinfal remains identified; d) sections of pit 79 (Wirsgs by Anténio
Valera).
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Figure 6 — Thenenhiridentified under the stone mound (photo by Antdviadera).

scarce faunal remains in the form of small fragmdneing all of them unclassifiable and without
any reassembly. Pit 79 has a somewhat irregulgreshveith a diameter of 1,40 m and 0,66 m
depth. Concerning the filling, it presents a mantri¢ate process. It is characterised by the
identification of three deposition phases of a breet of faunal remain (Cabaco 2017), associated
with the deposition of several archaeological adtf. These depositions draw a specific
concentration pattern that allows one to recoghiatthe filling was carried out from the southern
side of the pit to the northern, possibly by songestanding on the edge of the pit (or close to it),
consenting a process of reconstruction of the rleddenan gestures, which would have added
chapters and meanings to the biography of thisttre (Appadurai 1986).




Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHesPortugal

The constructive practices and successions, tohwiie can add the inclusion of a
possiblemenhir and the deposition of the faunal and artefactleients, accentuates the
successive and interrelated character of the stegincluded under the stone depositiair().

As such, it is to recognise particular chaining tredpossibility of the existence of a constructive
guide that would be structured, limited, and defily the intangible practices related to this
architecture.

Due to the stratigraphical position concerningtheounding chalcolithic deposits and
the recovered materials, a later chronology wascda®d with this structure, being this
confirmed by two radiocarbon dates of the faunanfit 79 (Table 1). This structure dates from
the last quarter of the"3millennium BC (table 1), corresponding to one loé tmost recent
structures found so far in the Perdigdes enclo&akera, Basilio 2017). In this time span, several
shifts are beginning to be felt, with the earliexdastill contemporaneous symbolic and
constructive practices seeming to be slowing doweven starting to disappear, culminating in
the abandonment of the construction of new dit@resthe clogging of the ones that were still
active (Valera, Basilio 2017).

In the transition to the beginning of th& millennium BC, not only the practices were
changing but perhaps also the understanding andingsathat the prehistoric groups associated
with/to Perdigbes and its architectures. This hadntvolve an ideological and cosmological
alteration. Even so, the depositional practicesthadconstruction of new but smaller structures
in the central area of the ditched enclosure caesrto occur, namely in the form of tbairn
structure here mentioned, but also of a possibkempant, a hearth and another stone structure,
which functionalities and meaning(s) still need&accessed (Valera, Basilio 2017). Even if the
enclosure and associated meaning could be chanpgagms to still be a slight correspondence
between the shifting human groups and this sité ¢ha be interpreted as a maintenance of
Perdigdes social agency, but also as a way ottaesis and reconnection (Valera 2015a).

Table 1 — Chronological information for tlairn structure

Provenance Sample Ref. BP Date CalBC Bibliography
2196 -2171 (4,6%) o
. Cervus ICA- Valera, Basilio,
- 0,
Pit79  [500] elaphus 16510913 3690+30 2146 - 2010 (85,6%) 2017

2001 -1977 (5,1%)
) 2199 - 2164 (8,7%)

pit79  [agg) Undetermined - ICA 3650430 2151 - 2017 (84,5%)
Fauna 17B/0104 1095 - 1981 (2.296)

Valera, Basilio,
2017
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4. Faunal remains and other materialities

The meaning, or meanings, of tb&irn structure depend not only on the architectures, them
to indicate a succession of chained constructieetimes but also on the recovered information @n th
faunal remains and the archaeological artefacts.

In the case of the faunal elements (Table 2), tfleation is formed by 1724 remains with 95.36%
of the assemblage coming from the three depositioments identified in pit 79 (Cabaco 2017: 23). In
only 11,31% of the collection, it was possible aadnomically identify the species, reflecting thats of
preservation of the set (high degree of fragmesnigitiThe minimum number of 20 individuals represent
limited taxonomic diversity, where the wild specés curiously dominant, mainly de€@dgrvus elaphys
andequidae(Equussp.), the first one represented by eight individand the second by two. Even so,
other types are present, such as boviBes taurusandBossp.), ovine/caprinevis/Caprasp.), swine’s
(Sus sp.) and lagomorphs (rabbit or hare). Most of #mamals were adults when they were
slaughtered/killed, and all the anatomical paréscdraracterised, being the axial skeleton andléments
of the appendicular skeleton the most represeftabddco 2017: 25).

In the surface of the faunal remains, it was pdssib identify several anthropic and natural
alterations. The most relevant is the exposurel8b of the assemblage to fire, varying from a phrtia
contact to an extreme exposure leaving the borieimated (Cabago, 2017: 29). Other anthropic diiema
are present in the form of possible cut marks whighen combined with the burned remains and the
suggestion that the process between usage andtilmpass quick (due to the absence of eroded sesfa
shortens the interpretation range available (Caki2@b7: 30).

In brief, the obtained data seem to point outliorge accumulation resulting from the consumption
of portions of animals, particularly of large anddaspecimens, such as deer or even horse (Calfdch 2
31). This pit did not accommodate remains of prees®f slaughter and preparation of animal carsasse
If so, the representativeness of the several skelearts would be more similar. Instead, the preseri
the skeleton parts that have a more significanemt@l for the use of meat, the absence of anasmic
connections and the dominance of charred remaérs $& indicate that the depositions filling pit @y
correspond to the remains of an event of food imggs- of a possible feasting (Fig. 7).

Figure 8 — Possible anthropic marks in the fauealains (according to Cabago 2017).

This panorama, the predominance of wild animals thedomestic specimens (a reality
that remains even if we hypothetically considertladl swine’s and bovines as domestic) mainly
the prevalence dafervidae introduces a contrast with what is already knd@amother contexts
of the 3¢ millennium BC in Perdigdes (Cabaco 2017: 31; Caé3). In ditches 1, 3 and 4 the
proportion of wild and domestic animals is oppogit¢he one drawn by theirn. In all of these
structures, one can clearly see the dominanceeotitimestic species, such &ss(the most
common species in these structurespag over the wild specimens, where can be included th
Deer or even the horse (Costa 2013). This is tukdth ditch 3 and 4, where 53,85% and 64,70%
of the total assemblage correspond to domesticgtecies.

As such, the behaviour highlighted in thmirn seems to be conditioned by
intentionalities, practices, meanings and relatignbetween the Chalcolithic human groups and
the landscape (where non-human beings, and evemrhlb@ings, are included), but it also
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represents a glimpse in what may correspond toifeinghin the consumption patterns, and
possibly in other social practices, in the trapsitto the 2 millennium BC. However, it is
important to notice that theairn context is, so far, unique in Perdigbes and aisAlentejo,
adding to that is one of the later found so farHardigbes ditched enclosure, lacking
contemporaneous parallels that could clarify istbhonsumption behaviour is a trend in the
transition to the® millennium BC or if is an exclusivity of this pamtilar structure (Cabago 2017:
31).

In addition to the faunal set, 212 unburned arcloggmal materials were recovered.
These present characteristics that are compatibietive contemporaneous Chalcolithic regional
assemblages (Valera 2013; Soares 2013).

Table 2 — General characterisation of the faumahkias fromCairn

General characterisation Number of Minimum Minimum
. |dent_|f|ed %NISP _num_ber of %MNI number of %MNE
Speues specimens individuals elements
(NISP) (MNI) (MNE)
Identified mammals 195 11,31 20 100 136 100
Equussp. (horse) 23 1,33 2 10 15 11,03
Cervus elaphuédeer) 112 6,50 8 40 85 62,50
Bos taurugdomestic ox) 3 0,17 1 5 3 2,21
Bossp. (undetermined ox) 10 0,58 1 5 2 1,47
Ovis/capra(ovine/caprine) 16 0,93 2 10 8 5,88
Sussp. (pig/wild boar) 21 1,22 4 20 14 10,29
Oryctolagus cuniculus (rabbit) 6 0,35 1 5 6 4,41
Lagomorph 4 0,23 1 5 3 2,21
Unidentified mammals 664 38,52
Medium-sized mammals 217 12,59
Large mammals 421 24,42
Small mammals 25 1,45
Microfauna 1 0,06
Undetermined remains 865 50,17
Total 1724 100

The ceramic collection distinguishes itself frone thther artefact sets due to its 104
vessels (or to be more precise, 103 sherds witlojug one reassemblage), six decorated vessels
and 26 loom weights. These 104 containers/shemssmmnd, in most of the identifiable cases,
to open forms, like dishes and bowls, that, inta kke Perdigdes, might have had a role in
communal/shared consumption practices. The scaneen@nted containers are representative of
the predominant decorations of the second halhef3 millennium BC, namely vessels with
solar motifs, “pinched” decoration and a decorabedl beaker with typical International
(Maritime) bands (but intensively eroded). Regagdiachnology, the same maintenance signs
are present, even if some production shifts casele@ in thecairn sherds, in the preparation of
the clay. In short, the set of vessels and loongksiidentified in thesairn context present a
morphological and technological monotony and stadidation, which illustrates the existence
of productive processes still rooted in the humaupgs of the end of the 3rd millennium BC, at
a time when the changes in the social trajectonylevalready be felt (Basilio 2018) (Fig. 8).
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Figure 9 —Most representative materials from@aérn. a) Limestone idol; b) ceramic idol with faciatttzos; c) Bell
Beaker sherds; d) polished axe; e) sherd with soddif.
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The lithics are the second most represented grothecairn context, with a total of 53
occurrences, mostly fabricated by resorting tollo@a materials (milky quartz). It corresponds
to a small set, where the utensils/tools are scamen so, the arrowheads and the blades stand
out in the utensils category. Nonetheless, thesepgrseem to prefer uncarved products, such as
flake, having an expedite productive technologyisThhe dimension of the set and the
predominance of flakes is one of the main charesttes of the lithic assemblages of Perdigdes
contexts and its region (Laga al. 1998). To the lithic set, one can also add a sipglished
stone axe, which presents usage signs at its edge.

Several pieces of evidence of metallurgical trams&tion were also recovered, being
identified the entire production chain, with thegence of the raw material (copper ore), phases
of the transformative process (slag and cast rénaaimwell as the final artefacts which, in this
case, correspond to two copper awls. The presehoetallurgical activity, together with the
identification of bell beaker ceramics in tleairn contexts, allows one to think about the
relationship between the bell beaker componentiseomaterial culture and its role in processes
and norms that involved the transformation, trémsiand metamorphosis of materials and states
(Valera, Basilio 2017), as suggested to salt transdtion (Delibes de Castat al 2016).

To these artefacts, one can also add the ideridficaof two elements of the most
intangible components of these communities. Orthefrtefacts corresponds to an undecorated
limestone idol, with an anthropomorphic shape, wehpesence implies processes of mobility,
due to the exogenous material in which it was dged (Valera 2017) — this raw material can
be found in Lisbon Peninsula, but also in Mourgrap. 35 km from Perdigdes. This type of
objects often appears in funerary contexts, maintlge Portuguese Estremadura region (Cardoso
et al 2001/2002), even so, in the South of Portug&,géneral tendency seems to point in an
alternative direction, underlying that these olgeetven appearing in tombs, can also have a
relevant social agency outside graves, in the regiwer study (Valera 2015b). The other idol
was moulded in clay, and it presents a set of iedlancisions, which have been interpreted as
facial tattoos, coupling anthropomorphic charastgrito this artefact (Basilio 2018).

It is also noteworthy to consider the type of rothiest were deposited as part of the stone
agglomeration that forms thaairn. In this coverage gabbros, diorites and schistie wsed.
While the first two can be naturally acquired irdigdes, or nearby, the third, the schist, is only
available in a 5km radius from the archaeologiital J his integration, as occurs in the addition
of the menhirlike stone, cannot be fully clarified, even scg importance of schist is not only
visible in its usage in the Neolithic schist slabsit also in three funerary monuments of
Perdigbes, allowing one to also consider, and hgbhlthe possible value of these stones.

Summing up, the material assemblage recoveredtfrenairn context (and here one can
include not only the artefacts but also the fawealain and the stones in the coverage), tends to
point to quick and intentional, but not fully sttured, depositions, where the majority of the
sherds, the lithics, the metallurgy and the syntbeliements can be included. Even so, the erosion
detected in the Bell Beakers, only noticed in troesmrated sherds, can also point to unintentional
elements, that might have been associated withdihehere the faunal remains where burnet or
even with the earlier soil excavated to the devalemt of thecairn. However, in Perdigdes, and
in other archaeological sites in Alentejo (Valéasilio 2017; Matalotet al. 2015), Bell Beakers
seems to be almost exclusively represented by shehdch could imply that the cairn fragments
can represent reutilized symbolic elements. Thetupe points to a general maintenance of the
traditions and ideological connections betweerhiimaan groups and their physical expressions,
which is further reinforced by the apparent reusartefacts. The identification of materials that
appear to have had previous biographies, thahareincluded in theairn on-going dynamics,
reinforces an apparent panorama of continuity, lparawn by the artefacts (lithics, ceramics,
metallurgy, ideotechnique materials and even bydkematerials), but at the same time creates
a contrast noticeable due to the behaviour of #lvadl remains and the predominance of wild
animals. As such, this assemblage is not only uniguarchitectonical terms in Perdigbes and the
Alentejo region, but also because it allows onednfront and put in relation both the tradition
and the continuities, and a process of “changedgness”, characteristic of the transition between
the 3¢ millennium BC and the"2 millennium BC in Alentejo.
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It is also noteworthy that the majority of the aeblogical materialities were collected
in the fillings of pit 79, emphasising its importanand the relevance of the practices associated
with it (Cabago 2017; Basilio 2018) and with t&rn in general.

5. Interpretive hypotheses

Perdigdes'Cairn represents a one of a kind structure in the regtahe end of the'3
millennium BC. As such, and due to its typologyaitcteristics, chronology and implantation,
several usages, meanings and functionalities cahdugyht of and associated with it. Adding to
the physical and architectonical features, thegmes of specific artefacts, such as the metal, the
idols and the decorated bell beakers, but als@thetices that can be inferred from the faunal
remain and the presence of chained constructiomsemts, can contribute for the construction of
interpretative models that can reflect, in a sast@iway, on the real impact of tbairn structure
in the groups of the end of th& &illennium BC.

In the searching for answers, one must look abtbgraphy of thecairn. First, a small
depression and two pits were opened, cutting tleeigus chalcolithic deposits. When both
structures were completely filled, a smalenhirlike stonewas added being subsequently
covered with a stone accumulation. The intentityddehind this addition is not entirely clear
once it can be understood as a mere act of demogifi a stone element devoid of meaning.
Nevertheless, acknowledging the different practibes have been identified so far at Perdigdes
(Valera 2010; 2015a; Silvet al 2014; Valera, Evangelista 2014) and apparentithé@cairn
structure, one can understand the presence ofnbigirlike stone as the appropriation and
manipulation of histories and memories previous these groups, accepting that this
natural/anthropic element has a biography and aevaf its own. It serves as a relational link
between the ancient materialised realities andtbaps of the end of theé“3millennium BC,
being this an attested practice in several funezangexts with the reutilization of slabs (Bueno-
Ramirezet al. 2016). Therefore, not only theenhirbut also the stone structure that covers it,
resembling what will soon be the architecturesheflbcal Bronze Age, must be perceived as a
set of differentiated biographies and a chain afcessive ritualised practices. These, when
combined, shape and create meanings, historiesyandolism, that could be decisive for the
cohesion and the coexistence of distinct groupa game shared landscape (Tallentire 2001;
Thomas 2012).

This suggestion is reinforced by the charactegsticthe deposition that fills pit 79. In
this case, one can ask if the fauna depositiondgésult of an accumulation of remains/scraps
that represent a set of acts and practices of whighlonger participates or, on the contraryt if
corresponds to a formalized and significant proctdsst integrates, like a stage with specific
value, the previous practices, which would justifg phased and formalized deposition?

The signs of exposure to fire, the presence ofrithst commonly consumed anatomical
parts and the identification of anthropic manipiolatmarks can be linked to ritualised practices
of commensality. These feastings can be definea @nphasised practice or a ritual which focus
on the consumption and the sharing of food andkdriveyond daily necessities (Dietler 2011;
Dietler, Hayden 2001; Gamble 2017: 17; Thomas 2@ 2Sanches 2016). It is a relatively
common reality in prehistoric and ethnoarchaeoklgiontexts (Benz, Wachtler 2006; Goldstein
2003; Miller 2006; Ralph 2005; Wright 2004; VilaGserra 2016), serving as a tool in situations
related with the social, political, economicalatédnal and ideological spheres of these groups,
also having a relevant role in strengthening anabdishing a shared social memory (Tallentire
2001). In these occasions, food and drinks playgdréicular role due to their condition of
perishable elements, which would have a limitedutation and consumption range. They can be
perceived as a part of the material culture ofdlgreups, which is produced to be incorporated
through its consumption (Dietler 2011), being adédte to acquire a similar status and value to
the ones associated with prestige goods, if onsiders that they (food and drinks) cannot be
reused, reinvested or displayed (Dietler 2011)yTdam also act as means of expression (symbols,
messages and different identities) associatedetitere and instinctive activities (the act of
eating to survive), generating routines (Bourdi®dd) like cooking, or even imposing cycles
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related to agricultural production (Barker 1985aéley 2003). This fluidity and coexistence of
values make the border between the domestic @l spheres challenging to assess due to the
close association between the act of eating, fegasti producing food and the social meanings,
expressions, identities and organisations of thheseps (Goody 1982; Sahlins 1972).

Adding to the presented panorama, the phased pigt filing process of the structure
and the predominance of wild specimens in the faassemblage strengthens the non-daily
character of theairn and the existence of a practice script with arvagtormative component
that defines successions. In these “intangiblesquijgtions”, competition processes, such as
hunting activities/trips, or even performing ardige dancing and music, could be included
(Gamble 2017: 17; Thomas 2012: 8). One can alsovasthe existence of restrictions concerning
the consumption of specific types or combinatiorfarfd, that could be reserved for precise
contexts, occasions and rituals. This thinkabledsitipns and scenarios can be extended to the
recovered materials, once they can be symbolicallgvant by themselves. For example, the
formalized deposition of the idols and the alludi@mnthropomorphic shapes, the worn polished
stone axe, the bell beakers and the symbolic dembederds can participate in the construction
of the meaning of theairn by accentuating and materialising the relatiorhwlite pre-existing
practices and realities, extending them in timeiartle social memory (Basilio 2018).

These “formalised” artefactual depositions (objeaid faunal remains) in pit 79 do not
strictly fit into the concept of structured depimsit which application has been shifting
throughout the years, because one cannot recogrspecific spatial arrangement or pattern in
this deposition. Even so, in the Perdigbes panorah® deposition of faunal remains, in
association with ceramic sherds and stones seebesrerurrent allowing one to use the concept
of structured deposition at Perdigdes if we asdinmseepetition as a pattern. The original concept
was thought by Collin Richard and Julian Thomas8#)9and aimed to make the ritual
archaeologically visible by comprehending the retathip between ritual activities (defining
everything that does not present a direct utiitarexplanation) and the more “standard”
deposition of material culture components. It umdatt through several processes of
interpretation and “re-operationalisation”, in asation with the term “ritual”, being applied to
multiple chronological, contextual and symboliclitées, currently falling under what one can
call the “structured deposition phenomenon”.

In this sense, the faunal remain from pit 79, campérceived as reflecting a deposition
that presents a specific degree of formalisatibarexd with other Perdigdes contexts, where the
existence of chaining architectonical structurirggus. This suggests that these communities
would have some type of social conventions or fdstithat could be associated with and
replicated in ritual activities similar to the orthat generated them. Even so, one can suggest that
food and the action of eating work, in the casthefcairn structure, as a catalyst agent for and
in social relations between individuals and groups.

On the other hand, the architecture, mainly theestagglomeration that gives this
structure visibility and durability, allows one ¢iestion its social role and the intentionality of
its creation.

The implantation in the centre of Perdigdes is sggge of the real importance of the
stonecairn itself, even if one assumes that these groupgidagk the landscape as@tinuum
(Kuna, Dreslerova 2007: 155). In this location,idgiPerdigdes’ 1500 year of occupation, several
social and productive practices converge and overtch other (Valerat al 2014a; 2014b;
Valera, Basilio 2017). It is the case of successivehitectonical moments, evidence of
metallurgical transformation and the depositionreimated human remains in Pit 40, that belong,
so far, to a minimum number of 200 individuals &fal, Godinho 2009). Those activities are
emphasised by the maintenance of the circulariyta® astronomical orientation that is respected
throughout the constructive processes of enlargemeguction, and reformulation of Perdigdes
(Valera 2010). The construction of tiairn is not only influenced by the importance of the
central area, but it also conditioned by the pristang realities that act, as external factorstten
memory of the groups that experienced Perdigdes.

Also, the type of architectonical solution to whitlhese groups have resorted to is
uncommon, and one can risk saying that is uniquéhe area and chronology under study. The
recourse and use of stones to “close” pits is maivlty, being often registered and well-known
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in several regional prehistoric contexts, both fang and non-funerary (Garcia Sanjuan 2006;
Soares.et al. 2009; Valera 2014). Nevertheless, this is not ¢hse of the Perdigdemirn
structure. First, as already pointed, it is thailtesf a sum of different constructive elements
(depression, pits, stone carapace), and secondiube it reveals an exceptional investment that
brings it closer to the Chalcolitht@irnsidentified in several enclosures in the North oftBgal,
namely Crasto de Palheiros (Sanches 2016; Saetl®s2017) and Castelo Velho de Freixo
Numéo (Jorgeet al. 1998-1999), than to the closing practices recsghiat some Chalcolithic,
and even Neolithic pits. In Castelo Velho, one baghlight the inclusion of human remains as
an integrant part of the deposition that is covdrnethe stone accumulations (Joregeal 1998-
1999), while in Crastos de Palheiro$' tialf of the 3 millennium BC and beginning of thé?2
half of the millennium), the binomial fauna remaarsl ceramics, including Bell Beaker sherds,
as in Perdigbesairn, is present, being subsequently hidden by a gtamement (Sanchet al.
2017). Adding to this contexts, one can also casile small Bronze Ageimulis that are
mainly funerary, even so the Chalcolithic practioéseremonial consumption, the sealing and
subsequent action in the social collective mems8anthes 2016: 101), to which one can add the
clear level of monumentality, seem to match to vamet can understand from the Perdigésm.

This term — “monumental” — is usually employed wlogre wants to refer to dimension
and size. Even so, this usage is quite recent,gb#iis variation of meaning attributed to
Shakespeare, in its workroilus and Cressidafrom 1609 (according to The Oxford English
Dictionary). As such, is important to clarify thatits original definition the word monument,
derives from the Latimonumentunthat generally meant something that reminds, aon@ha
record or even history itself. In its Proto-Indor&pean root, the vemmonere(the Latin verb “to
remind”) can be related to a term that simply meémshink/to remain”. Therefore, in the case
of the cairn and of the present work, the two possible meanaighe act of monumentalise
function and add sense to this monument, relatiegsize of it and the intention of marking the
landscape (and the internal landscape of Perdigaltsiling and making it last in space (and
memory), regardless of the intention behind thatwa of this “encasement”.

This circumstance gives it a functional and symbgliurality. One can question if
whether thecairn ends a succession of activities in which is aagrdant part, with the aim to
eliminate the remains of specific practices by idgsand excluding them (a rejection closure),
or, in an opposite sense, with the goal to perpetaad preserve the practices, thoughts and
meanings in which it participated, making themblisiand alive in the social landscape and group
memory, through architecture. Even so, it is difficto recognise and comprehend if the
preservation and the valorisation would be dire¢tethe material expressions of the involved
practices, like the artefacts, the faunistic remaineven perishable resources, or if it would only
be pointed to the circumstances, acts, memoriespaactices inscribed in the materials and
architectures.

In these communities, nothing is entirely new, amast of the practices are essentially
prescribed (Bradley 1998: 90), projecting the pristeng order and ways of doing into execution
and repetition processes (Eliade 1999; Sahlins :198h Nonetheless, those practices always
count with a very volatile performative part thaflects and is defined by the context in which
people act and interact (Sahlins 1985: 28), belg garticularly crucial in the chronology in
which thecairn structure was built (Valera 2015a).

The transition between thé Zind the 2 millennium BC and the first moments of the
development of the local Early Bronze Age corresisoto a period where shifts in the social
paths are occurring, leading to higher degreesoafat differentiation, perceptible in the
progressive emergence of individualised funeragciices. Other structural changes can be
perceived, mainly the ones concerning architectuitd, the abandonment and substitution of the
persistent Chalcolithic monumentality, for architedcal invisibility inherent to the use of
perishable elements in the Bronze Age (Valera 20¥xzknowledging these modifications, and
regardless the intentionality hid in tbairn itself, it would certainly act, due to its arcluitenical
imposition, in the stories and myths of the grothme interacted with it and that visited and
experienced Perdigdes set of enclosures, shapitigc@mstructing their practices and shared
social memories (Tallentire 2001: 199).
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The human memory is what makes us who we are, @dristantly on construction,
linking the past, present and the future. Is thershaped and influenced by internal factors, like
the individual age, gender, context, emotions arehdhe sense and perception of oneself in
relation to the others and to the surrounding “dib(West, Yassunda 2004), but it is likewise
determined by external features, in which one oatude the material remains of the previous
visitors and the corresponding architectures osahancestors. It is also socially constituted
(Connerton 1989), being sprinkled and mapped bgllextions. It corresponds to a long-term
record of the practices, contacts, events, sucgeand failures (Ingold 1993: 152-153; Knapp,
Ashmore 1999: 13; Gamble 2017: 1), encouragingamy imaginative processes, but also
stimulating an internal reflexion/perception/undiensling of the self and of the group (Barash
2016: 12; Connerton 1989). It is influenced and/ed by cumulative factors that combine the
economic, social and political spheres (Climo, €b®2002; Tallentire, 2001), and it can be
revisited, reinterpreted, negotiated, celebratetirandified in public events, congregations and
daily practices (Bourdieu 1977). This hypothetgathering events of several groups that shared
the same land, strengthen the existent socialoptabetween them (Meskell 2007: 224; Barash
2016: 13), but also with the ancestors (Meskell2Q0esauet al 2014), the landscape and the
different identities that existed and co-existedhia same social space (Gamble, Wilken 2008).
There is a need to mediation between the individypériences of each element and the historical
memory of the community (Tallentire 2001: 199),atimeg a coherent identity, ideologies, and
cosmologies through celebrations (like feastings).

Hereupon, architectures (in which one can inclddechirn) in association with the
perennial and durable artefacts, can function asxgernal memory of those moments, practices,
groups or even ancestor, by having inscribed sémsesories/practices/meanings that, due to
their durability, help to perpetuate and, at theesdime, transform. It is in this sense that the
cairn must be perceived — as a succession of momentsrials, practices, intentionalities and
people, whose general meaning cannot be underist@oskparated way, but instead derives from
the combination of the several apparently “indigtiparts that, when put together in relation
with each other, create and give sense to the entbgical context and to the site itself.

6. Final remarks

Thecairn of the Perdigdes ditched enclosures complex wesepted, at an early stage,
as a particularly curious context not only becanfsis constructive typology, unknown in the
second half of the 3rd millennium BC in the regamder study, but also due to the type of
contextual associations and aggregation of pragtmfewhich it is an integrant part.

In the first instance, its architectural featuresl &s successive constructive moments
reveal the apparent existence of a connection,rrabised in the combination of the depression,
the opening and filling of the pits and the forroatbf the stoneairn. From these built realities,
various practices and meanings can be observednterded, referring to the more intangible
components and circumstances of these groups. degification of what appears to be the
remnants of an act of commensality in which, acogytb the available data, there seems to be a
preference for the consumption of wild specimeolipived by a phased deposition within pit 79,
is indicative of the function that this constructizvould have had at a specific moment in its
biography (Cabaco 2017). To these, one can addbé Gecumstances that could be wanted, such
as the physical and visual action of taérn, closing/completing a succession of practiceschhi
integrates, perpetuating a moment and/or a ribyastimulating the memory and later speeches.
Thecairn functions as a way of combining intangibility arghemerality, where one can include
the social, cosmological, and ideological systefrth@se human groups, with the corporeal and
enduring, perceptible in theirn monumentality (size and intention to make othersind).

This evidence is reinforced by other material iathhcs, among which one can include
the mentioned faunistic remains. In addition tasthehe presence of the idols stands out, being
those associated with the most intangible sphareswith the identification of sherds with solar
motifs and bell beaker decoration. The latter iespnt in the form of two small fragments
(corresponding to one vessel), and not of contajralowing one to question the intentionality
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of their inclusion and the possible maintenancegheir value even as fragments, as already
questioned for other artefacts (Valera 2010b). Kbedess, this artefactual combination shows
that thecairn context would have had a sizeable symbolic sigaifce associated with it, being
the symbolism and the inherent meaning emphasisdtelrentral position of theairn in the set

of enclosures of Perdigdes, and by its contempdsaméth various practices (metallurgical
transformation and intensive architectonical transftions) and depositions (cremated human
remains and structured depositions).

Also, the chronology of the context itself competesits distinction from the other
realities of Perdigbes, corresponding to the mexsgmt context found so far in the enclosure. This
monument is built at a particularly critical stage the social trajectory of these groups,
corresponding to the moment when the collapseeCimalcolithic social realities seem to occur,
creating a process of transition where an undafimiand certain archaeological invisibility
hangs, contrasting with a generalised sharing afcepts, symbols and narratives in the
Chalcolithic, which are justified mostly by the steance of a tradition and vision of the
participatory world, visible in the numerous degiosial practices identified in Perdigdes (Valera
2015a). Thus, th€airn illustrates that in the later phases, remnanthede earlier practices
could still be observed. Those could function/rspré¢ the maintenance of the previous
ideological correspondence, but at the same tima;egses of resistance to the changes in
progress.

In sum,this late structure emphasises the dependencecamg@mentarity of meanings,
symbolism, and functions between the global arctute of the site, the more specific
architectures that punctuate it, and a traditiorfapmalised depositional practices. In more
specific terms, concerning tleairn structure, it allows one to question the existenica script
and a normative and formalised chain of commeryspitctices in which the deposition of the
remains participates, allowing to propose readitingg enter in the always complex field of
meanings of the human groups of the end of therBitdnnium BC.
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Abstract

The hoarding of metal objects, mainly of copperyal| reaches a remarkable quantitative
and qualitative expression in Portuguese territhuging the Late Bronze Age (circa 1200-800
BC), similarly to what happened in Europe. Thergseabout Portuguese metal hoards increased
in the last two decades, partly because of thhéss and partly due to the scientific community’s
acceptance of anthropological approaches that aloawvercoming the traditional theoretical
opposition between utilitarian and votive depossisidying these hoards allows pursuing many
research paths, some with great potential for batiderstanding the cultural dynamics behind
the deposition of metal objects, deliberately catee by communities and never retrieved.

This text analyses a very relevant but hithertoeumnalued aspect of Late Bronze Age
Portuguese hoards: the deposition of deliberateditdn metal objects. In fact, known findings
show that a significant amount of hoards includgcts that no longer possess their original
technological and morphological characteristicser€fore, from an economic and pragmatic
view of ancient metallurgy, they are consideredrary scrap. The study, however, reveals a
more complex and subtle reality, identifying difat depositional models involving broken
pieces that show different handling pattern. Thipgr explores those handling evidences and
reflects about the social function of fragmentapoactices in the Late Bronze Age of the Iberian
West, particularly in Portuguese territory.

Keywords: fragmentation; selection; deposition; ahidtate Bronze Age; Portuguese territory
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1. Introduction: concept potential and changes

Metal hoarding and deposition during Bronze Agegeesally by the end of that period and
transition to Iron Age, is one of the most expressiultural phenomena in European territory,
particularly in the Atlantic Europe. The interebbat this practice, having Chalcolithic roots, is
translated in abundant bibliography, publishedesthe second half of the".8entury (e.g. Evans
1881; Childe 1930; Hamon, Quilliec 2008). Simultamgly, several scientific meetings were
held, pursuing different approaches and revealing the subject is actual and relevant to the
archaeological scientific communtty

The study of bronze deposition practices (expregsecery different ways in the past,
sometimes interlinked or case specific) has beatiramusly present in the researcher’'s agenda.
Therefore it has been subject to distinct theaaktizethodological approaches, differing
analytical scales, supported by contextual andadgsrspectives. Contextual perspectives went
through a deep renovation with the combinatiorypbtogy, archaeometry and micro-topography
analysis in artefact studies, thus allowing actegzast artisans’ gestures and technical know-
how. Spatial analysis opened up the interpretimgeaof interactions between communities and
space, or with other communities, through bronzedhiag.

Depending on the hoards’ contents and the site evtiery showed up, these finds were
traditionally interpreted as resulting from econorpractices linked to metal production and
circulation (founder’s or merchant’s hoards), otiwe offerings (ritual deposits). More recently,
however, it was understood that such a dichotomy mealonger able to explain the complex,
heterogeneous and ambiguous realities of hoar@sefdre, they began to be seen as entities with
an higher dynamic, particularly after the novekisi®f Richard Bradley (1985; 1990) reinforced
by the work of many other researchers (e.g. Goddanshall 1999; Whitley 2002; York 2002;
Osborne 2004; Joy 2009).

According to this new approach hoards are seen adfestations of deliberate and
intentional actions. Therefore, they would haverbiemed in accordance to well defined and
socially shared social rules, and structured bygipies defining what was deposited (and what
was disposable), how it was deposited and wheradtdeposited (e.g. Vilaca 2006: 25-29; Tarlea
2008; Bottaini 2012: 257-268). Choosing what wasb& deposited implied selection and
determining how it was deposited involved metalocg@iment, which sometimes was deliberately
broken, fragmented. The act of depositing couldsecrate a place. On the other hand, the
existence of a special place would justify thattaier depositions happened there and not
elsewhere.

In this sense, it is important to emphasize thiah@hrds are individual contexts, have a
specific structure and several other aspects thgtgive them meaning. These may include the
act of depositing, the selection of object combore (or lack of combinations) and the objects
physical state (that is to say, the marks of th&iRperiences"), as well as the particularities of
depositional spaces (that can be related and ctathée other significant places, anthropic or
not). Recognizing intentionality allows seeing hisaas a specific type of "structured deposition”,
similar to other types of object depositions lil@tpry sherds, animal or human parts, grinders,
moulds, etc., a subject that was recently reapguldis depth (Garrow 2012).

This text analyses the phenomenon of bronze hoartte Iberian West, particularly in
Portuguese territory, from the point of view of @tij fragmentation. It also briefly reflects upon
some potential meanings behind it.

2. Hoards in Portuguese territory: brief notes

The study of bronze hoards in Portuguese terribk@y been less intense than in other
European countries. Nonetheless, it accompanidd térelency, registering publications since
the second half of the %9century. The researchers that firstly interprethedse hoards
emphasized their earthly nature (e.g. Veiga 188iteS 1902; Pereira 1903; Fortes 1905-1908a,;

1Reference should be made to the recent conferencereCting Worlds Bronze-and Iron Age Depositions imdpe,
hosted by the Deutsches Archéologisches InstitBedtn (19-21 of April 2018).
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Viana 1938), and, less frequently, their votive reloter (e.g. Bettencourt 1988; Silva,
Gomes1992; Cardoso 2084)

The first comprehensive overview of this subjeciyvlver, was only published in 2006. It
was based in the systematization of a great amouempirical evidences and was greatly
invested in conceptual and methodological questiBome aspects until then understudied were
also approached, like the internal context of heantd their relation to surrounding space, in a
global perspective (Vilaga 2006). This work renewed interest of the Portuguese scientific
community in the study of metal hoards. Therefonere publications on the subject began to
arise, providing new readings of old data andeetng unpublished information. Another large-
range monograph work (Bottaini 2012) contributedpagst other aspects, to reveal the richness
of practices expressed in metal depositions througtie Bronze Age and particularly in its final
stage.

Nevertheless, the study of Portuguese hoards tesdeeply limited by the small amount
of compositional analysis available and by a lackrmwledge about the circumstances of their
finding. In fact, most of them are ancient findatidg before the mid-twentieth century (Vilaca
2006: 30-33), and were individually found by chaneithout the presence of archaeologists.
These circumstances did not allow recording margmehts that would be significant to
understand their micro-contexts. In fact, in seiveaaes the information reported is quite vague
concerning aspects like: the precise location ef fihding, the constitution of the deposit
(number, typology, breakage state of the piecd®,dbservation of structures (negative or
positive), the relative disposition of pieces, pinesence of other material remains or the presence
of charcoal and wooden remains (which sometimeesatordings suggest). In this sense, the
archaeology of bronze hoards in Portuguese teyrtias to work not only with the limitations
known to archaeology, but also with the obstaclasirg from the peculiar reality here
summarized.

Regardless of the many interpretations that thenpmenon may raise, a broad overview
shows that the hoards under study are structurgdditferently. They comprise a dissimilar
number and type of objects, the pieces have digtingsical characteristics (newly produced,
having use-wear traces, fractured, fragmentedtadj®tc.), the total and partial weight of metal
deposited varies, the internal organization andlitimming of pieces (when known) differs, the
typological associations are different, as arepiaees chosen to be the setting to depositional
practices and their relation to their surroundings.

An aspect shown by the available data is that al@bsypes of artefacts were deposited:
weapons, tools, ornaments, feasting objects, ingstwvell as axes and palstaves. Having minor
exceptions, the objects deposited are mainly lpgatbduced, reflecting the Atlantic world and
expressing the deep involvement of indigenous conitieg in bronze deposition practices.
Rarely, however, their morphology refers to otheographical and cultural spheres, like the
Mediterranean world (Vilaga 2006: 83). Some exasple two fibulae fragments ascribed to the
hoards of Moreira (Viana do Castelo) and Porto dmdglho (Magéad) the group of bronze
weights from Baleiz&o (Beja), and the tongs fronb&m de Maria Candal's hoard, a unique
finding of extraordinary importance (Melo 2000: 6&taca 2011: 152; Vilagat al. 2012: 332-
334).

The presence of fibulae, weights and other Meditezan related elements, like depilatory
tweezers, iron objects, glass, etc., is also fountabitat contexts (Vilaga 2013), alongside
testimonies of indigenous products and their prédaognaterials. Thus, it is possible to say that,
in Portuguese territory, the process of bronze sitipa by indigenous communities was selective
and culturally discriminatory. Apparently not adt8ngs were as open to novelties as some habitat
contexts. In this sense, Late Bronze Age hoardsleeply closed, conservative and adverse to
multiculturalism, being contexts of resistance tediferranean influences (Vilaga 2006: 85).

2The range of similar situations is vast. It wastlgarompiled in Vilaga 2006: 44, to which should #dded the cases
of two palstaves from Quinta da Comenda (Arcos deléez) (Pereira 1898: 88), ten double looped padst from
Paul (Covilhd) (Vasconcelos 1917: 328, note 2) Aedhtetallic mould for double looped palstaves foandila Boa
(Teixeira 1939: 127). Also see Vilaga 2006: 34,82 and Fig. 50.

3For more considerations about the metal sets fromoPdo Concelho, Moreira and on the presence mfldie
fragments see, correspondingly, Melo 2000: 64-6&i¢gd 2006: 40-41 and Bottaiet al.2017.
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In this respect, Portuguese territory differs fraime Mediterranean area. In the
Mediterranean the typology of some objects fromrdealearly refers to the Atlantic realm,
namely of Portuguese origin (e.g. palstaves, sedkakes and “Rocanes” type sickles from the
hoard of Monte Sa Idda, in Sardinia), as shownheywork of Claudio Giardino (1995) and
Fulvia Lo Schiavo (2008), amongst others.

3. Fragmentation in hoards from Portuguese tewyit@vidences and
diversity

The presence of deliberately broken, or fragmergbpcts is an important aspect of the
phenomenon of bronze deposition in PortuguesedeyriThe concept of “fragmentation” is here
used in its broad sense, including different styiate of metal handling. Table 1 is not exhaustive
but shows a representative idea of the distributibfifagmented and deposited bronze objects.
Those cases where there were reports that findeke br disfigured artefacts at the time of their
discovery were excluded from the table (or arertjeaentioned, like in the case of Cola, see
below). Thus, it is important to notice that thebjly of data here presented is diverse. In fagt th
artefacts are geographically scattered, some vestednd we must emphasize that we did not
observe them all directly.

Table 1: Hoards with fragmented objects from Parasg territory. North: north of the Douro River. €enbetween
Douro and Tagus Rivers; South: south of the TagusrRiv. tools; W: weapons; OR: ornaments; OT: others)

Numbers Function (fragmented objects) Bibliography

in the Fig. Hoards Localization
1 T W  OR | oOT
1 Carpinteireg North X Fortes 190-1908t
2 Vigose North X X Neves 196
3 Catelinhi North X Cortez 195
4 Cabelud North X Nunes 1957
5 Paredes de Cou North X Pereira 190
6 Areost North X Monteagudc1977
7 Lama Ch North X Junior 196
8 Solveire North X Bottainiet al. 201¢
9 Vilela Seca (Barrenhe North X X Villas Bbas 194
1C Valbormr North X Lemos 199
11 Fonte Velh North X Fortes 190-1908:¢
12 Lugar do Telhad North X Cardozo 197
13 Abelheire North X Sarmento 18¢
14 Vila Cova de Perrint Cente X X X Brand&o 196
15 Ferreira de Ave Cente X Veiga 189
1€ QuarteFeire Cente X Melo et al 200z
17 Moura da Serr Cente X Nunes 1957
18 Coles deSamue Cente X X Bottainiet al. 201¢€
1¢ Quinta do Erved: Cente X X X Villas Bbas 194
2C Pinhal do Urs Cente X Kalb 199¢
21 Marzugueiri Cente X Coffyn 198¢
22 Cabeco de Maria Candal center X | X Vilageet al. 2012
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Reguengos do Fe Cente X Ruivo 199:

Porto do Concelt Cente X X X Bottainiet al. 2017
Fonte de Alviel Cente X Vilaga 200t

Casal dos Fiéis de De Cente X X X Melo 200(
Cacilha: Center/Sout X Silva, Gomes 199
Evore Soutt X Brandherm 20C
Alqueve Soutt X Cardoscet al 199z
Safari Soutt X Vasconcelos 19:
Castro da Co Soutt X Vilhena 2001

The empirical data allows observing the following:

Vi)

vii)

viii)

IX)

Concerning geographical distribution, hoards withgmented objects follow the
pattern already outlined for hoards in general ifigsl de Castro, 2007: 16), being
mainly concentrated in central and northern Pott(fgg. 1);

Only in the south of Portugal there is some sogreference for fragmenting certain
metal object types, the weapons, whereas in otlggoms the objects fragmented are
typologically more diverse;

In the same hoard several typologies of fragmealgects may occur (e.g. Vigosa,
Quinta do Ervedal, Casal dos Fiéis de Deus, Part@ahcelho, etc.);

The cases where the same hoard presents morertbdragment of the same piece
are a minority (e.g. Vila Cova de Perrinho, Herdddesobral da Varzea);

Fragmentation occurs in hoards with multiple oljeaaftthe same type (e.g. Paredes
de Coura), in those showing different typologieg.(&olveira, Freixianda) and in
individual depositions (e.g. Cacilhas);

Technologically, the objects deposited may be tgrdloys (e.g. Abelheira) or
binary alloys (e.g. Solveira, Freixianda, ColesSa@euel) (Bottaini 2012);

Fragmentation is not limited to used objects (alfiosometimes they were intensely
used), or ready to use objects (e.g. the tongs Faixianda, the axes from Coles de
Samuel) and it also occurs in seemingly newly pceduand unfinished objects (e.g.
the casting jet from Abelheira);

While in the North of Portugal most cases corredpinthe deposition of a single
type of fragmented metal objects per hoard (usylgtaves), in the Centre, there is
greater typological/functional diversity;

There are no known hoards that exclusively prefagmented objects, unlike in
other regions of the Atlantic world.

4. Discussion: to break, to mutilate, to selecgather, to deposit

The presence of broken objects in Bronze Age nietatds or in other type of contexts
has been discussed by several authors (e.g. N&b@B00, Bradley 2005: 161-163, Gabillot
2004, Perea 2008, Tarbay 2017; Brandherm 2018)ireng a topic insufficiently studied in
Portuguese territory.

The first information to keep in mind is that ngaall metal formal types known in the
region on which this work focuses have been fragetrbeing this phenomenon particularly
evident in the period ranging between the end @2tfiand the beginning of thetfnillennium
BC, similarly to other European regions (Bradley120133).The fragments of palstaves and
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socketed axes which were deposited were eithdnaftmg ends or the blades (e.g. Vilela Seca,
Paredes de Coura, Coles de Samuel, Quinta do BEr@atseco de Maria Candal). Similarly, the
parts deposited from sickles of both Rocanes ankleted types were the blade edges (Porto do
Concelho, Coles de Samuel) or the hafting ends (Mda Serra). The same situation is shown
by the flesh-hook from the hoard of Solveira, watie of the prong that was broken (Bottaini
2012: 54-55) (Fig. 2).

Figure 1 - Distribution of hoards with fragmenteujects.

As for as swords, they can be restricted to the drilto the distal end. However,
concerning the latter, the deposition of blade pbagments is predominant, meaning that the
hilts had some other destinatto@onsequently, it is difficult to identify predeéid and recurrent
models of fragmentation within the same functidgpks. The fragmentation pattern vary across
different artefact categories, as is also showsg®arheads, for example (see below).

A second problem to highlight is that the concdftagmentation, in its strictest sense,
is too narrow to describe all the realities obsér'e fact, in certain cases the objects were not
only broken, but were cut (with a chisel or by tina), bent, twisted, deformed, subject to fire,
mutilated or desecrated. In other words, they wetentionally damaged in different ways,
leaving deep marks, superficial ones, or only lighacks, as consequence of the destructive
actions. Actually, as Bradley has recently statbrbdking or damaging objects was a very
different process” (Bradley 2017: 130).

4SeeBrandherm 2007 for more detailed references on ssvord
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Figure 2 - A) Barrenhas or Vilela Seca hoard (adogrdo Villas-Boas 1948, Lam. 2); B) Moura da Sercaral
(according to Coffyn 1985, planche XLIlI: 1-3); C) @slde Samuel hoard (according to Bottairal.2016: 346); D)
Cabeco de Maria Candal hoard (according to Vitggl. 2012: 305); E) Solveira hoard (Photo credit: MDB#aga).

Figure 3 - The flat axe from Sabugal showing dagp on the blade edge and marks on the sides (texid: Museu

do Sabugal and Bruno Santos).
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Figure 4 - A) Spearhead from BaiBes (according teait al. 1984: 102); B) Dagger from Vila Cova de Perrinho
(according to Bottainét al.2011: 31); C) Bracelet from Porto do Concelho (Pleogalit: Carlo Bottaini).

According to Nebelsick (2000), such deliberatelplent actions of metal objects’
destruction were part of the ritual practices ofA.Blthough they may have had an earlier origin.
The flat axe from Sabugal is interpreted in accoceato this perspective. It was collected in
unknown circumstances (in that village or its sundings) and was found violently destroyed.
The object is complete but shows deep cuts onldaeledge and several other cut marks on the
sides (Fig. 3), revealing the brutal aggressiveitesss subjected to without an apparent practical
purpose.

Besides fragmentation and mutilation, violence uadafacts was exerted in other more
subtle ways: certain objects were physically defmAn example is one of the spears from
Baibes. It was very carefully folded in a contrdll@ay so that it would not break (Fig. 4A) (Silva
et al. 1984: 102). On the contrary, one of the daggars f¥ila Cova de Perrinho (Fig. 4B),
equally folded, had a fracture and marks of thabaen the middle of the blade, showing violent
cracks. Furthermore, physical deformation is showrone of the bracelets from Porto do
Concelho. The bracelet was twisted, also withopaagnt practical reason (Fig. 4C).

Concerning the spearheads, in the cases of Boachofite Vicosa) (Melgaco) (Coffyn
1985: planche XXXVI) only the blades were depositBlde spearheads from Penedo de Lexim
(Mafra) (Arnaucdet al.1971; Sousat al.2004) and Porto do Concelho (Bottaghial.2017) show
cracks in the blade and in the socket, a condéiso found in other hoards exclusively composed
of spearheads. It is the case of the hoards fromaL@h& (Junior 1968) and Lugar do Telhado
(Cardozo 1971) (Fig. 5), whose spearheads shovedlslesicracks in the sockets, along the blade
edges and at the point.

The cases described above are undoubtedly intahtismce their creation required
technical expertise and skill in fragmentation drgdortion. Nevertheless, it isn't always easy, or
possible, to identify the origin of some marksislundeniable that they are related to different
fragmentation models, implying that the reasondrgefragmentation must have been equally
different.
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Fragmentation is performed to condemn an object,aasocial strategy. But is
fragmentation also done to recycle? Or is it beeaarsefacts were already broken (by other
reasons) that their fragments are sent to recyzliflgese situations are very different because
they imply different purposes at their roots. e ttase of recycling, the extensive analysis of
empirical data and contexts clearly shows thatsike of broken parts is not adequate to the
capacity of crucibles. They are always quite sraat could only have been used to melt small
pieces (Vilaga 1998: 354-355 e fig. 2).

Either natural breakage or intentional fragmentatwoduces object fragments and
fragmented objects. These different results imjffgient degrees of fragmentation, which may
also be important in understanding the actionsmaativations for fragmentation.

Let us now focus on one of the most remarkablesgmabolic creations of the Bronze
Age: the swords. An approach that combines differscales, macroscopic and micro-
topographic, shows a huge diversity of situatians, sherefore, of motivations. Some researchers
(e.g. Kristiansen 2002; Quilliec 2008: 81-83) olksdrthat the intensive use of swords blunts the
points, produces cracks in the blades and smadl @uttheir edges; the breakage of a sword’'s
blade in half (leaving the rest intact) revealgacidental action, possibly resulting from combat;
if there are many separate fragments it revealsdti@ons were intentional, regardless of the
motives.

Some LBA swords from Portuguese territory illustrttiese features. For example, the
swords from Vilar Maior, Elvas, Safara, Evora aracithas (Fig. 6A-E) have no point. They
maintain physical identity but not their integrigimce the points were damaged or show intensive
use. Intensive use is also visible in blade irragty as is shown by a short sword preserved at
the Museum of Lousé& and found somewhere in ther€aftPortugal (Vilaca, Lima 2006). A
similar case comes from Tapada das Argolas (Fun@atgca et al. 2002-2003). The blade
fragment shows wavy dents (Fig. 6F) that reveadfitsctive use in defence or attack in a violent
context of real confrontation or parade.

A second sword from Evora was split in half. THewas left intact and the blade fracture
line shows signs of bending, revealing that breakeas forced (Fig. 6A). The sword from Castro
da Cola was also bent when it was found (Fig. 6{&)vever, it was straightened against a large
stone by its finders (Vilhena 2006: 78). In thoseses the objects are usually complete.
Nevertheless, in hoards that present several gip@sefacts, such as Quinta do Ervedal or Porto
do Concelho (Fig. 6H), sword fragments seem tolbst™ from their other parts, which are
missing. According to these fragmentation and sielepatterns, it is admissible that not all parts
of an artefact might have had the same value. Tdnkg some were mutilated and preserved. The
mutilation of the points and blade edges in weafjand axes) takes on a special meaning, since
it would cancel their practical efficiency. Therefo it would physically condemn them,
eliminating their function and even sacrificing e

On the contrary, fragmentation and preservatiosvabrds’ hilts may show the high
practical and symbolic value of that weapon. Brad005: 155) suggests that hilt preservation
could be explained by it being the closest path&owner, thus remaining as a relic while the
remainder would become recycling material. The iedex, that is, the blade, is the part that kills
or confronts and, therefore, should be destroyed.

As seen, artefact selection for deposition comprisemplete or undamaged objects and
fragmented ones. Such a selection involved separtagither by removing objects from their
previous contexts, or by setting aside some fra¢grfeom the remaining object parts, which are
now missing. The latter have followed unknown degtons, impossible to control. Many were
possibly recycled, others deposited, or even resitggr. Therefore, fragmentation creates
different fragment biographies.

In this regard, Bradley reports the finding of tfvagments from the same sword in
different locations, separated by a river (Bradfeyrd 2004). Both fragments mark different spots
in the landscape, because they were placed orf wiptmmct mounts, which, nevertheless, could
see each other. Thus, although fragmented andategdathe connection between the two parts
of the same sword was emphasized by the sites glioseach deposition. The authors then use
the concept of énchainemefit(Chapman 2000) to propose that these two fragsneauld
symbolically establish a relationship between twople, between two communities, between
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their life histories. By enacting this relationshipth parts would be reunited. This concept is
inspired in ethnographic studies from Melanesiaaides the connection between objects (with
their mnemonic, metaphorical and metonymic refegsh@nd people (having their own life
histories). Since its application its implicationave been subject to interesting debates (e.g.
Briick 2006).

The diversity of fragmentation in Portuguese teryitis also characterized by the union
of distinct object parts in the same depositiowaltexts. Although some hoards do not have intact
objects, the whole object is sometimes presentsitblioken parts: the objects are complete,
although fragmented.

The most recent example came from the reappréitla¢ dhoard from Herdade do Sobral
da Véarzea (Santiago do Cacém). It includes twodwdiat axes that were complete, but divided
in four fragments (Soarest al. 2016). It should be highlighted that, in each cabe
fragmentation model created a fracture that divithedblades in half.

Figure 5 - Spearheads from Porto do Concelho (Ap{®credit: Carlo Bottaini), Penedo de Lexim (B) (ading to
Sousaet al. 2004: 113), Vigosa (C) (according to Coffyn 1985mahe XXXVI: 6-8, “Boucas”), Lama Cha (D)
(according to Kalb 1980: 41) and Lugar do Telhadp(bccording to Coffyn 1985, planche LII).
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i

Figure 6 - Swords from Evora (A) (Photo credit: @aBbttaini), Safara (B) (Photo credit: Carlo BottaiM)lar Maior
(C) (according to Brandherm 2007, lamina 3: 18), E2) (according to Brandherm 2007, lamina 27: 16&)ilhas
(E) (according to Brandherm 2007, lamina 7: 35),alpdas Argolas (F) (according to Vilagteal. 2002-2003: 185,
modified), Castro da Cola (G) (according to Brandh28@7, lamina 28: 176, “Nossa Senhora da Cola”),dPdot
Concelho (H) (Photo credit: Carlo Bottaini), Casal d&s=de Deus (I) (according to Coffyn 1985, planéie/Il,
modified).

Another equally revealing case is the sword fromhbard of Casal dos Fiéis de Deus.
This hoard has many unique characteristics, as Mab (2000) rightly emphasized in an
important study. The hoard contains weapons (swandsa dagger), ornaments (bracelets) and
tools, specifically a fragmented axe. One of thersls (now restored but missing the point end)
was divided into three blade fragments at the wiis finding (Vasconcelos 1919-1920). The
three fragments were not scattered and, on theargntvere (re)united in the same deposition
context, despite being physically separated froom edher (Fig. 61).

The reunion of broken parts in a single context waesrefore also practiced by
communities at around 3000 years ago. This praidittee opposite of the one described before.
Therefore, fragmentation strategies may involvgrrant mobility, but also the opposite, that is
to say, fragmentation without dispersal.

Also noteworthy is another manifestation of the ptewity of this phenomenon: the
intentional union of distinct objects, literallyolving a "chaining” mechanism. The objects are
whole but required physical union to express newanirgys. This situation is testified by three
pieces from the hoard of Quinta do Ervedal (Fund&bg hoard stands out within Portuguese
deposits due to the large amount of objects, 43 pbete or fragmented), with 16,759 kg of metal
(bronze and copper) (Villas-Boas 1947; Coffyn 1988hongst other complete and fragmented
objects, plano-convex ingots, there is a singlepéab palstave and two open rings with
overlapping ends, one of which shows incised déworarl he rings are chained together and one
of them is hooked to the palstave loop. Such arunmiatually invalidates the practical function
of each object (Vilaga 2006: 81) and it also commémctional and conceptually distinct objects
as a single entity. Cases like this are quite ualugnd, in the Iberian Peninsula, there is only
another known example, comprised by two axes flmrhbard of Arroyo Molinos (Monteagudo
1977: 182, 261, Tafel 123). However, this exceiamaracteristic also happens across Europe,
since it was reported, for example, in the Hungafi@ard of Dunauljvaros-Kosziderpadlas
(Hansen 2016: 186).
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Certain objects experienced a clear metamorphosi|wn by fragmentation,
deformation, use wear and violent use marks. Tihansformation, however, can be expressed
still in another way. As many other authors, weeaghat recycling was a recurrent practice in
the Late Bronze Age. Recycling, however, was moitéid to recasting and could also comprise
repurposing old objects into "new" objects outils de seconde intentidfBoutoille, Milcent
2006). In fact, reclaiming metal that is seen asmeaterial not to be wasted also encompasses
the adaptation of old objects, or their fragmeim&) new objects. The latter are then naturally
limited by the shape of the previous ones. For gtemthere are evidences of such a
metamorphosis in the dagger from the hoard of Gabe¢cMaria Candal (Ourém) (Fig. 2D). In
this case, prior to being a dagger, the objectavasord blade point, possibly of a "carp tongue"
type (Vilacaet al. 2012). The same seems to have happened with tlédagger from Tapada
das Argolas, which was also adapted from a swaghfient (Vilacat al.2002-2003).

The physical transformations that created these/"@@tefacts may have been merely
opportunistic or circumstantial, as it seems tohgecase of a small dagger fragment of the Porto
de Mos type, found at Castro do Cabeco da Argeffeladao) (Vilaceet al. 2011). Although
dated to the Late Bronze Age, it showed up in acoséext of the 2 Iron Age. It may have been
salvaged and used, without recasting, due to thie wd metal at a time when bronze was difficult
to get.

As to the dagger from Cabeco de Maria Candaliséssa broader range of interpretations,
ranging from those strictly utilitarian to other®flecting the symbolic character or
historiographical charge that swords acquire whezy tare seen as "noble weapons". The
metamorphosed sword was reborn, having a diffexppearance at a new stage of its life-cycle.
In other words, its "cultural biography" (Kopytd®86, Gosden, Marshall 1999) was still in the
making.

5. Final Remarks

This paper aimed at organizing some data abouptbsence of deliberately cracked,
broken or incomplete objects found in Late Bronzge Aoards found in today’s Portuguese
territory.

The evaluation of empirical data showed, in thet filace, that despite past social habits
concerning what was deposited and the places aisitegn, today it isn’'t possible to recognize a
general pattern explaining the fragmentation of odépd bronze artefacts. The lack of a
recognised general pattern also results from theymaethods used to cancel the function of
objects (e.qg. folding, breaking, twisting, markingpurposing, etc.) and to the fact that destractiv
actions occurred over the edges, the points, tdels| the hafting parts, etc.

A second aspect to notice is that there doesnhgede any formal type whose function
is more frequently cancelled, neither there arealiypes whose fractures show up exclusively
in specific parts. Swords are exemplary in thipees They were deposited in many conditions:
whole, without the point, limited to the point anslually having blades with a wavy profile.

It is also important to keep in mind that the dsigrin fragmentation strategies and their
structural contexts go well beyond the idea thaaking was performed in order to recycle. This
is not the case in many examples, as was shownvetsely, metal (and other objects)
fragmentation should be seen as a social praeticsying people to express their "being" in the
world through handling broken objects and objeagjfnents in many ways.

A final remark is necessary to highlight that intenal fragmentation was planned and,
therefore, would not be within everybody’'s reach the contrary and as noticed by other
researchers, fragmentation (seen in the broad skatéhis paper assumed) required technical
expertise. In fact, metalworkers were, probably sindiltaneously, object creators and changers.

Acknowledgements

This work has been financed by national funds by FCFoundation for Science and
Technology under the UID/Multi/04449/2013 (POCI-0145-FEDER-007649), COMPETE,

——

]
136 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

FEDER, Portugal2020. Carlo Bottaini thanks the HGTthe SFRH/BPD/111039/2015 grant.
The authors also thanks Dr. Ana Bica Osorio fangtating the text into English.

References

ARNAUD, J.M.; OLIVEIRA, V.S.; JORGE, V.0O. (1971) — O povoafistificado Neo e Eneolitico do Penedo do
Lexim (Mafra): campanha preliminar de escavac683@},O Arquedlogo Portugués. I, 5: 97-132.

AZEVEDO, M. (1895) — Noticias archeologicas de ToasMontesQ Archeologo Portuguésérie I: 1: 130-136.
BARTHOLO, M.L. (1959) — Alabardas da época do bronaéVluseu Regional de Braganéatas e Memédrias do |
Congresso Nacional de Arqueologiashog Instituto de Alta Cultura, I: 431-439.

BETTENCOURT, A.M. (1988) — Novos achados metalicoBdonze Final na bacia do médio Cavadadernos de
Arqueologia S. Il, 5: 9-22.

BOTTAINI, C. (2012) —Depositos Metalicos no Bronze Final (sécs. XIII-XIC.) do Centro e Norte do Portugal.
Aspectos Sociais e Arqueometallrgiddsiversidade de Coimbra, PhD thesis.

BOTTAINI, C.; RODRIGUES, A. (2011) — O conjunto de Viova de Perrinho, Vale de Cambra: caracteriza¢éo
guimica e reavaliagdo de contextOppidum 5: 27-40.

BOTTAINI, C.; VILACA, R.; MONERO-RUIZ, I. MIRAO, J.; CANDEIAS, A. (2017) — Archaeometric contribution
to the interpretation of the Late Bronze Age "hodrd Porto do Concelho (Macéo, Central Portudd8diterranean
Archaeology and Archaeometrd/7 (1): 217-231.

BOTTAINI, C.; VILACA, R.; SCHIAVON, N.; MIRAO, J; CANDEIAS, A.; BORDALO, R.; PATERNOSTER, G;
MONTERO-RUIZ, I. (2016) — New insights on Late Brorege Cu-metallurgy from Coles de Samuel hoard (Central
Portugal): A combined multi-analytical approadburnal of Archaeological Science: Repofls 344-357.

BOTTAINI, C.; GIARDINO, C.; PATERNOSTER, G. (2015) — Thénal Bronze Age hoard from Solveira (northern
Portugal): a multi-disciplinary approadber Anschnitt26: 125-133.

BOUTOILE, L.; MILCENT, P.Y. (2006) — De I'épée du guier au racloir: I'outillage de seconde intentidans les
dépdts métalliques du Bronze final atlantique treue® France, In: L. Astruc ; F. Bon ; V. Léa ; P.Milcent ; S.
Philibert (Eds.)Normes Techniques et Pratiques Sociales. De la wiitdpbes outillages pré-et protohistoriques.
XXVErencontres internationales d’archéologie et d’histad’Antibes Antibes, APDCA, 297-311.

BRANDAO, D.P. (1963) — Achado da época do Bronze da @bva de Perrinho - Vale de CambraAktas do |1
Coléquio Portuense de Arqueologia, Lucer@adernos de Arqueologia do Centro de Estudos Hurnaosstll: 114-
118.

BRADLEY, R. (1985) — Exchange and Social Distance. $tracture of Bronze Artefact Distributioridan, 20 (4):
692-704.

BRADLEY, R. (1990) -The Passage of Arms. An archaeological analysgelfistoric hoards and votive deposits
Cambridge, University Press.

BRADLEY, R. (2005) Ritual and Domestic Life in Prehistoric Eurggeondon and New York, Routledge.
BRADLEY, R. (2017) -A Geography of Offerings. Deposits of ValuablehélLandscapes of Ancient Euro@xbow
books, Oxford & Philadelphia.

BRADLEY, R.; FORD, D. (2004) — A Long Distance Conneatio the Bronze Age: Joining Fragments of a Ewart
Park Sword from two Sites in England, In: H. RodheGrogan; J. Bradley; J. Coles; B. Raftery (Edg9m Megaliths
to Metal. Essays in Honour of George Eog@xford, Oxbow Books, 174-177.

BRANDERHM, D. (2007) —Las Espadas del Bronce Final en la Peninsula llzécBaleares Prahistorische
Bronzefunde Abt. IV, Band 16, Stuttgart, Steiner.

BRANDERHM, D. (2018) — Fragmentation patterns revéitéual and recycling in Bronze Age depositionalgiice,

In: D. Brandherm; E. Heymans; D. Hofmann (ed3ifts, Goods and Money Comparing currency and catah
systems in past societi€dxford, Archaeopress, 45-65.

BRITTAIN, M., HARRIS, O. (2010) — Enchaining argumerdgad fragmenting assumptions: reconsidering the
fragmentation debate in archaeologyorld Archaeology4?2 (4): 581-594.

BRUCK, J. (2006) — Fragmentation, Personhood anddhi@SConstruction of Technology in Middle and LBi@nze
Age Britain,Cambridge Archaeological Journal6 (3): 297-315.

CARDOSO, J.L; GUERRA, M.F.; BRAGANCA, F. (1992) — O dsjt6 do Bronze final de Alqueva e a tipologia das
lancas do Bronze Final portugu@dediterraneo. Revista de Estudos Pluridisciplinassbre as Sociedades
Mediterranicas 1: 231-250.

CARDOZO, M. (1971) — A estacgédo pré-histérica da Sda@enha (Guimardeg)ctas do 1l Congresso Nacional de
Arqueologia 1: 239-267.

CHAPMAN, J. (2000) -Fragmentation in Archaeology: People, Places, amdkBn Objects in the Prehistory of
South-Eastern Européondon, Routledge.

CHAPMAN, J.; GAYDARSKA, B.I. (2007) Parts and wholes: fragmentation in prehistoric aiitOxford, Oxbow
Books.

CHILDE, V.G. (1930) -The Bronze AgeCambridge, Cambridge University Press.

COFFYN, A. (1985) -Le Bronze Final Atlantique das la Péninsule IbéggRaris, Diffusion de Boccard.

5Primary sources have been cited whenever avail@bielarge number of references reported in thedepends on
the fact that information on hoards from Portugueseétory are generally dispersed over a numbgrapfers, most of
them published in Portuguese journals with littieefnational spread.

——

]
137 |



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

CORTEZ, F.R. (1951) — O Esconderijo de Moreira (Mopgambalhos de Antropologia e de Etnografiéll (1-2):
155-161.

EVANS, J. (1881) -The ancient bronze implements, weapons, and ornap@fiBreat Britain and Ireland_ondon,
Longmans, Green & Co.

FORTES, J. (1902) — Instrumentos de broxércheologo Portuguésérie |, 7: 102-106.

FORTES, J. (1905-1908a) — Thesouro de ViatodosdBadei do BronzeRortugalia, Il, 1-4: 110-111.

FORTES, J. (1905-1908b) — Esconderijo morgeano dgpit@aira (Melgaco)Portugalia, 11, 1-4: 475.

GABILLOT, M. (2003) —Dépbts et production métallique du Bronze moyelRrance nord-occidentaleBAR S1174.
GABILLOT, M. (2004) — La fragmentation des objetstére d'étude des dépots de I'age du BroAetes du 25eme
Congrés Préhistorique de France: Approches fonctidies en PréhistoireNanterre, 24-26: 1-9.

GABILLOT, M.; LAGARDE, C. (2008) — Voluntary destructis of objects in Middle and Late Bronze Age hoands
France, In: C. Hamon; B. Quilliec (EdsHpards from the Neolithic to the Metal Ages. Tecainand codified
practices Oxford, BAR international séries 1758, 59-65,

GARROW, D. (2012) — Odd deposits and average peachiccritical history of the concept of structurgebosition.
Archaeological Dialoguesl9 (2): 85-115.

GIARDINO, C. (1995) I Mediterraneo occidentale fra il XVI e I'VIIl sea. C. Cerchie minerarie e metallurgiche -
West Mediterranean between 14th and 8th century Biing and metallurgical sphere®xford, BAR International
Series 612.

GOSDEN, C.; MARSHALL, Y. (1999) — The cultural biogtay of objectsWorld Archaeology31(2): 169-178.
HAMON, C.; QUILLIEC, B. (Eds.) (2008) Hoards from the Neolithic to the metal ages: techhand codified
practices Session of the Xith Annual Meeting of the Eurape&ssociation of Archaeologists, Oxford, BAR
International Series 1758.

HANSEN, S. (2016) — A short History of FragmentsHoards of the Bronze Age, In: H. Baitinger (Ed/aterial
Culture and Identity between the Mediterranean Warid Central EuropeRGZM — Tagungen Band 27, Rémisch-
Germanisches Zentralmuseum Verlag des Rémisch-Gésamam Zentralmuseums Mainz, 185-208.

JOY, J. (2009) — Reinvigorating object biographyrreelucing the drama of object livad/orld Archaeology41 (4):
540-556.

JUNIOR, J.R.S. (1968) — Quatro lancas de bronzeadealCha (MontalegreJrabalhos de Antropologia e Etnologia
XX (3-4): 339-347.

KALB, P. (1998) — Producéo local e rela¢des a lodigténcia na Idade do Bronze Atlantico do Oest@elsinsula
Ibérica, In: S.0O. Jorge (EdBxiste uma Idade do Bronze Atlantic@?abalhos de Arqueologia, 10: 157-165.
KOPYTOFF, 1. (1986) — The cultural biography ofrths: commoditisation as process, In: A. AppaduEai.), The
Social Life of Things: Commaodities in Cultural Pessfive Cambridge, University Press, 64-94.

KRISTIANSEN, K. (2002) — The tale of the sword — sd®and swordfighters in Bronze Age Europgford Journal
of Archaeology?21 (4): 319-332.

LEMOS, F.S. (1993) Povoamento Romano de Tras-os-Montes OrienBaga, Universidade do Minho, PhD Thesis.
LO SCHIAVO, F. (2008) — La metallurgia sarda: retawifra Cipro, Italia e la Penisola Iberica. Un mitale
interpretativo, In: S. Celestino Pérez; N. Rafel;L.XArmada (Eds.)Contacto cultural entre el Mediterraneo y el
Atlantico (siglos XlI-VIII ane): Larecolonizacion a debat®)adrid, CSIC, 417-436.

MELO, A. (2000) — Armas, utensilios e esconderifiguns aspectos da metalurgia do Bronze Final:pdsiéo do
Casal dos Fiéis de DelRevista Portuguesa de Arqueologia(1): 15-120.

MELO, A.A.; ALVES, H.; ARAUJO M. de F. (2002) — ThBronze Palstave from the Quarta Feira Copper Mine,
Central Portugal, In: B.S. Ottaway; E.C. Wager E.GIs(E Metals and SociefyOxford, BAR International Series
1061, 109-115

MONTEAGUDO, L. (1977) -Die Beile auf der Iberischen Halbins&llunchen: Prahistorische Bronzefunde IX, Vol.
Band 6.

NEBELSICK, L. (2000) — Rent asunder: ritual violened.ate Bronze Age hoards, In: C.F.E. Pare (Bdetals Make
The World Go Roundxford, Oxbow Books, 160-175.

NEVES, L. (1962) — Breve noticia, até ao presenéglita, do achado de instrumentos de bronze do kunde
Melgaco,Studium GeneraldX (1): 94-99.

NUNES, J.C. (1957a) — Trés noétulas de arqueologichimtoricaRevista de GuimaragkXVIl: 192-200.

NUNES, J.C. (1957b) — Un importante hallazgo del Beoem PortugalZephyrusVIll, 135-145.

OSBORNE, R. (2004.) — Hoards, votives, offerings:ahshaeology of the dedicated objestorld Archaeology36
(1): 1-10.

PEREA, A. (2008) — Iberian psycho. Deliberate degton in Bronze age Gold hoards of the Iberian grena, In: C.
Hamon; B. Quilliec (Eds.)Hoards from the Neolithic to the Metal Ages. Techhand codified practicesOxford,
BAR international séries 1758, 53-58.

PEREIRA, F.A. (1898) — Dois machados de bro@ércheologo Portuguésl, 4: 88-93.

PETREIRA, F.A. (1903) — Machados de duplo afeArcheologo Portuguésl, 8: 132-136.

QUILLIEC, B. (2008) — Use, wear and damage: treatnudrbronze swords before deposition, In. C. HanB®n;
Quilliec, B. (Eds.)Hoards from the Neolithic to the Metal Ages. Techhand codified practice BAR international
séries 1758, 67-78.

RUIVO, J.S. (1993) — Os espetos articulados de Reguea Fetal (Batalha, Leirialzstudos Pré-Histéricqsl: 105-
110.

SARMENTO, F.M. (1888) — AntigualhaRevista de Guimaraes (4): 157-163.

SENNA-MARTINEZ, J.C. (2009) — Armas, lugares e homeaspectos das praticas simbdlicas na primeidelda
Bronze,Estudos Arqueolégicos de Oeirdy: 467-488.

138 |

——



Fragmentation and Depositions in Pre and ProtosHcsPortugal

SILVA, A.C.F.; GOMES, M.V. (1992) Proto-histéria de PortugalLisboa, Universidade Aberta.

SILVA, A.C.F.; SILVA, C.T.; LOPES, A.B. (1984) — Depts de fundidor do Final da Idade do Bronze do Caséro
Senhora da Guia (Baides, S. Pedro do Sul, Viseitgrng Homenagem a D. Domingos Pinho Brandag-95.
SOARES, J.; ALVES, L.; VALERIO, P.; ARAUJO, M.F. (2016 Leitura arqueométrica de artefactos do final da
Idade do Bronze: depdsitos metdlicos de Santa Crde 8. Francisco da Serra, (Santiago do CacBeyijsta
Portuguesa de Arqueologid9: 115-122.

SOUSA, A.C.; Valério, P.; Aradjo, M. de F. (2004Metalurgia antiga do Penedo do Lexim (Mafra): Catam e
Idade do BronzeRevista Portuguesa de Arqueologfa(2): 97-117.

TARBAY, J.G. (2017) — The Late Bronze Age Hoard fr@ftarc Marki Hill, Analysis of prehistoric manipulans,
selective fragmentation and non-ritual violencalai Mizeum23: 73-138.

TARLEA, A. (2008) — The concept of ‘selective dejtios’, Peuce VI, 63-132.

TEIXEIRA, C. (1939) — Molde de fundi¢cdo para machadesbronze de duplo andélrabalhos de Antrologia e
Etnologia IX, (1-2): 126-130.

VASCONCELOQS, J.L. (1915) Hist6ria do Museu Etnoldgico Portugués (1893-19143boa, Imprensa Nacional.
VASCONCELOS, J.L. (1917) — Pela Beifa,Archeologo Portugués. I, XXII: 293-344.

VASCONCELOS, J.L. (1919-1920) — Estudos sobre a égo&ronze em Portugal. VIl -Tesouro do Casal déssFi
de-DeusQ© Archeologo Portugués. |, 24: 193-195.

VEIGA, S.P.M.E. da (1891) -Antiguidades monumentaes do Algarve: tempos poeties Lishoa, Imprensa
Nacional.

VIANA, T.S. (1938) — Um esconderijo de fundid&evista Alto Minhpl: 7-9.

VILACA, R. (1998) — Producgé&o, consumo e circulag&obens na Beira Interior na transicao do Il paraxilénio
a.C.,Estudos Pré-histérico$: 347-374.

VILACA, R. (2006) — Depdsitos de Bronze do TerritdFlortugués. Um debate em abe@oArquedlogo Portugués
S. Ill, 24: 9-150.

VILACA, R. (2011) — Ponderais do Bronze Final-Femicial do Ocidente peninsular: novos dados e gesstdn
aberto, In: M.P. Garcia-Bellido; L. Callegarin; Am#inez Diez (Eds.Barter, Money and Coinage in the Ancient
Mediterranean (19-15t centuries BG)Madrid, Anejos del Archivo Espariol de ArqueolodiIll, 139-167.

VILACA, R. (2013) — Late Bronze Age: Mediterranearpemts in the Western End of the Iberian Peninadtdns
and reactions), In: E. Aubet; S. Pau (Edstgraccion Social y Comercio en la Antesala delo@alismo: Los Metales
como ProtagonistagdJniversidad Pompeu Fabra de Barcelona, 13-30.

VILACA, R., LIMA, P. (2006) — A Idade do Bronze no Meu Municipal da Lousa Prof. Alvaro Viana de Lemos,
Beira Alta, LXVI, (3-4): 351-375.

VILACA, R.; ALMEIDA, S.; BOTTAINI, C.; MARQUES, J. NMONTERO-RUIZ, I. (2011) — Metalurgia do Castro
do Cabeco da Argemela (Fundao): formas, conteldodipdes e contextos, In: C. Martins; A. Bettencaumjartins;

J. Carvalho (coords.Povoamento e Exploracdo de Recursos Mineiros napjfzurAtlantica Ocidental Braga,
CITCEM, 427-451.

VILACA, R.; BOTTAINI, C.; MONTERO-RUIZ, I. (2012) — O Debsito do Cabego de Maria Candal, Freixianda
(Ourém, Portugal)® Arquedlogo Portugués. V, (2): 297-353.

VILACA, R.; BOTTAINI, C.; CARVALHO, P.; PATERNOSTER, G2014) — O punhal de Sdo Martinho de Orgens
(Viseu) no seu contexto local: o ser e o eRawjista Portuguesa de Arqueologld: 127-140.

VILACA, R.; MONTERO-RUIZ, I.; RIBEIRO, C.; SILVA, R.; ALMEDA, S. (2002-2003) — Tapada das Argolas
(Capinha, Fundjonovos contributos para a sua caracterizagdtydos Pré-Historicosl0-11: 175-197.

VILHENA, J. (2006) -O sentido de permanéncia. As envolventes do Caat@oth nos 2.° e 1.° milénio a.Cisboa,
University of Lisbon, MSc Thesis.

VILLAS-BOAS, J.S. (1947) — Nuevos elementos del BeorAtlantico en PortugalCrénica del 1l Congreso
Arqueoldgico del Sudeste Espafiol (Albacete 194®). Provincial, 156-162.

VILLAS_BOAS, J. S. (1948) — Hallazgos del Bronce miiiéo en Portugal, Ifctas y Memorias Sociedad Espafiola
de Antropologia, Etnografia y PrehistoyigXIll, (1-4): 36-43.

WHITLEY, J. (2002) — Objects with Attitude: Biograiphl Facts and Fallacies in the Study of Late Brofge and
Early Iron Age Warrior Grave€ambridge Archaeological Journal2: 217-232.

YORK, J. (2002) — The life cycle of Bronze Age metaiivfrom the Thame®xford Journal of Archaeologl (1):
77-92.

——

]
139 |






