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lighed for al (}\'Crlyde: sig seh' om det rimc.lige i
konklusionen.

En s:unlet vurdcring af bindel er at artik­
Ierne cr "elskre\'nc og \'eliliulIlrerede med
mange gode fOlOS og tt:gninger. ArtikJcrne
Kommer emnema':SSigl \idl omkring. og man
ender med al fole al dcr er gjorl godt rede for
de forskdlige enmer. Der cr tale om publicer­
in~r af ~Idre fund. og indlejrinrforholdenc
di kuteres kun ~a:ldent. h"or dc 1I0k \ill<: sd
mere cclltmlt i ll)'ere udgrdvninger. Man for­
nemmer, al anikJernc cr udarbejdel h"er for
sig, og del er $)11d, ria en SIOrTC \'ekschirklling
meJlem de enkehe bidr2g \ilJc v;en: en R)Tke.
I-Ier kunne: redaktoren havt: fOrlnidlet en stor­
re sammenhzong. AJnbitionsUI\'caucl un \irke
uj~l. CI forhold dcr undcBtregcs at den
umiddelbart mindst ambiti"sc artike1, Barfods
om u-:r:skulplun:n, bringo lige efler den mest
omfuttende, Duwds om .unuleuer. J-1u kunne
redaktoren h.we Ixfordrel en .norre homoge­
nilet. Fa:Ues for artiklerne er al materialefrem­
I~elserne er omfallende, SOIll det er \~,mligt

i denne forsknillgstr.KIition, men konklusio­
nerne cr iblandt g"dnske \idtgaende og opford­
rer til eflerL'lnke og nylOlkning. All i all er der
absolut grund til ;at gl:edc sig O\'C:r dettt: bid,..
i publiltatiolls.r:r.kkcn ;u udgramingcr i Siesvig
og nzsle bind ve:mcs ogs:i med gla~de.
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··The qucSlion of time is one of lhe deepest
that the archaeological discipline is faced
wilh-(Olivier, p. 6g).

Archaeologicdl conference: r.essions on lime,
atld the: boob lhey produce, lelld 10 ill\'Olvt three
t}lleSofpapcrs: (a) those on chronologyorchro­
nomelry, (b) those on lhe: conceptS and con­
SITU tion of time in liOCietia olher than those

of Western al'chacologisl$, and (c) those 011

how archaeologisl.'J should conceive of lhem­
sch'e!II in relation to time and the past thallhey
investigate. There are few papen that covcr
more than one of these-perhaps bec"dUse ilre­
quires Ihe: fuller ttc:aunem of a book. Of the
four papers in Ihis \'Olume ari$ing from a ses­
sion of the 1998 meeting of the European
Association of Archacologi 1.5, the £irsttwo, by
Tore Artclius and CharlOtte Damm, fun in m)
l}pe (b), lhe third by Hilin Karlsson in type
(c) and the fourth by Laurent Oli\ier primarily
deal.s with calegOry (c) bmlouchC!l on (b).

Karlsson"s paper "'Time for an archaeologi­
cal time out?" is pllllosophically the deepest
and mOSlsophisticated of the four. Taking an
ex:i$tenti<tl approach based on the: ..\'Orb of
Heidegger, he considas how we should const­
der past., prcscnt and fULure as -the character
of having b«n", "lhe pre5Cnt" and -the fUlure
as approaching-. nJoe lennsdacril>c our ex­
istential te:mpor.t1ity. emphasising ilS lI11it}', in
ront.rast to lhe usuaJ concept u.sed in archaeo­
logy of time composed of ;1 .series of nO\'\' .
KaTlsson ;1rguCli that we archaeologists nec!d to
step back and reconsider our \ie... of time, as
an exislential \·k.......ill chalJe:ngc our research
focus (where ...·e ar~ more often concerned
with the ....hen than the how and .....hy of pasl ac­
tions), and our arbiu'3.ry pcriodis;J,tion of the
pasL Quite where: ....e ....ill arrive at if....ededde 10
Ie-we behind our CUJTelll po~itioll is nOI made
<:lear. I agree wiul K:lrlsson that we need to re­
\icwour fundamental assumptions in the light
of well thought Out philosophy, bUl t do nOI
think lhal he h;a~ ncccs.~arilychost:1l tJl(~ correci
philosophical basis. J-1eideg~t:r's view of ollr
tcmporalityis ill 1):11'1 based on consideralion of
our response to our finitude lind lIlortality, or
~beillg-ulHo-death",It is a viewoh.n individuaJ's
tempofi.llity and is not developed into a cOIl.si­
dc.r::ttiotl of tJ1C group lempol1llity which may
be different, and of Imn1cular imporl.'lnce in
considering the- 31'dHIt~ological record whe:re
the actions of an indhidual are r.arely deltt­
table. Further, like all of !'Ieidegger's philO$O'
phy, il is functionall)' alheisl (i.e. il ignores tJle
que$tion -Is there a God?-). learly one ex­
pecl.'J to arr1\'C: al a diffe:renl \iC'"' of temporali-
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ty if one believes in some form of immort.ality,
citherofhumansorofa deity. As there an:: many
archaeologists who are nOI al.hcin, Ileidegger's
philosophy is 1I0t unh'ersally applicabk: 10 our
currenl pr::tcLice of archaeology, Nor h:t\'e I
«:\'er heard an}'One sugge~n lhal. lhe socielit$
sludied byarchaeologists were «:\'en parLlyathe­
isl-lO Heidegger's philosoph) i nOI immedia­
tely u.seful for undersl,U1ding lIleir actions, as
these acuon floYl'ed from a worldview conua­
dietory to Heidegger's. Iiowe\'tr. there is much
in lhis chapterl\'hich i thought prO\'Oking and
should ca~ any archaeologisl 1.0 reconsider
meir 0\'l'1l \iew of ume.

Olivier also considers ho.... Wt should con­
cei\e of Lime. Hts pe.rspccu\'c on con\'entional
\iC'\\'S of time is Ihal allhough lhe ide-a ofa $<:ries
of instants like a dnema film lssomtUnles use­
ful fol' modelling, it is essentially misleading.
For Oli\ier time i a duration, and llI'Chaeolo­
giSlS ought lO bt awart ofthi as Wt sludy mat­
ter around us: thoU presenes memory of past
durations. Hence lIle pre.sc:nt is a multi-lempo­
ral palimpsest of past durations whic.h are ~i­

dent in multiple ObjeclS, and so archaeology
studie!ll nOl the Pil$t. but the U'unCdted ff»Sils of
the past lhal consliuue the present., and we
should abandon the idea of writing -lhe Slory
ofille past when it ....'aS lhe prcsent-. Even when
the pan was lhe present il was a multi-temporal
p'llimJMCst ofearlier P.'lSIiI. Olivier's \iew oftime
is lherefort grounded in mauer. especially ma­
lerial culture, and unlike KarlMon's docs nOl
consider the future. Il is arch:u...'Qlogic-Ally deri­
ved. arising fmm his study of past material cul­
ture and realisaljon of ",'hat il means for our
conctpt of lime. In one sense this comple­
rnent!lthc ideas of K:nlsson b,tsed on individual
experience, but in praclice lhe twO are in am­
menSllnlle--neither tOuches on lhe inlerdc­
tion of individuals' tempordlilY and m.lIerial's
temporality. nor do cilhtr of them consider
whether groups of people ha\'e different expe­
riences of time than individuals.

By controlSt, the other papers focu.s on the
expression ofconcepts of time by groups. Char­
loue Damm in -Anollttr time anothtr history~

briefly revit.....s a \'ariety of lime concept!l used
in colllemporary socicues, and how different
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time concepts link to different modes ofstof)'"
telling, including history, She then takes as a
case sludy lhe orAl history of the Bugakhwe (a
Bushmen group in BolSWana) whose traditio­
nallifest) Ie has betn changed o\'er the last half­
cemury by interaction ....ilh colonial and post.­
colonial powers, but although thtir story.-tel­
ling is described, we do not learn aooul their
concept of time. Seeing (hi)stories as fora for
the negotiation afme aocial struClUre and m~
rals ofa society, Damm qUe5lio05 ,,-hether the
crtation of a scienti£ic pl"ehislory imposes fo­
reign pt:npec:ti\'t:S and deslrO)'S ind.igenOlu cul­
tures. The chapter concludes L1lal ultimately
tht Olher (including prehistory) can only bt
bttter understood ifwe increase our knowledge
of other time concepts. I cannot disagrte with
much that is said in lhi chapter. HowC\uifthe
colllemporary Olher is to inform my \ie....., of
the pasl Other then tltis account of the
Bugakhwe is nOt useful, as it has not added to
my knO"ledge of Other concepts of time nor
L11eir relationship to .story-telling,

Tore Artelius considen time conceplS in
Viking Period socitty. He £irst rl:\irws It:\'el.s of
identif}ing, di\iding and deKribing time in so-­
ciolog)', religions sttldie and anthropology,
from L1le conception of the idea through tht=
slructunng of time and lhe expression of the
concept in ritual and social organisation, This
reveals I1lat archaeological inierprellllion3 of
time conceplS are oflen simplist.ic, Moving on
from litis general O\'erview, Arte.litl! then con­
siders more specj[jcally what 5ag'dS and burial
prdclices rC\'eal of conccpts of time in Viking
Pcriod Scandina\ia. An important poiOl lhal
emerges, btll is nOldcw:loped, iJlthat multiple
concepts orume cQt·xisl.Cd in Ihi SOCiety, which
is in contr.lStto the resl of the book where a more
unified tillle concepl seems to be sought for a
society, Arlcliw then discusses the only site co­
\'ered in any detail in the book. The excavation
ofSannag<lrd fC'\'t:aled that Bronze Age manu­
mcnt5 were reused in l.he Viking Age and th:ll
the location ofL,tc Iron Age graves mwt have
been known O\'cr $C\'t'r.t! centuries. 11. is argued
Ihal l1u~ evidence indicalcs the use of time as a
ritual tool in the maintenance or local identity.
but this is nOt placed in lhe context of the c1as-



sificaLion of time concepts at tlle starl of the
chapter. This concrete example could \'ery use:­
fully ha\e been u~d to explore the applica·
Lions and limirauons of lhe more philo$Ophi­
cally oriented papers by Karlsson and Olhier.
Olivier's ideas could haw: bec:n deplo)'ed to in­
\'eSligate the palimpsesl of past dur.tlions thai
clearly conslitute parI of the Viking concept of
Lime. Similarly. lhe actions ofcremation and in·
hum'llion are rC\c.a1ed ~ the 5OIg-.u to be ori­
emed. tOW<lfcU the future of the indi\idual in
the afterlife. and thu could be lU«lto explore
the application of Karlsson's ideas ofa unity of
human temporality directed towards past., pre:­
scnl and fmure. Alas. it is left 1.0 the reader 10

do these interesting exercises for themse:h-es..
These l:mcr points illustrate the \o\'eakness

of the \olume. III common \o\ith many other
unferentt \-olumes. Thcr"(: is no cross-re.fe.ren­

clng between the four piccC$. and ideas which
could ha\(~ CfOS$o.fenili$Cd and enriched -me
concept of time in archaeolDg)'- do not do so.
So has this slim \'Glume added. to our under­
standingofume? I think thou it has. Each oflhe
chapters here is a qu:alitycontribution to some
aspect ofourconcep15 oftimc. \\~ need to nlO\'e
for",~rd LO a pmiLion where lhe common \iew
of the concept ofume as unproblematic is more
widely challenged, Simultaneously we Dccd lO
dC\'e1op our conceplS of time to include indivi­
duals. groups and lhe malerial world, 10 integ·
rate our concepts of Lime with our ideas of how
people in lhe past cOIUlructed time and 10 link
all this ....ith Ollr chronologies, This book is a
step to\\~.J.t(ilI that future lIndcrsl3nding of lhe
deep question oflirne,
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Elden har hinge \~rit till $Ior n)tta fOr minni­
sbn, Del ar cw alia \·.ilbt:kant au den kontrol­
Ic:.rade elden ger v:irme och Ijus samt renar dCl
.$Om:ir orenL Men del finn en mot.s;"igel~fllll­

hel i della dement. d<\ den okolllrOlleradc eJ..
den ock.d kan fOrgora. Alia dcssa egensk.aper
sammantagna har gjon all elden lange har pe­
bl en slor roll i del religic1sa lin=t. Darmed. har
elden ulldeialS en cenrral plalS i de a\' minni­
skan upprauade \i.rldsbllderna.lkl Un exrOl­
pelvis paminnas om all elden ;ir eu a\ de nTa
element $Om i ildre nalurfilosofi anlogs b)ua
upp \-:it \-arld.

I den arkmlogiska forskningen har \i un­
der mMga 4r arbc=tat me<! brandgr.war. brons­
[duming. kokgropar oc.h sun tell!hOg;1r. Men
Y.tra arkeologisb. ber.iuelser har sallan \.nit ft>­
kusc:rnde pj ~ah-.. elden. Ulan mer p1 de resul·
tal $Om manniskans bruk av den bring-.ll i da.
gen. DarfOr t)'ekerjag au det \'at ell mycket 10\'­
van initi;uiv d. Drngos Cheorghiu fran Uni·
\ersilY ofArtS i Bu.karest anordnadc seminarlet
_The archaeology of fire_ inOI1l ralnC'n fOr del
sj<ittc lr1ig-.t mOlel i European AssociaLion of
ArchaeologislS. U.'tSo'lbon 2000 (:'lC kongress­
nlpport i f(WTWOrmm SlOOO:-t). lIela SIS rerso­
ncr frin omkring halftcll s< mcl.nga lander ha­
de anm<ih inu-esse avail h;\lIa V"M silt fOredrag
om nagon ll$pcokt p;\ elden. De stell- och brons­
41dersinriklade kollegel'll:t domincrdde i an~ll.
men jiirn.lder och historisk tid (;Illns ocksfl reo
pre ntel':l.dc, Det fanns ;i\'cn intresse for tcori.
metod o<:h genusproblematik. A\'en an:~t diirp;\
fann! elden p;\ dagordningcn \'id EAA-s;un­
mankOlllsten i Esslingen. Nu \'isolde 17 kollegcr
frnn nio Hinder ell sl<">fre intresse: ror framfOr·
alit jarn4ldern. men a\'en andra perioder oc.h
ternan fanns ffiretriidda.

I skri\'3.llde slund (februm 20(2) arbc:tar
Gheorghiu fOr all bidragcll dtall utges i OOk­
form. Under uden har han dock inspirenn kol­
lege.r i Rumanicn tm all mgt Ioreligg-.tnde OOk
om e1dens roll under bronsaldern. Baken
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