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INTRODUCTION
This handbook contains basic information about the content and administration of this course.
If you have queries about the objectives, structure, content, assessment or organisation of the
course, please consult the Course Co-ordinator.
Further important information, relating to all courses at the Institute of Archaeology, is to be
found at http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/handbook/common/ and in the general MA/MSc
handbook. It is your responsibility to read and act on it. It includes information about
originality, submission and grading of coursework; disabilities; communication; attendance;
and feedback.
OVERVIEW
This course will introduce students to archaeological, anthropological and museological
approaches to violent conflict in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. The principal focus
will be on contested representations and memories of modern conflict, and the impact and
value of archaeological research in conflict and post-conflict environments. The course will
focus on theoretical and methodological approaches, while drawing on a wide range of
relevant materials and case studies from around the world.
TEACHING METHODS
The course is taught by lectures and discussions. The lecture sessions take place in room
209 between 9 and 11am on Wednesdays. Each session has essential readings, which you
will be expected to have read in advance, so that you can follow and contribute to
discussions. There are also recommended additional readings to fill your copious spare time.
All readings are available from UCL library. I have tried to make sure that the majority of key
readings are from journals available online through UCL library’s eJournal catalogue. I have
also provided links for two downloadable edited collections of papers on conflict archaeology
– see resources section below. If you have any difficulty in obtaining necessary readings
please let me know. Similarly, if you would like additional readings for any particular topic,
particularly possible subjects for coursework, I will be happy to advise you.
SUMMARY TIMETABLE 2013-14
1. 2 Oct

Introduction to the archaeology of modern conflict and walking tour

2. 9 Oct

Problems and prospects in the archaeology of modern conflict

3. 16 Oct

Battlefield archaeology in the age of the global battlefield

4. 23 Oct

Protest, strikes and civil unrest

5. 30 Oct

Home fronts and the civilian experiences of conflict

6. 6 Nov

READING WEEK – NO TEACHING

7. 13 Nov

War memorials and sites of memory

8. 20 Nov

Bodies in conflict

9. 27 Nov

Contested objects – the material culture of conflict

10. 4 Dec

Dark heritage, contested pasts and hot interpretation

11. 11 Dec

Course summary and discussion seminar
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TEACHING
All classes will be taught by the course coordinator, Dr Gabriel Moshenska
WORKLOAD
The designated workload is 150 hours. This is made up of 20 hours of lectures, 80 hours of
private reading, and 50 hours of independent project and written work.
PREREQUISITES
There are no prerequisites for the course, but it assumes a basic understanding of twentieth
century world history.

COURSE AIMS
This course aims to introduce students to the innovative approaches to the study of recent
conflicts that have been pioneered in archaeology and anthropology in recent years. The
combination of theoretical and practical approaches will provide a good grounding in the
subject for students interested in historical archaeology, conflict heritage, and the material
and social aspects of commemoration.
COURSE OBJECTIVES
By the end of the course, the student should have:



Critical appreciation of the material and social aspects of violent conflict in the
modern world, and the factors and forces that effect them.
Appreciation of the social dynamics of conflict commemoration, including notions of
agency, hegemony and resistance in these processes.
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Appreciation of the unique theoretical and methodological elements of archaeological
research on modern industrialized warfare.
Ability to carry out research on post-conflict environments, recognizing the impact of
this work and its relationship to existing power relations.

METHOD OF ASSESSMENT
Project Paper (4000 words). Weighting 100%.
Acceptable word-count range: 3800 to 4200. Word-counts exceeding this will incur a penalty
detailed below.
The Project Paper is a lengthy piece of original work on a particular topic featuring elements
of independent research (original research may include a wide range of activities: library
research, site planning, translations, practical study of assemblages etc.).
If students are unclear about the nature of an assignment, they should discuss this with the
Course Co-ordinator. Students are not permitted to re-write and re-submit essays in order to
try to improve their marks. However, students may be permitted, in advance of the deadline
for a given assignment, to submit for comment a brief outline of the assignment.
The topic for your Project Paper should be agreed with the course coordinator by the start of
reading week. I am happy to help create project ideas based on your own interests, or to
suggest topics.

The deadline for submission is Friday 14th Feb 2014
SUBMISSION PROCEDURES
Students are required to submit hard copy of all coursework to the course co-ordinators
pigeon hole via the Red Essay Box at Reception by the appropriate deadline. The
coursework must be stapled to a completed coversheet (available from the web, from outside
Room 411A or from the library)
Students should put their Candidate Number on all coursework. This is a 5 digit alphanumeric
code and can be found on Portico: it is different from the Student Number/ ID. Please also
put the Candidate Number and course code on each page of the work.
It is also essential that students put their Candidate Number at the start of the title line on
Turnitin, followed by the short title of the coursework.. – eg YBPR6 Funerary practices
Please note the stringent UCL-wide penalties for late submission given below . Late
submission will be penalized in accordance with these regulations unless permission has
been granted and an Extension Request Form (ERF) completed.
Date-stamping will be via ‘Turnitin’ (see below), so in addition to submitting hard copy,
students must also submit their work to Turnitin by the midnight on the day of the deadline.
Students who encounter technical problems submitting their work to Turnitin should email the
nature of the problem to ioa-turnitin@ucl.ac.uk in advance of the deadline in order that the
Turnitin Advisers can notify the Course Co-ordinator that it may be appropriate to waive the
late submission penalty.
If there is any other unexpected crisis on the submission day, students should telephone or
(preferably) e-mail the Course Co-ordinator, and follow this up with a completed ERF
Please see the Coursework Guidelines on the IoA website (or your Degree Handbook) for
further details of penalties.
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/administration/students/handbook/submission
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The Turnitin 'Class ID' is 611882 and the 'Class Enrolment Password' is IoA1314 Further
information is given on the IoA website.
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/administration/students/handbook/turnitin
Turnitin advisers will be available to help you via email: ioa-turnitin@ucl.ac.uk if needed.
Turnitin Class ID:611882
Password: IoA1314
If there is any other unexpected crisis on the submission day, students should telephone or
(preferably) e-mail the Course Co-ordinator, and follow this up with a completed ERF.

UCL-WIDE PENALTIES FOR LATE SUBMISSION OF COURSEWORK
UCL regulation 3.1.6 Late Submission of Coursework
Where coursework is not submitted by a published deadline, the following penalties will apply:
i) A penalty of 5 percentage marks should be applied to coursework
submitted the calendar day after the deadline (calendar day 1).
ii) A penalty of 15 percentage marks should be applied to coursework submitted on calendar
day 2 after the deadline through to calendar day 7.
iii) A mark of zero should be recorded for coursework submitted on calendar day 8 after the
deadline through to the end of the second week of third term. Nevertheless, the assessment
will be considered to be complete provided the coursework contains material than can be
assessed.
iv) Coursework submitted after the end of the second week of third term will not be marked
and the assessment will be incomplete.
vii) Where there are extenuating circumstances that have been recognised by the Board of
Examiners or its representative, these penalties will not apply until the agreed extension
period has been exceeded.
viii) In the case of coursework that is submitted late and is also over length, only the lateness
penalty will apply.
WORD LIMITS
Strict new regulations with regard to word-length were introduced UCL-wide with effect from
2013:
Penalties for Over-length Coursework
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For submitted coursework, where a maximum length has been specified, the following
procedure will apply:
i) The length of coursework will normally be specified in terms of a word count
ii) Assessed work should not exceed the prescribed length.
iii) For work that exceeds the specified maximum length by less than 10% the mark will be
reduced by ten percentage marks; but the penalised mark will not be reduced below the pass
mark, assuming the work merited a pass.
iv) For work that exceeds the specified maximum length by 10% or more, a mark of zero will
be recorded.
vii) In the case of coursework that is submitted late and is also overlength, the lateness
penalty will have precedence.
The following should not be included in the word-count: title page, contents pages, lists of
figure and tables, abstract, preface, acknowledgements, bibliography, captions and contents
of tables and figures, appendices, and wording of citations.
TIMESCALE FOR RETURN OF MARKED COURSEWORK TO STUDENTS
You can expect to receive your marked work within four calendar weeks of the official
submission deadline. If you do not receive your work within this period, or a written
explanation from the marker, you should notify the IoA’s Academic Administrator, Judy
Medrington.
KEEPING COPIES
Please note that it is an Institute requirement that you retain a copy (this can be electronic) of
all coursework submitted. When your marked essay is returned to you, you should return it to
the marker within two weeks. You may like to keep a copy of the comments if you are likely
to wish to refer to these later.
CITING OF SOURCES
Coursework should be expressed in a student’s own words giving the exact source of any
ideas, information, diagrams etc. that are taken from the work of others. Any direct quotations
from the work of others must be indicated as such by being placed between inverted
commas. Plagiarism is regarded as a very serious irregularity which can carry very
heavy penalties. It is your responsibility to read and abide by the requirements for
presentation, referencing and avoidance of plagiarism to be found in the IoA ‘Coursework
Guidelines’ on the IoA website
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/administration/students/handbook
There are strict penalties for plagiarism. Further details are available on the IoA website.
GUIDELINES FOR ILLUSTRATIONS
In the same way that there is a correct approach to citing the work of others, there are also
rules which should be applied when using illustrations and images in your work. Guidelines on
how to use illustrations effectively and correctly can be found at the following location.
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/archaeology/handbook/common/illustrations.htm
KEY RESOURCES


Journal of Conflict Archaeology – available online through UCL Library



Schofield, J., W.G. Johnson and C.M. Beck (eds). Matériel culture: The archaeology
of twentieth century conflict. London: Routledge.



Saunders, N.J. (ed.) 2012. Beyond the Dead Horizon: Studies in Modern Conflict
Archaeology. Oxford: Oxbow

6



Schofield, J. 2005. Combat archaeology: material culture and modern conflict.
London: Duckworth.



Hobsbawm, E. 1994. Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century 1914 – 1991.
London: Abacus.

These two edited collections of papers on modern conflict archaeology are available as
free downloads. Get them, use them. They are also on the course’s Moodle site.


J. Schofield, A. Klausmeier and L. Purbrick (eds). 2006. Re-mapping the field: new
approaches in conflict archaeology. Berlin: Westkreuz-Verlag.
http://eprints.brighton.ac.uk/4476/1/Re-mapping_the_Field.pdf



R. Page, N. Forbes and G. Pérez (eds.). 2009. Europe’s Deadly Century:
th
Perspectives on 20 century conflict heritage. London: English Heritage.
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/publications/europes-deadly-century/europesdeadly-century.pdf/

7

COURSE SCHEDULE AND SYLLABUS

2nd October. 1. Introduction to the archaeology of modern conflict
This first session introduces students to this slightly unusual course, providing an overview of
the key ideas and concepts in the archaeology of the modern world in general, and of modern
conflict in particular. We will review the aims and objectives of the course, and discuss the
assessed element. In the second half of the session we will leave the building for a walking
tour of conflict heritage sites within a few hundred metres of the Institute, entitled Bombsites
of Bloomsbury. These range from First and Second World War bombsites, war memorials and
sites of absence, to sites of terrorist attacks and the birthplace of the atomic bomb.

Essential readings
Handout – the Archaeology of Twentieth Century Conflict (see course Moodle site files)
Saunders, N.J. 2012. Introduction: engaging the materialities of twentieth and twenty-first
century conflict. In N.J. Saunders (ed.) Beyond the Dead Horizon: Studies in Modern Conflict
Archaeology. Oxford: Oxbow, x-xiv.
Recommended readings
Baker, F. 1988. History that hurts: excavating 1933-1945. Archaeological Review from
Cambridge 7(1): 93-109.
Buchli, V. and Lucas, G. (eds.). Archaeologies of the contemporary past. London: Routledge.
Burstrom, M. et al. 2009. Memories of a world crisis: the archaeology of a former Soviet
nuclear missile site in Cuba. Journal of Social Archaeology 9(3): 295-318.
Jarman, N. 1997. Material Conflicts: parades and visual displays in Northern Ireland. Oxford:
Berg.
Mazower, M. 1998. Dark Continent: Europe’s Twentieth Century. London: Penguin.
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Moshenska, G. 2009. Contested pasts and community archaeologies: public engagement in
the archaeology of modern conflict. In R. Page, N. Forbes and G. Pérez (eds.). Europe’s
th
Deadly Century: Perspectives on 20 century conflict heritage. London: English Heritage, 739.
Saunders, N.J. 2002. Excavating memories: archaeology and the Great War, 1914-2001.
Antiquity 76: 101-8.
Saunders, N.J. 2007. Killing time: archaeology and the First World War. Stroud: Sutton.
Schofield, J. 2004. Modern military matters: studying and managing the twentieth-century
defence heritage in Britain: a discussion document. York: Council for British Archaeology.
Schofield, J. 2005. Combat archaeology: material culture and modern conflict. London:
Duckworth.

9th October. 2. Problems and prospects in the archaeology of modern
conflict
The archaeology of modern conflict is a relatively young, dynamic and developing discipline.
In this session we explore some of the strengths of a young discipline – including openness
and opportunities for researchers – and some of the weaknesses – for example the practical
and legal hindrances to work in many contexts. These are examined in the course of a brief
historical overview of the development of modern conflict archaeology, emphasising the
global nature of the discipline. Following this we will explore some of the more distinctive and
challenging ethical problems and questions raised by studying the remains of the recent,
violent past, including issues of human remains in conflict.
Essential readings
González-Ruibal, A. 2007. Making things public: archaeologies of the Spanish Civil War.
Public Archaeology 6(4): 203-226.
González-Ruibal, A., Y. Sahle & X. Ayán Vila. 2011. A Social Archaeology of Colonial War in
Ethiopia. World Archaeology 43(1): 40-65.
Moshenska, G. 2008. Ethics and ethical critique in the archaeology of modern conflict.
Norwegian Archaeological Review 41(2): 159-75.
Sturdy Colls, C. 2012. Holocaust archaeology: archaeological approaches to landscapes of
Nazi genocide and persecution. Journal of Conflict Archaeology 7(2): 70-104.
Recommended readings
Cocroft, W. et al. 2006. War Art: murals and graffiti – military life, power and subversion. York:
CBA.
Dolff-Bonekamper, G. 2002. Sites of hurtful memory. Conservation 17(2): 4-10.
Gilead, I., Y. Haimi, W. Mazurek 2009 Excavating Nazi Extermination Centres. Present Pasts
1: 10-39.
González-Ruibal, A. 2008 Time to Destroy: An Archaeology of Supermodernity Current
Anthropology 49(2):247-279.
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Moshenska, G. 2009. Second World War archaeology in schools: a backdoor to the history
curriculum? Papers from the Institute of Archaeology 19: 55-66.
Network of Concerned Anthropologists. 2009. The counter-counterinsurgency manual, or,
notes on demilitarizing American society. Chicago: Prickly Paradigm Press.
Price, J. 2005 Orphan Heritage: Issues in Managing the Heritage of the Great War in
Northern France and Belgium. Journal of Conflict Archaeology 1(1):181-196.
Webster, D. 1996. Aftermath: the remnants of war. New York: Vintage.

16th October. 3. Battlefield archaeology in the age of the global
battlefield
While the archaeology of modern conflict is a relatively new field, the archaeology of warfare
– battlefield archaeology – is not. In this session we examine traditional battlefield
archaeology as a foundation for modern conflict archaeology, looking at the key similarities
and differences. With the emergence of new military technologies the concept of the
battlefield expanded to include entire countries, the seas and the sky. We examine some
battlefields that never were, including the massive anti-invasion infrastructure erected around
Britain during the Second World War. Despite the technological advances many modern
conflicts still take place on traditional fields of battle, and we examine some of the links
between, for example, the Western Front 1914-18 and medieval battles and battlefields. The
spatial dispersal of modern conflict has implications for heritage too, as demonstrated in the
emerging concept of ‘orphan heritage’ – sites and artefacts distant from, or inaccessible to,
those to whom they are of most significance.
Essential readings
Anderton, M.J. 2001. The Battle for Britain: WWII and the larger than life battlefield. In P.W.M.
Freeman and A. Pollard (eds). Fields of conflict: progress and prospect in battlefield
archaeology. BAR international series 958. Oxford: Archaeopress, 265-8.
Price, N. and R. Knecht. 2012. Peleliu 1944: the archaeology of a South Pacific D-Day.
Journal of Conflict Archaeology 7(1): 5-48.
Myers, A. 2010 Camp Delta, Google Earth and the Ethics of Remote Sensing in Archaeology.
World Archaeology 4(3).
Recommended readings
Brown, M. 2005. Journey back to hell: excavations at Serre on the Somme. Current World
Archaeology 10: 25-33.
Coad, J. 2005. Warfare and defence: what’s next? Post-Medieval Archaeology 39(2): 224-32.
Faulkner, N. and N. Durrani. 2008. In search of the Zeppelin war: the archaeology of the First
Blitz. Stroud: Tempus.
Foot, W. 2007. The battlefields that nearly were: defended England 1940. Stroud: History
Press.
González-Ruibal, A. 2010. Fascist colonialism: the archaeology of Italian outposts in Western
Ethiopia (1936-1941). International Journal of Historical Archaeology 14(4): 547-74.
Legendre, J-P. 2001. Archaeology of World War 2: the Lancaster bomber of Fléville (Meurtheet-Moselle, France). In Buchli, V. and Lucas, G. (eds). Archaeologies of the contemporary
past. London: Routledge, 126-137.
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Lowry, B. (ed.) 1996. 20 century defences in Britain: an introductory guide. York: CBA.
Moshenska, G. and A. Myers. 2011. An introduction to archaeologies of internment. In A.
Myers and G. Moshenska (eds.) Archaeologies of Internment. New York: Springer/One
World Archaeology: 1-19. (I will make sure this is on the Moodle site)
Saunders, N.J., and N. Faulkner. 2010. Fire on the desert: Conflict archaeology and the Great
Arab Revolt in Jordan, 1916-18. Antiquity 84 (324): 514-527
Wilson, R.J. 2007. Archaeology on the Western Front: the archaeology of popular myths.
Public Archaeology 6(4): 227-41.

23th October. 4. Protest, strikes and civil unrest
Conflict is not restricted to traditional models of inter-state warfare or asymmetrical, guerrilla
warfare. This course aims to encompass conflict archaeology in the broadest sense, including
traces of state and non-state violence, oppression, class conflict and protest. In this session
we will explore the validity of taking conflict archaeology beyond the battlefield, and examining
its porous boundaries. Case studies will include archaeologies of anti-war protest and
pacifism, excavations of strike camps, and sites of imprisonment or internment. In addition we
will consider the heritage of terrorist attacks on civilians, including the problems of
memorialisation and representation. The aim of this session is to challenge preconceived
ideas about conflict archaeology and heritage, opening up new ways of looking at the material
world.

Essential readings
Marshall, Y., S. Roseneil and K. Armstrong. 2009. Situating the Greenham Archaeology: an
Autoethnography of a Feminist Project. Public Archaeology 8(2-3): 225-45.
Schofield, J. and M. Anderton. 2000. The queer archaeology of Green Gate: interpreting
contested space at Greenham Common Airbase. World Archaeology 32(2): 236-251.
Purbrick, L. and J. Schofield. 2009. Brixton: landscape of a riot. Landscapes 10(1): 1-20.
Saitta, D., M. Walker and P. Reckner. 2005. Battlefields of class conflict: Ludlow then and
now. Journal of Conflict Archaeology 1: 197-213.
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Zarankin, A. and P. Funari. 2008. “Eternal sunshine of the spotless mind”: archaeology and
construction of memory of military repression in South America (1960-1980). Archaeologies
4(2): 310-327.
Recommended readings
Badcock, A. and R. Johnston. 2009. Placemaking through protest: an archaeology of the
Lees Cross and Endcliffe protest camp, Derbyshire, England. Archaeologies 5(2): 306-22.
Beck, C.M., H. Drollinger and J. Schofield. 2007. Archaeology of dissent: landscape and
symbolism at the Nevada Peace Camp. In J. Schofield and W. Cocroft (eds). A fearsome
heritage: diverse legacies of the Cold War. Walnut Creek: Left Coast Press, 297-320.
Funari, P., A. Zarankin and M. Salerno (eds.) 2009. Memories From Darkness: archaeologies
of repression and resistance in Latin America. New York: Springer.
Purbrick, L. 2006. Long Kesh/Maze, Northern Ireland: public debate as historical
interpretation. In J. Schofield, A. Klausmeier and L. Purbrick (eds). Re-mapping the field: new
approaches in conflict archaeology. Berlin: Westkreuz-Verlag, 72-80.
Saitta, D.J., 2007. The Archaeology of Collective Action. Gainesville (FL): University Press of
Florida.

30th October. 5. Home fronts and the civilian experiences of conflict
Amongst the most appalling developments in the last century of conflict is the growing
proportion of civilian, non-combatant victims of violence. This session examines the
experience of conflict for civilians both in and away from the combat zones. The development
of ‘total war’, including the use of bomber aircraft and Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles,
means that war no longer has neat front lines of attack and defence: entire countries are
potential battlegrounds. The civilian experience of war can be examined archaeologically
through the study of Home Fronts: sites include bombed houses, air raid shelters and other
Civil Defence infrastructure. We will examine these as international phenomena, drawing
common threads from First World War London to Civil War Barcelona, 1970s Vietnam and
contemporary Iraq. Similarly, the archaeology of childhood and children’s lives in war
demonstrate many common features across time and space, as demonstrated in their uses
and responses to material culture such as bomb and shell fragments, which children have
collected and traded in the conflict zones of the world for over a century.
Essential readings
Carr, G. 2010. The archaeology of occupation 1940-2009: a case study from the Channel
Islands. Antiquity 84: 161-74.
Kelly, R.E. 2004. America’s World War II home front heritage. CRM Journal 1(2): 34-50.
Moshenska, G. 2007. Oral history in historical archaeology: excavating sites of memory. Oral
History 35(1): 91-7.
Moshenska, G. 2007. Unearthing an air-raid shelter at Edgware Junior School. London
Archaeologist 11(9): 237-40.
Recommended readings
Carr, G. 2009. Landscapes of occupation: a case study from the Channel Islands. In R. Page,
th
N. Forbes and G. Pérez (eds.). 2009. Europe’s Deadly Century: Perspectives on 20 century
conflict heritage. London: English Heritage, 35-43.
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Dawson, G., 2005. Trauma, place and the politics of memory: Bloody Sunday, Derry, 19722004. History Workshop Journal 59, 151-78.
Lindqvist, S. 2002. A History of Bombing. London: Granta.
Moshenska, G. and S. Wild. 2010. Sunny Hill Park and the Borough of Hendon at war.
Subterranea 24: 13-15.
Moshenska, G. 2008. A Hard Rain: children’s shrapnel collections in the Second World War.
Journal of Material Culture 13(1): 107-25.
Moshenska, G. 2010. Gas masks: material culture, memory and the senses. Journal of the
Royal Anthropological Institute 16(3): 609-28.

13th November. 6. War memorials and sites of memory
War memorials are amongst the most tangible traces of past conflict. In this session we
explore the history and concept of the war memorial, looking beyond the ‘inscribed slab’
model to more challenging ideas of memorialisation and commemoration. This is founded on
a strong understanding of memory, and the session includes discussions of conflict memory,
contested memory and the concept of ‘sites of memory’, drawing on a range of case studies.
Following this we will consider the concept of ‘counter-monuments’, the genre of problematic,
counter-intuitive war memorials erected in Germany and Austria since the 1980s. Finally we
will examine attempts to memorialise current, ongoing conflict and the history of memorials for
unpopular wars.
Essential readings
Moshenska, G. 2010. Working with memory in the archaeology of modern conflict. Cambridge
Archaeological Journal 20(1): 33-48.
Nora, P. 1989., Between memory and history: Les Lieux de Mémoire. Representations 26, 725.
Young, J.E. 1992. The counter-monument: memory against itself in Germany today. Critical
Inquiry 18: 267-96.
Recommended readings
Ashplant, T.G., G. Dawson and M. Roper. 2000. The politics of war memory and
commemoration: contexts, structures and dynamics. In T.G. Ashplant, G. Dawson and M.
Roper (eds). The politics of war memory and commemoration. London: Routledge, 3-85.
Bernbeck, R. and S. Pollock. 2007. Grabe, Wo Du Stehst! an archaeology of perpetrators. In
Y. Hamilakis and P. Duke (eds) Archaeology and capitalism: from ethics to politics. Walnut
Creek, CA: Left Coast Press, 217-34.
Lupu, N. (2003) ‘Memory Vanished, Absent and Confined: The Countermemorial Project in
1980s and 1990s Germany’, History and Memory 15(2): 130-64.
Moshenska, G. 2010. Charred Churches or Iron Harvests? Counter-monumentality and the
commemoration of the London Blitz. Journal of Social Archaeology 10(1): 5-27.
Young, J.E. 1999. Memory and counter-memory: the end of the monument in Germany.
Harvard Design Magazine 9: 1-10.
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20th November. 7. Bodies in conflict
One of the defining characteristics of modern industrialised warfare is its impact on the human
body. In this session we examine how mechanised warfare, the rise of high explosives, and
the power of authoritarian regimes has transformed the human body in conflict. While
avoiding unnecessarily gory details we will consider the annihilation of the body in shelling
and bombing, from the First World War onwards. These new and destructive forms of conflict
were associated with changes to the practices and concepts casualty recovery and war
graves, which we will explore with particular attention to the different approaches taken by UK
and US armed forces in the last thirty years. Another form of disappearance is the kidnapping
and murder of civilians by police, army and paramilitaries – a common feature of fascist
regimes in Central and Southern America in the 1970s and 80s. The criminal investigation of
these events led directly to the development of forensic archaeological techniques for the
recovery and identification of the ‘disappeared’. In two case studies we will consider the
political and social ramifications of exhuming the bodies of murdered civilians from the
Spanish Civil War; and the problems caused by deceptive casualty recovery figures to
contemporary aviation archaeologists.
Essential readings
Brown, M. 2007. The fallen, the front and the finding: archaeology, human remains and the
Great War. Archaeological Review from Cambridge 22(2)
Crossland, Z. 2002. Violent spaces: conflict over the reappearance of Argentina’s
disappeared. In J. Schofield, W.G. Johnson and C.M. Beck (eds). Matériel culture: The
archaeology of twentieth century conflict. London: Routledge, 115-131.
Holyoak, V. 2004. Who owns our dead? British Archaeology 75: 10-14.
Renshaw, L. 2010. The Scientific and Affective Identification of Republican Civilian Victims
from the Spanish Civil War. Journal of Material Culture 15(4): 449-63.
Recommended readings
Capdevila, L. and D. Voldman. 2006. War dead: Western societies and the casualties of war.
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Congram, D. and D. Wolfe Steadman. 2008. Distinguished guests or agents of ingerence:
foreign participation in Spanish Civil War grave excavations. Complutum 19(2): 161-73.
Crossland, Z. 2000. Buried lives: forensic archaeology and the disappeared in Argentina.
Archaeological Dialogues 3: 146-59.
Crossland, Z. 2009. Of clues and signs: the dead body and its evidential traces. American
Anthropologist 111(1), 69–80.
Elkin, M. 2006. Opening Franco’s graves: the victims of Spain’s fascist past are beginning to
tell their stories. Archaeology Sept/Oct 2006: 38-43.
Fraser, A.H. and M. Brown. 2007. Mud, blood and missing men: excavations at Serre,
Somme, France. Journal of Conflict Archaeology 3: 147-71.
Holyoak, V. 2002a. Crash sites and the war dead. The Archaeologist 44: 26-7.
Holyoak, V. 2002b. Out of the blue: assessing military aircraft crash sites in England, 191245. Antiquity 76(3): 657-63.
Moriarty, C. 1995. The absent dead and figurative First World War memorials. Transactions of
the Ancient Monuments Society 39: 7-40.
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Renshaw, L. 2010. Missing bodies near-at-hand: the dissonant bodies and dormant graves of
the Spanish Civil War. In M. Bille et al (ed.). The Anthropology of Absence: materializations of
transcendence and loss. New York: Springer, 45-61.

27th November. 8. Contested objects – the material culture of conflict
The discipline of modern conflict archaeology has many of its roots in material culture studies,
not least in Nicholas Saunders’ work on ‘trench art’ – the artworks created by soldiers using
recycled war material such as shell cases. In this session we explore modern conflict from a
material culture perspective, beginning by looking at archaeological assemblages found on
bodies during excavations of First World War battlefields. These combined standardised
military equipment such as uniforms with more personal objects such as combs, wallets and
souvenirs. By examining these assemblages archaeologists have been able to trace the
identity of numerous individuals, as well as examine how the agency of individual soldiers can
be seen in their modifications and unorthodox uses of their equipment. In the second part of
the session we will examine the idea of ‘memory objects’ such as souvenirs and other
artefacts, and the connections between material culture, memory and the bodily senses.
Essential readings
Joy, J. 2002. Biography of a medal: people and the things they value. In J. Schofield, W.G.
Johnson and C.M. Beck (eds). Matériel culture: The archaeology of twentieth century conflict.
London: Routledge, 132-42.
Moshenska, G. 2008. A Hard Rain: children’s shrapnel collections in the Second World War.
Journal of Material Culture 13(1): 107-25.
Moshenska, G. 2010. Gas masks: material culture, memory and the senses. Journal of the
Royal Anthropological Institute 16(3): 609-28.
Saunders, N.J. 2000. Bodies of metal, shells of memory: ‘trench art’ and the Great War recycled. Journal of Material Culture 5(1): 43-67.
Recommended readings
Fraser, A.H. and M. Brown. 2007. Mud, blood and missing men: excavations at Serre,
Somme, France. Journal of Conflict Archaeology 3: 147-71.
Saunders, N.J. 2003. Trench art: materialities and memories of war. Oxford: Berg.
Saunders, N. and P. Cornish (eds.) 2009. Contested Objects: material memories of the Great
War. Abingdon: Routledge (read introduction and any other bits you like).

4th December. 9. Dark heritage, contested pasts and hot interpretation
The session focuses on issues of contestation, commemoration, ethics and emotion in the
archaeology of modern conflict. This includes concepts such as ‘dark heritage’, ‘negative
heritage’ and ‘hot interpretation’. We will also focus on the use of sites and objects as focal
points for public debates around the presentation of the past, for example in debates around
the display of the atomic bomber ‘Enola Gay’ in the Smithsonian museum. The main
discussion will focus on the controversy that remains surrounding the Allies’ bombing
campaign against Nazi Germany in 1943-5; the history, historiography and contested
commemoration of these events. This includes assessment of the proposed Bomber
Command memorial, the destruction and restoration of the Frauenkirche in Dresden, and the
distinctive contribution that archaeology can make to these ongoing debates.
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Essential readings
James, J. (2006) ‘Undoing Trauma: Reconstructing the Church of Our Lady in Dresden’,
Ethos 34: 244-72.
Klausmeier, A. and L. Schmidt. 2006. Commemorating the uncomfortable: the Berlin Wall. In
J. Schofield, A. Klausmeier and L. Purbrick (eds). Re-mapping the field: new approaches in
conflict archaeology. Berlin: Westkreuz-Verlag, 22-7.
Meskell, L. 2002. Negative heritage and past mastering in archaeology. Anthropological
Quarterly 75.3 (2002) 557-574
Uzzell, D. 1989. The hot interpretation of war and conflict. In D. Uzzell (ed). Heritage
interpretation volume 1: the natural and built environment. London: Belhaven, 33-47.
Recommended readings
Friedrich, J. (2005) The Fire: The Bombing of Germany 1940-1945. New York: Columbia
University Press.
Funari, P., A. Zarankin, and M. Salerno 2009 Memories from Darkness: Archaeology of
Repression and Resistance in Latin America. Springer, New York.
Gieryn, T.F. 1998. Balancing acts: science, Enola Gay and history wars at the Smithsonian. In
S. Macdonald (ed). The politics of display: museums, science, culture. London: Routledge,
197-228.
Grayling, A.C. (2006) Among the Dead Cities: Was the Allied Bombing of Civilians in WWII a
Necessity or a Crime? London: Bloomsbury.
Hogan, M.J. 1996. The Enola Gay controversy: history, memory and the politics of
presentation. In M.J. Hogan (ed). Hiroshima in history and memory. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 200-32.
Lehrer, E. 2010. Can there be a conciliatory heritage? International Journal of Heritage
Studies 16, 4–5: 269–288
Logan, W., and K. Reeves 2009 Places of Pain and Shame: Dealing With “Difficult Heritage”.
Routledge, London.
Moshenska, G. 2009. Resonant materiality and violent remembering: archaeology, memory
and bombing. International Journal of Heritage Studies 15(1): 44-56
Purbrick, L., J. Aulich, and G. Dawson (eds.) 2007 Contested Spaces: Sites, Representations
and Histories of Conflict. Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
Stone, M. 2004. A memory in ruins? Public Archaeology 3: 131-144.
Tunbridge, J E & Ashworth, G J 1996 Dissonant heritage: the management of the past as a
resource in conflict. Chisester: John Wiley & Sons.

11th December. 10. Seminar discussion
The final session reviews some of the general themes developed during the course, and is
deliberately unstructured to allow discussion of the main ideas and debates that have
emerged. The seminar discussion format will also allow students to develop and test ideas
for the assignment.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
LIBRARIES AND OTHER RESOURCES
In addition to the Library of the Institute of Archaeology, other libraries in UCL with holdings of
particular relevance to this degree are: the anthropology and geography sections of the
Science Library, the history section of the main library, and the Bartlett architecture library.
ATTENDANCE
A register will be taken at each class. If you are unable to attend a class, please notify the
lecturer by email. Departments are required to report each student’s attendance to UCL
Registry at frequent intervals throughout each term. Students are expected to attend at least
70% of classes.
DYSLEXIA
If you have dyslexia or any other disability, please make your lecturers aware of this. Please
discuss with your lecturers whether there is any way in which they can help you. Students
with dyslexia are reminded to indicate this on each piece of coursework.
FEEDBACK
In trying to make this course as effective as possible, we welcome feedback from students
during the course of the year. All students are asked to give their views on the course in an
anonymous questionnaire which will be circulated at one of the last sessions of the course.
These questionnaires are taken seriously and help the Course Co-ordinator to develop the
course. The summarised responses are considered by the Institute's Staff-Student
Consultative Committee, Teaching Committee, and by the Faculty Teaching Committee.
If students are concerned about any aspect of this course we hope they will feel able to talk to
the Course Co-ordinator, but if they feel this is not appropriate, they should consult their
Personal Tutor, the Academic Administrator (Judy Medrington), or the Chair of Teaching
Committee (Dr. Mark Lake).
HOW TO UPLOAD YOUR WORK TO TURNITIN
Note that Turnitin uses the term ‘class’ for what we normally call a ‘course’.
1.

Ensure that your essay or other item of coursework has been saved properly, and that
you have the Class ID for the course (available from the course handbook) and
enrolment password (this is IoA1314 for all courses this session - note that this is
capital letter I, lower case letter o, upper case A, followed by the current academic
year)

2.

Click on http://www.submit.ac.uk
http://www.submit.ac.uk/static_jisc/ac_uk_index.htmlhttp://www.submit.ac.uk/static_jisc
/ac_uk_index.html (NB not www.turnitin.com, which is the US site) or copy this URL
into your favourite web browser

3.

Click on ‘Create account’

4.

Select your category as ‘Student’

5.

Create an account using your UCL email address. Note that you will be asked to
specify a new password for your account - do not use your UCL password or the
enrolment password, but invent one of your own (Turnitin will permanently associate
this with your account, so you will not have to change it every 3 months, unlike your
UCL password). In addition, you will be asked for a “Class ID” and a “Class enrollment
password” (see point 1 above).
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6.

Once you have created an account you can just log in at
http://wwwhttp://www.submit.ac.uk/static_jisc/ac_uk_index.html.submit.ac.uk and enrol
for your other classes without going through the new user process again. Simply click
on ‘Enroll in a class’. Make sure you have all the relevant “class IDs” at hand.

7.

Click on the course to which you wish to submit your work.

8.

Click on the correct assignment (e.g. Essay 1).

9.

Double-check that you are in the correct course and assignment and then click
‘Submit’

10.

Attach document as a “Single file upload”

11.

Enter your name (the examiner will not be able to see this)

12.

Fill in the “Submission title” field with the right details: It is essential that the first
word in the title is your examination candidate number (e.g. YGBR8 In what sense
can culture be said to evolve?), and not your name.

13.

Click “Upload”. When the upload is finished, you will be able to see a text-only version
of your submission.
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Click on “Submit”

If you have problems, please email the Turnitin Advisers on ioa-turnitin@ucl.ac.uk, explaining
the nature of the problem and the exact course and assignment involved.
One of the Turnitin Advisers will normally respond within 24 hours, Monday-Friday during
term. Please be sure to email the Turnitin Advisers if technical problems prevent you from
uploading work in time to meet a submission deadline - even if you do not obtain an
immediate response from one of the Advisers they will be able to notify the relevant Course
Co-ordinator that you attempted to submit the work before the deadline.
Still reading? Good.
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