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Res Naturae. Arqueologia num Antropoceno
pés-humano e uma arqueologia do natural:
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ABSTRACT: With the advent of the Anthropocene, and post-humanism as a consequence, it is no longer
possible to draw a rigid line between the human and the natural. As archaeology is traditionally a study of
humans and their past, the aim of this article is to discuss the new position of archaeology in the Anthropo-
cene. We believe that the true paradigm that post-humanism has established, de-territorialising the human
as the ruler of the Earth and inserting it into the web of dependencies of all historical agents, regardless of
being human, non-human or objects, profoundly transforms archaeological practice, which can no longer
deal exclusively with the human past. So, using two examples that show that an archaeology of the natural
is possible — the uncultivated natural (archaeology of ants) and the cultivated natural (archaeology of for-
ests) — we will take a tour on this posthuman archaeology, duly framed in the multiple works already done
on posthumanism, both in philosophy and in archaeology.

KEYWORDS: Posthumanism; Nature; Theoretical Archaeology; Anthropocene.

RESUMO: Com o advento do Antropoceno, e do pds-humanismo como consequéncia, nao é mais possivel
tracar uma linha rigida entre o humano e o natural. Deste modo, e sendo a arqueologia tradicionalmente um
estudo do humano e do seu passado, pretende-se neste artigo discutir a nova posicao da arqueologia no
Antropoceno. Cremos que o verdadeiro paradigma que o pés-humanismo instaurou, desterritorializando o
humano enquanto o regente da Terra para o inserir na teia de dependéncias de todos os agentes historicos,
sejam eles humanos, ndo-humanos, ou objectos, transforma profundamente a prética arqueoldgica, que

' This work was financed by Portuguese funds through FCT - Fundacdo para a Ciéncia e Tecnologia in the framework of the doctoral
project referenced by 2022.13053.BD, and the project UID/00698: Centre for Archaeology. University of Lisbon.
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nao mais se pode ocupar exclusivamente do passado humano. Assim, e utilizando dois exemplos que mostram
que é possivel uma arqueologia do natural - do natural ndo-cultivado (arqueologia das formigas) e do natural

cultivado (arqueologia das florestas) —, far-se-4 um excurso sobre esta nova arqueologia, devidamente enqua-

drada nos multiplos trabalhos ja feitos sobre o pés-humanismo, tanto filosoficamente como em arqueologia.
PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Pés-humanismo; Natureza; Arqueologia Tedrica; Antropoceno.

“Das Fundament steht an der falschen Stelle

Man hatte dieses Haus in den Himmel setzen sollen
Damit die Gotter sterben

Regelmassig und in zeitlich klassischen Proportionen”
Einstlirzende Neubauten — Redukt

1. PREAMBLE: ON POSTHUMANISM

Posthumanism is anything but easy to define,
with an extensive bibliography both in archaeology
(Cipolla - Crellin — Harris 2021; Cipolla 2021; Cobb -
Crellin 2022; Crellin et al. 2021; Crellin — Harris 2021;
Diaz-Guardamino - Morgan 2019; Serensen 2013)
and in philosophy (Badmington 2001; Bignall - Rigney
2019; Birnbacher 2008; Bostrom 2008; Braidotti 2013,
2015, 2018; 2019; Braidotti — Hlavajova 2018; Cimatti
2017; Crowell 2017; Ferrando 2012, 2013, 2016, 2019;
Hassan 1977; Hayles 1999; Lindgren — Ohman 2018;
Miah 2008; Roden 2015; Wolfe 2010). Complex and
multiple - e.g., the Critical Posthumanism of literary
criticism (Hayles 1999) or the Cultural Posthumanism
(Haraway 1991: 149-182) of literary theory - it is the
result of the culmination of a dying postmodernism
(and its relativism) and a world (natural and global)
in crisis. Posthumanism is, in a way, the philosophi-
cal by-product of the Anthropocene (Ferrando 2019):
the age “[...] of the absolute realisation of the (post-)
human becoming on Earth” (Agosto - Teuchmann
2023: 308). Posthumanism is thus a reflection of the
political and environmental developments of this cen-
tury, even though it was first coined in 1977 (Hassan
1977). However, posthumanism recognised that the
multivocality advocated by postmodernism was lim-
ited to Homo sapiens sapiens, thereby maintaining a
prevailing anthropocentrism. This anthropocentrism
is still a purely Western one, universalising the values,
beliefs and epistemologies of the West, to the detri-
ment of those of the Global South (e.g., Santos 2018).
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Indeed, the study of the Universal Man (see Braidotti
2022; Toffoletti 2007) is nothing more than the study
of the heterosexual, white and cisgender man. There-
fore, a post-human vision is always a proposal to
decolonise thought, where the epistemologies of the
Global South come in as new ways of looking at reality
and the world.

In this sense, posthumanism represents a defini-
tive break with the anthropocentric paradigm - and
because it is truly a paradigm:

“[...] the entire constellation of beliefs, values, tech-
niques, and so on shared by the members of a
given community” (Kuhn 1996: 175),

and

“[...] one sort of element in that constellation, the
concrete puzzle-solution which, employed as
models or examples, can replace explicit rules as a
basis for the solution of the remaining puzzles of
normal science” (Kuhn 1996: 175).

This is an essential element of posthumanism: the
critical stance towards Homo sapiens sapiens as the
reigning species (Miah 2008: 77).

Posthumanism is thus also a stance towards non-
human animals and animality, which advocates a multi-
species policy and their inclusion as political agents, as
opposed to a policy that sees humans as the only spe-
cies worthy of politics (Lindgren - Ohman 2018).

Posthumanism represents a concrete vision of the
human in all its aspects: from just another species
among a very diverse set of species (Zoe; life, in Greek),
to a species whose relationship with the question of
technology is insurmountable; it speaks, thus, of a
more-than-human sociality (Tsing 2013). The human
of post-humanism is thus a Homo faber taken to its
ultimate consequences, where technology supersedes
biological constraints to form a bio-technological
aggregate, or a cyborg:
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“By the late twentieth century, our time, a mythic
time, we are all chimeras, theorized and fabricated
hybrids of machine and organism; in short, we are
cyborgs. The cyborg is our ontology; it gives us our
politics. The cyborg is a condensed image of both
imagination and material reality, the two joined cent-
ers structuring any possibility of historical transforma-
tion.” (Haraway 1991: 150).

In fact, transhumanism — which advocates the
improvement of the human through technology and
technique (posthumanism and transhumanism are dis-
tinct but strongly related currents) (Ferrando 2013: 27)
- does not propose a worldview different from today’s,
but merely reflects it. A central notion in the concept
of technology in posthumanism is the Heideggerian
one (Miah 2008: 85), where technology is not viewed
as strictly technological, but rather as a process that
reveals (Heidegger 1977: 13). Understanding the posi-
tion of technology in posthumanism and transhuman-
ism is important for a more complete understanding
of posthumanism. Here, technology and technique are
simply means of unveiling a posthuman human: one
that overcomes the constraints imposed by biology,
be it on a cognitive, physical, or emotional level (Bos-
trom 2008: 108). This Nietzschean Ubermensch (“super-
man”) aspect of transhumanism is both a goal and,
only in part, an awareness of humanity’s condition
today: where, for example, medication can extend life
or improve a person’s quality of life. However, transhu-
manism seeks to do more than this: it seeks to go con-
siderably beyond biological constraints (see Bostrom
2008). It should be noted that the Ubermensch meta-
phor for transhumanism is not new and has already
been worked on in this field (Ansell-Pearson 1997).

But in this new conception, human beings are not
only made of technique: humans are becoming decen-
tred not only as an epistemically hegemonic species,
but also as actors and historical-political agents, in
order to lose their physicality: socially, humans have
become multidimensional, where the virtual issue
stands out with digital bodies and virtual identities
(Ferrando 2013, 2014).

Posthumanism’s hallmark is not only to decentral-
ise the human but also to decentralise its object (Fer-
rando 2019: 39), but also to be a concrete practice that
seeks knowledge in the non-human, be it animal or
from the realms of information technology (Ferrando

2012: 10). It resists the notion of method and meth-
odology, because it is configured as a rhizome that
escapes the notions - in a postmodern heritage — of
truth and absolute knowledge. Establishing a method-
ology has consequences on multiple levels — whether
practical or epistemic — so methodology in a post-
human logic must always be fluid (Ferrando 2012: 11).

In this sense, the discipline of archaeology - tradi-
tionally framed as a human science - be it historical
or anthropological - finds an obstacle in the Anthro-
pocene, which has blurred the lines between the
natural and the cultural (see Jorge 2023: 2106 for the
conception of the human as something different from
nature). In fact, archaeology can no longer have as its
goal - which, as will be seen, has been the hallmark
throughout its history — merely the study of humans
and their past, which brings us to an essential relation:
that of archaeology with nature - the other part of the
dichotomy (nature/culture) that archaeology does not
study, or at least subordinates to human history.

This aspect is crucial: since archaeology is tradition-
ally a“science” of the human, rather than of nature per se,
the Anthropocene renders this division fragile, necessi-
tating a theoretical renewal for archaeology to embrace
the nature-culture continuum as an object of study.

In archaeology, posthumanism has had multiple
effects on the discipline and has been adopted in vari-
ous forms. For instance, there are four primary levels
in which posthumanism has affected archaeology, all
of them intertwined (and to summarise): 1) agency
became more than just a human prerogative, where
non-human animals and objects also have their own
agendas in the historical process (e.g., Brittain — Over-
ton 2013; Overton - Hamilakis 2013); 2) archaeology
became a multispecies discipline, where the entan-
glements — to use an archaeological term - plants,
microbes or fungi become part of the inquiry (e.g.,
Thomas 2022), such as will be seen in this paper; 3) all
of this leads to the fall of human exceptionalism, being
an integral part of the posthuman agenda: humans
are not the only species on Earth that create meaning
and that create webs of dependency; 4) posthumanism
is also a critique of the Western worldview and cos-
mology, thus helping to decolonise thought. All of this
has come together to create new viewpoints and new
perspectives, which will be helpful in creating a discus-
sion on nature and archaeology.
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2. ARCHAEOLOGY AND NATURE

Archaeology, originally a nineteenth-century dis-
cipline, has already enjoyed a long discussion about
what is archaeological (e.g., Nativ 2016, 2018; Nativ —
Lucas 2020; Patrik 1985; Shanks — Platt — Rathje 2004)
continuing to engage in a debate about whether it is a
historical discipline (Frieman 2023) - or a historical and
human science (Embree 1987: 75) — or anthropological
(Braidwood 1953, 1959; Longacre 1963, 2010), or even
whether it is a science (Dunnell 1992; Wheeler 1950) or
part of the broad spectrum of the humanities (Wise-
man 1964; Yoffee — Fowles 2012).

However, the intention here is not merely to dis-
cuss what archaeology is, as it is believed that a dis-
cussion of what is archaeological would be more
fruitful - following Michael Shanks’ challenge (Shanks
2001: 11). There have been many definitions of the
discipline - from its earliest formulations to today’s
ones. Rather than a cohesive discipline, archaeology
has been fragmented into multiple groups, and there-
fore made up of a conglomeration of archaeologies
that are not always mutually compatible (Kristiansen
1996: 118).

More than one archaeology, in fact, we should
speak of the realm of archaeologies: of the multiple
approaches and multiple areas that have arisen from
this. In this sense, the theoretical mosaic of archaeol-
ogy is comparable to that of a garden, or in the words
of Artur Ribeiro (2016: 151):

“Iwould rather believe that archaeology is a garden:
it requires maintenance like removing of weeds and
trimming of hedges, and sometimes it requires some-
thing new to be planted. It is not the individual plants
that grant archaeology its identity but the combi-
nation of plants and flowers as a whole, and in this
garden not all the ambitious plans that are currently in
the works are going to survive.

This is the gardening condition that 21%-century
archaeology shares: an amalgamation of different the-
oretical plans that are not very compatible, an amal-
gamation of practices and an amalgamation of social
and academic contexts of what it means to be part of
archaeology and to be an archaeologist.

The discipline itself has undergone a period of nec-
essary reflection on its ontology throughout its his-
tory: on what it is, its objectives, and its own identity.
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The first challenge when reflecting on these issues
is their relationship with antiquarianism — whether
archaeology represents a break, or continuity, with
its predecessors. In this sense, their boundaries are far
from clear, either in their basic principles (Momigliano
1966; 1990; Schnapp 1996) or in the act of collecting
(Mora 1998: 118); in fact, there has already been exten-
sive bibliography on the question of antiquarians (e.g.,
Brigola 2003; 2009; Carvalho 2022; Pomian 1990) and
their relationship with archaeology (Carvalho 2022;
Mora 1998; Murray 2007; Schnapp 2002, 2013).

Archaeology, as a disciplinary area, has simply not
replaced antiquarianism, because, in the words of Tim
Murray:

“Antiquarianism did not conveniently die-out with
the advent of archaeology as a discipline, and its his-
tory and development has always involved multiple
strands — in essence the existence of other possibilities
and practices” (Murray 2007: 21).

The multiplicity of practices of antiquarianism were
also responsible for the profuse complexity of the so-
called archaeological practices of the time. In the light
of the principles of post-humanism, it is not neces-
sary to make a Manichean opposition between anti-
quarianism and archaeology, because this relationship
- and because it is binominal - only gives rise to the
superiority of archaeology, and it is therefore neces-
sary to see both disciplines in a continuum of blurred
boundaries, which continues to this day. In a certain
way, archaeology has established itself as a neo-anti-
quarianism (Murray 2007: 14), given the continuity
between both practices (see Schnapp 2002).

Turning our attention to the most common defini-
tions of archaeology and, above all, of what is archaeo-
logical, we have a plethora of considerations, almost
all of which — as we will see below - share the binomial
culture/nature and where archaeology - whether it is
profiled alongside history or anthropology — always
has the human as its ultimate goal (see Nativ 2014).

For example, and to serve as a metonymy, if we
look at the broad spectrum of the discipline over more
than a century, we find the following definitions:

Gustaf Kossina — a key archaeologist for the Nazi
project — would end up seeing in the discipline, which
he saw as independent from History, a holistic vision
for the reconstruction of the human past: bring-
ing together the prehistoric anthropological and
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geological sciences, only local archaeology (heimische
Archdologie) could overcome the lack of linguistic
data (Kossina 1926: 4). For Kossina (the translations
are ours), the archaeological exercise is therefore one
of reconstituting ethnic groups, through the central
idea of culture, bringing together all the sciences men-
tioned above, and where archaeology would contrib-
ute with a map of sites (Siedelungskarte) — i.e,, a map
that should show all the sites of that period attested by
their antiquities (eine solche Karte, die sdmtliche durch
Altertumssunde bezeugten Siedlungsstditten jener Zeit
aufweist) (Kossina 1926: 6), which he considered more
effective than history in terms of establishing ethnic
boundaries (Kossina 1926: 7). Furthermore, and it is
explicitly stated, the supreme goal of archaeology is
not the individual, nor the small ethnic group, but only
to identify larger ethnic groups (sondern weist Gberall
nur gréBere Vlkerschaften) (Kossina 1926: 8).

Mortimer Wheeler, a key figure in European archae-
ology, would also be peremptory: “As archaeological
scientists, our subject is Man, a subject which, being
Men ourselves, we can never fully objectify.” (Wheeler
1950: 122). Similarly, at around the same time, another
great representative of European archaeology - espe-
cially British — Christopher Hawkes — would comment
that the aim of archaeology would be to study humans
and their activities (Hawkes 1954).

Vere Gordon Childe, in multiple instances, stated
that archaeology - and the archaeological - is the
study of the material remains of human communities,
not understood as man (in his singular sense), but of
the human (in his collective sense). Furthermore, the
focus on the collective, public and human question is
emphasised:

“Archaeological data consist of all the changes in
the material world resulting from human action, or
rather, they are the material remains of human con-
duct” (Childe 1977:11).

Processualism is also, by definition, an anthropo-
centric school of thought, where questions of culture
and nature are enthroned in its systemics.

David Clarke — a key figure in this school of thought
- and in his major work Analytical Archaeology, was
clear: “Archaeology is the discipline concerned with
the recovery, systematic description and study of
material culture in the past; the archaeologist is the
man responsible for these studies.” (Clarke 2015 [1968]:

10), and, on the subject of archaeology, he also clari-
fied his opinion:

“If archaeology is the discipline concerned with the
study of past material culture then artefacts are the
archaeologist’s main data even though other special-
ists may supply him with complementary evidence on
fauna, flora, dating and the like. The archaeologist’s
facts are artefacts and the information observed about
their contextual and specific attributes.” (Clarke 2015
[1968]: 13).

On another level, but of a similar theoretical nature,
but already in North America, it is said that “American
archaeology is anthropology or it is nothing” (Willey -
Phillips 1958: 2). This view is closely linked to anthro-
pocentrism, and its defenders, such as Binford, would
even go so far as to say that the aim of archaeology
would be to“[...] explicate and explain the total range of
physical and cultural similarities and differences char-
acteristic of the entire spatial-temporal span of man’s
existence (Binford 1962:217).

In other theoretical views, it is said that more than
the Indian behind the artefact (Braidwood 1953: 79),
it is the system that matters, as is also evident in some
texts by Kent Flannery (e.g., Flannery 1972).

Outside of theoretical archaeology, the fact that
archaeology is a field that essentially studies the
human is also quite striking:

“The multiplicity of disciplines which go to make up
modern archaeology combine to study every aspect of
the lives of early peoples-their environment, their trade,
their diet, the rise and fall of individual settlements and
groups of settlements, their cultural affinities, the influ-
ences which shaped their buildings and their art-to
look beyond the objects and the debris of everyday life
to the thoughts that lay behind them, and the inten-
tions that produced them!.” (Barker 2005 [1977]: 2).

Even in post-processualism, it is often repeated
that archaeology either debates the cultural question
- “Instead | propose that we accept that archaeology
deals in cultural artifacts, and its works have cultural
effect.” (Shanks 2001: 9) — or the human question, and
even if the environment is included, it is always subor-
dinate to the human:

“Archaeology is the study and preservation of the
material remains of past societies and their environ-
ment, that nowadays also includes modern material
culture!” (Kristiansen 2009: 4).
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Similarly, archaeology is often taken to be a science
of the past — and exclusively of the human past (Carver
2011; Hodder 1991, 1993, 2002; Hodder - Hutson 2003;
Hodder — Orton 1976; Shanks —Tilley 1988, 2016 [1992];
Tilley 1990, 1994a, 1994b, 1996). And even if the meth-
ods have, in fact, changed, and even if the structuralist
and post-structuralist focus has opened up hermeneu-
tic avenues that have not yet been explored, the basis
remains the same: the human and their past.

However, one definition that deserves reflection is
the following: “The archaeological refers to the social
fabric” (Shanks 2001: 12). This, in spite of being of
anthropocentric genesis and not shifting attention to
materialities and non-human agents, and therefore
not demonstrating above all a loyalty to things (Olsen
et al. 2012: 1), is nonetheless useful for a more inclu-
sive vision of archaeology - because the social side is
not exclusively human, nor does it include exclusively
human actors. This will be the moment of transition
towards a different archaeology: towards an archaeol-
ogy concerned with the concreteness of the world and
firmly entangled with the world’s materiality, whether
past or present.

But, first of all, it has become clear, after this brief
exposition, that archaeology in the long course of its
history has essentially been seen as a binominal branch
between culture and nature: where archaeology -
whether in its affiliation with history or anthropology
— is the subproduct of humanity serves its purposes -
it should be emphasised that we have not looked into
symmetrical or posthumanism because we will discuss
them at length later, and because, before that discus-
sion, the question of culture/nature must be debated.

Verily, an archaeology that is concerned with uni-
versal history (Universalgeschichte), the great courses
of human historical development — perhaps a world
history (Weltgeschichte) — and universal man (Univer-
salmensch) favours the reinforcement of the culture/
nature dichotomy, where culture, being the term that
is superior in its semiotic relationship - for culture is
active and nature seen as a receptacle -, is the focus
of the discipline, being present almost ubiquitously
in the ontological debates of the discipline (e.g., Nativ
2018; Shanks 2001).

Archaeology, therefore, and in a certain way that
links the discipline to History and Anthropology, ends
up being reduced in a binary way between a study of
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the cultural aspect of humanity — where the impossi-
bility of an archaeology of the natural is emphasized,
even if unconsciously - while understood as an archae-
ology of the Bereich des Nicht-Gemacht (area of the
unmade) (Seel 1991: 21). However, it is believed that
archaeology, in its ability to deconstruct elements, is
still trapped in an anthropocentric paradigm.

In this vein, the 21 century is the birthplace of a
new plethora of post-humanist approaches that con-
template a decentring of the view of the human as the
primary historical agent - both in philosophy, with the
“crisis of man” (e.g., Braidotti 2013; 2015: 2018; 2019:
35-38), and in archaeology (e.g., Hodder 2011, 2012,
2014, 2016; Olsen 2009; Olsen et al. 2012; Olsen - Wit-
more 2015). This new approach includes multispecial-
ity and embraces non-human animal agency, as well
as the environment and nature, as a political agent. It
is noteworthy — and it isn’t a coincidence - that these
approaches are in the wake of a new era under the
banner of the climate crisis. In this way, the place of
the human in the world is reconceptualised (e.g., Cel-
ermajer et al. 2021). Similarly, materialities move from
a paternalistic relationship in archaeology to one dom-
inated by communalism (Palsson 1996).

It is believed that a discussion that seeks to estab-
lish what archaeology is cannot ignore the influence
of post-humanism. This movement - which not only
deconstructs anthropocentrism but also the very
hegemony of Western worldviews — allows for the
inclusion of non-Western epistemologies (e.g., Bignall
- Rigney 2019; Crellin et al. 2021; de Castro 1998), and
the inclusion of non-human elements in the historical
becoming, although this inclusion is not exclusive to
posthumanism (Argent 2010; Boyd 2017; Gittins 2013)
- however, this thesis continues to defend the radical
alterity between the two (e.g., Agosto 2022; Cimatti
2015, 2020).

In fact, archaeology — especially prehistoric archae-
ology - had already made this inclusion, albeit without
a theoretical framework, with Sherratt’s famous Sec-
ondary Products Revolution (Sherratt 1981; 1983; 1987).

In fact, the Secondary Products Revolution was
premised on a greater interconnection between non-
human animals and their human agents, as the former
had begun to be exploited for their secondary prod-
ucts (i.e., those that can be extracted multiple times,
as opposed to primary products, which can only be
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extracted once). This model, however, has undergone
natural reformulations and tweaks since it was first
theorized (e.g., Agosto 2022; Greenfield 2010; Hal-
stead - Isaakidou 2011; Harrison 1985; Marciniak 2011;
Vigne - Helmer 2007), which has only strengthened
the importance of Sherratt’s model for understanding
the prehistory of peasant societies, being a model that
explores the potentialities between the entanglement
of non-human animals and human animals. How-
ever, it is believed that a vision of archaeology taken
to its ultimate consequences by the dictates of post-
humanism - the Peircian way of making ideas clear
(Peirce 1878) — here understood above all as a decon-
struction of Western anthropocentrism — must include
not only non-human animals, but also plants or fungi
as historical agents: the relationship of dependence
of non-human animals and human animals on these
agents is essential, through the production of oxygen,
the collection of fungi for consumption and agricul-
ture, which, in the Old World, was responsible for one
of the most important — perhaps the most important
of all - networks of dependence: agriculture.

From a philosophical point of view, while nature
can be understood as the domain of the unmade (Bere-
ich des Nicht-Gemacht) (Seel 1991, 21), agriculture
introduces an axial category in the historical becom-
ing: cultivated nature (Seel 1991, 123). In fact, it's no
accident that the Neolithic era began with the onset
of the Anthropocene - a theory also referred to as
the Early Anthropocene Hypothesis — which marked
the first degree of artefactualisation of the landscape
(Mateus 2004). The consequences of this cultivated
nature could not be more obvious: if the Land/Land-
schaft is a terrain shaped by humanity (Serrao 2013:
13), then the Neolithic is the great dawn of the Land-
schaft.

In this way, it is possible to do an archaeology of the
natural and of cultivated nature - different from the
approaches of archaeozoology and archaeopalynol-
ogy — and this, taken to its ultimate consequences, is
essential in the discussion between Culture/Nature
when it comes to debating what the archaeological
is — which is often associated with the first element
almost exclusively - thus fulfilling the post-humanist
agenda in archaeology.

In fact, the dualism between culture and nature
has already been widely and consciously debated

in theoretical archaeology (e.g., Hodder 2011; Jones
2004; Kristiansen 2014; Latour 1993; Thomas 2004).
However, contrary to Assaf Nativ (2018), who postu-
lated that the annulment of these dichotomies would
lead to the end of a fruitful theoretical discussion, it
is believed that the use of colonial systems of eurol-
ogocentric and anthropocentric episteme (see Babo
2021) does not contribute positively to a definition
of archaeology in the light of posthumanism, so that
the typical deconstruction of posthumanism is again
sought here (Braidotti 2015: 12). And this posthuman-
ist deconstruction is essential.

Such an effort implies defining the role that
humans play in shaping the natural — even though a
dialectical approach always means knowing the exact
thesis and antithesis. Furthermore, categories such as
gardens or ruins become “composite aesthetic cat-
egories” (Serrdo 2013), forming a true Landschaft - a
land shaped by humans and the autopoietic forces of
nature. All of this opens up to archaeology as decon-
structible - composed of individualizable, singular ele-
ments that together form a new aggregate.

This highlights the power of nature’s autopoietic
forces, as nature doesn't simply serve as a receptacle
for human practices and non-human animals - on the
contrary, their relationship is one of resistance (Seel
1991, 14), but not one of antagonism. In this sense, cul-
tivated nature is nothing more than an artefact com-
posed by multiple hands and with multiple agents of
the most varied nature (Seel 1991: 123), and even the
basis for humans (Seel 1991, 11). This is essential for
the post-human deconstruction of archaeology, as it
shows the multiple layers and actors that nature has,
showing its metaphysical capacity to be intervened,
mixed and receptive to additions.

This does not mean that this deconstruction can be
reduced to a separation between what is human (or,
rudimentarily, culture) and what is natural (or, simply,
nature). In fact, the advent of the Anthropocene has
made all of this indestructible: there can be no rigid
separation between what is natural (i.e. non-human)
and what is human or cultural, as will be discussed
below.

We do not intend to have a full discussion on the
origin of the Anthropocene here, as that would be
beyond the scope of this section, nor do we want
to discuss the relevance and technical obstacles to
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naming this epoch as a geological stage in itself, as
there is extensive bibliography on the subject, both
on the origin of an Anthropocene epoch (even if it
has other names) - (see Steffen et al. 2011: 842-845),
such as the Anthropozoikum (Markl 1986), the Anthro-
cene (Revkin 1992) or the Homogenocene (Samways
1999: 65-66), or the 91 proposals for analogous terms
already compiled (Chwatczyk 2020) -, as well as the
technical and philosophical obstacles to this concept
(Elias 2018, Luciano 2022: 25), and the origins of the
(e.g., Crutzen — Stoermer 2000; Edgeworth et al. 2019;
Luciano 2022; Ruddiman 2003; Ruddiman et al. 2020).

Returning to the central topic, the advent of the
Anthropocene, understood here not as an epoch that
can be summed up as Homo faber, but as “[...] the age
of the absolute realisation of (post-)human becoming
on Earth” (Agosto — Teuchmann 2023: 308; the transla-
tion is ours), is the advent of landscape in its broadest
sense, since cultivated nature “[...] [it] is both medium
for and outcome of action and previous histories of
action.” (Tilley 1994a: 23), framing the landscape as
“[...] a presence of technique, understood since Aristo-
tle as something that already acts on nature, making
appear what it could not make appear” (Pinto 2021: 54;
translation is ours). This notion of technique is there-
fore a Heideggerian notion Heidegger (2000 [1953]),
since it is understood as Hervorbringen (unveiling),
in the sense of a poiésis, producing an image of the
world, an impression (see Pinto 2021: 68).

It is important to emphasise that it is the advent
of landscape lato sensu, understood here as a pensée
paysagere (see Berque 2018 [2008]): it is in this imma-
nent turn that landscape is unveiled as a transcultural
concept, understood as “[...] the landscape is the space
of humanisation, the moment of the unfolding of the
hominid body into technique and language [...]" (Hen-
nrich 2020: 137; translation is ours).

All this makes evident the conceptual and practical
entanglement that a deconstruction - an archaeology —
of the natural entails. On the side of culture, it has been
the privileged one in the anthropocentric archaeologi-
cal approaches of the last century (e.g., Binford 1962;
Childe 1956; Clarke 2015 [1968]; White 2007 [1959]).
This archaeology envisaged only the study of humans
and the history of humanity, whether from the point of
view of history, more typical of European approaches,
or anthropology, more famous for its North American
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counterparts. All this means that archaeology is noth-
ing more than a study of Homo faber’s capacity to add
- or, in Seelian terms, to add, or zutun (Seel 1991). In
fact, there have also been attempts to transform the
idea of culture into something fluid and not exclu-
sively anthropocentric (e.g., Agosto 2021; Hodder
- Orton 1976; Schiffer 1976), because a monolithic
view of archaeology as something exclusively human
is no longer possible. Its aims have to be expanded:
plants, fungi, bacteria, artefacts or the climate are his-
torical people with their weight of becoming, they are
truly “[...] hybridized networks of bodies, things and
nature that metabolize energy to sustain life” (Barrett
2014: 72): they are part of the societal metabolism
of communities, thus creating a new way of living, a
“[...]'naturecultures’ continuum (Haraway 1997; 2003),
which also brings to an end the categorical distinction
between life as bios, the prerogative of Anthropos, as
distinct from the life of animals and non-humans, or
zoe (Braidotti 2006)” (Braidotti 2018: 34-35).

What archaeology is therefore possible for this
“naturecultures continuum”? It is believed that, by
continuing with the post-human deconstruction
advocated here, it is possible to offer two examples
of archaeology — one of uncultivated nature and the
other of cultivated nature — to demonstrate the fea-
sibility of what is being proposed, as will be seen in
section 3. This aims to show the potentialities of the
archaeological gaze and the new materialities/con-
texts that can analysed by archaeology in a posthu-
man perspective.

3. BEYOND NATURE AND CULTURE:
A NOTION OF POST-HUMAN ARCHAEOLOGY
IN THE AGE OF THE ANTHROPOCENE

The Anthropocene is a reality that is relevant to
the history of the planet at all levels. Conceptually,
it transforms the notion of natural history and blurs
the boundaries between nature, history and culture.
Furthermore, as Adorno has already warned, history
and nature cannot become ontological essences
without their consequent idealisation and, therefore,
“[...] into mythical self-parodies” (Pensky 2004: 230).
Nature and history are therefore left with fluid bounda-
ries, where the question of technique reaches its apex:
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its planeterisation, entangling human and non-human
animals. It is therefore necessary, in order to respond
to the challenges of a new era, to have a more-than-
human historicity (Simon — Tamm - Domarska 2021:
409) that encompasses all historical agents, regardless
of their nature. And archaeology is ready to respond to
this challenge.

In this sense, archaeology does not fall into the
study of human becoming, nor in its behaviour: it is
beyond the Anthropos and cannot be reduced to it. In
fact, archaeology goes beyond the study of the spe-
cies or a question of biological exceptionalism. Nor is
archaeology a hard science, or a science concerned with
cataloging tekmeria - although it is concerned with the
study of traces, but that is not its central point. Art? Nei-
ther, because it is not between the designs of Apollo
and Dionysus (Nietzsche 2000 [1872]). Thus, archaeol-
ogy here is essentially a way of being in the world - a
discipline of things (Olsen et al. 2012) — and an ecology of
practices - (Olsen et al. 2012; Rathje — Shanks - Witmore
2013; Stengers 2005: 398) — that form the world.

This point is essential: archaeology, from its origins
to the dawn of the new materialisms, is a field that
studies concreteness, whether human or non-human.
To this end, it uses tools — whether conceptual (Graham
2005) or physical (Carvalho — Agosto 2023) - to achieve
its goals. Archaeology is also a lexical field: e.g., strati-
graphic units, artefacts, ceramic typologies or archae-
ological sites — archaeology is therefore a form of writ-
ing that sets out to answer, even if it is mediated by
the art. The archaeologist is therefore a complete form
of being - a distinct category of being - different from
that of the historian or the anthropologist. Whether
because of its own tradition as an academic field or
because of the objectives it pursues, archaeology can
be individualised within the academy.

History, as a discipline, tends to be global (lato
sensu): it includes all subjects, as they always lend
themselves to historiographical or diachronic analysis
(Chakrabarty 2000: 112), and its epistemological fron-
tier is always mobile (Triiper 2019: 26). But even history
can no longer be seen in its culture/nature binomial
since the advent of the Anthropocene (Chakrabarty
2009: 201), which has complicated monolithic visions
of the discipline.

Going back to the 18™ century, at the beginning
of (Universal) History, which is actually of recent

conceptual progeny (Foucault 2005 [1966]: 239-240),
we find the key elements for a historiography of Uni-
versal Man and Universal History: a Western, normative,
masculine (Braidotti 2022; Toffoletti 2007) and anthro-
pocentric historiography. It is, moreover, a history that
takes little account of geographical constraints and
the environment in the historical becoming: it is a his-
tory where the human and its technique are sovereign,
or as Hegel would elegantly put it: “Nature should not
be rated too high nor too low: the mild lonic sky cer-
tainly contributed much to the charm of the Homeric
poems, yet this alone can produce no Homers. Nor in
fact does it continue to produce them; under Turkish
government no bards have arisen” (Hegel 2001: 97).
The advent of history is therefore the advent of
reason and of human rationality over its fate. Global
History (Weltgeschichte) is nothing more than theimage
and act of Reason; itis nothing more than the proof that
Reason dominates the world and, therefore, the world
can only be rational (Hegel 2001: 22). This rationality
- the offspring of the industrial revolution - silenced
the first cries for greater ecological and natural aware-
ness (see Varandas 2014): the awareness of a dying
nature. It was only with the Anthropocene — when
Technique became planetary — and humans merged
with their tools on a scale never before achieved by
Homo faber that this awareness - this true feeling of
crisis and the need for change - reached transhu-
man proportions (i.e., it went beyond the scale of the
human and was diluted into a history of the Earth as a
globe and planet). The History that emerged from the
18™ century is, due to Hegelian influence, essentially a
History of the human that proves its hegemony over
other species (see Hennrich 2023: 86-87). However,
an analysis of more recent history theory reveals the
same absolute focus on the human question - the
birth of new strands of history “[...] are based on the
integral correlation of all aspects of human life!” (God-
inho 2013:23). Even the Annales, an unavoidable refer-
ence in History, expressed the same anthropocentric
vision: whether in Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie’s seminal
work on Les paysans de Languedoc (1966), where even
avision that sees climate as an essential element in the
study of History, his histoire totale is nothing more than
a History of the Human, or in Marc Bloch, in his Apolo-
gie pour I'Histoire, ou Métier Historien, where he says
that a history of the non-human — here metonymized
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in volcanoes and the solar system — is not the histori-
an’s concern (Bloch 1953: 23), and then states that the
object of history is the human (Bloch 1953: 25).

Anthropology, in its origins, has the human at its
core (Eriksen 2017: 3), and is therefore overtaken by
posthumanism and its archaeology. The question of
archaeology as an anthropology, although not fre-
quent in the Old World, has been quite common in the
New World for over a century (e.g., Braidwood 1959;
Dixon 1913; Jennings — Norbeck 1964; Longacre 1963;
2010; Parsons 1940; Phillips 1955; Smith 1911; Willey —
Phillips 1958), where even before Binford (1962) there
were very clear slogans about the discipline’s affilia-
tion, such as “American archaeology is anthropology
or it is nothing” (Willey — Phillips 1958: 2); however,
all these visions are informed by an idea of archaeol-
ogy that serves the human as an exceptional species
- rather anthropocentric - where, for example, we
find the purpose of, for archaeology, “[...] explicate and
explain the total range of physical and cultural similari-
ties and differences characteristic of the entire spatial-
temporal span of man’s existence (Binford 1962:217).

The purpose of this vision of archaeology is there-
fore only to refine and polish the theories of anthropol-
ogy (Lyman 2007: 136). In fact, it was the aim of this
archaeology to affiliate itself as an anthropology, as
Lewis Binford defended several times (Binford 1962,
1963, 1964, 1965, 1968). And even though archaeology
draws from anthropology as a theoretical corpus, and
whose contributions should not be dismissed, advocat-
ing a vision of archaeology that is still entangled with
the Human is an exercise in anachronism. In fact, to
compare archaeologists to behavioural scientists and
anthropologists (Reid - Whittlesey 1982: 701-702) is to
reduce a leafy tree of complexity to a handful of axioms
that are insufficient to cover the vastness of the field.

Archaeology is therefore a point of synthesis, a
meeting point between various areas that, at their core,
form a distinct reality and a point of view of their own:
a category of being and a way of being and being in the
world. This question is merely more than an appendix:
from the moment the Anthropocene granted Homo
sapiens sapiens custody of the Earth, even though it
simultaneously deterritorialised the planet for a multi-
species logic, what is human - and, consequently, what
belongs to it — can only be seen in a post-human logic
(Braidotti 2019: 1).
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Nor can archaeology have categories such as space
or time as defining elements, even though archaeol-
ogy is, at first glance - as a historical science and even
etymologically as a study of the ancient — linked to a
science of the past, or of past time (Bailey 2007; Nativ
- Lucas 2020). However, in archaeology - as in History
- time is nothing more than an artefact: a presentist
construction for organising the passage of time and
grouping time into operational categories (Godinho
2013; Lowenthal 2015; Lucas 2021: 45-51). Further-
more, Time in archaeology is often organised accord-
ing to literary criteria — with a beginning, middle and
end: e.g., early, middle and late Chalcolithic (Lucas
2005: 51) — which stems from an evolutionist logic.

In fact, categorizing archaeology by temporal and/
or spatial criteria is the result of an aporia and a con-
ceptual confusion between Kant's aprioristic transcen-
dental conditions of knowledge - space and time (see
Kant 1956: A157-B197) - and the supposed defining
criteria of the discipline. To elevate space or time to
the defining criteria of the discipline would be to make
archaeology an aprioristic Kantian category of knowl-
edge: in short, nothing would be knowable without
archaeology.

Furthermore, the contradictions (i.e. dialectics) -
which are the engine of so many philosophical systems
- find a sublimation in posthumanism: rather than a
dialectic that privileges the human, it is the egali-
tarianism of the Zoe (Braidotti 2013: 60) of Spinozian
monadism. Globalization itself and the global market
have transformed the planet into a repository of com-
modities, unifying “[...] all species under the imperative
of the market [...]” (Braidotti 2013: 63). Archaeology is
not isolated in the world and does not stand on the
sidelines of a global historical trend: whether through
theory, philosophy or the global market: archaeology
will either become post-human, or it will remain a dis-
cipline bound by the dictates of Western humanism
and anthropocentrism.

The archaeology of posthumanism is therefore an
archaeology with an idea of the human that bows to
a new conception of itself: one that goes beyond biol-
ogy and culture and moves into the conceptual fluid-
ity of a dynamic and indeterminate category (Tamm
- Simon 2020: 297). For an archaeology that doesn’t
have to do with the Universal Man - understood as
the normative, straight, white, Western cis man - or a
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human on the margins of universalisms: the answer is
posthumanism. And if we want a sharper questioning
of the epistemological consequences of anthropo-
centrism and eurologocentrism, we find in this ques-
tion - the question of the normative straight and cis
Universal Man and in the dichotomy of man/woman,
male/female - a robust point of analysis. In fact,
unveiling this issue allows us to broaden our horizons
and understand other dichotomies, such as that of
nature and culture - sex would be the natural given,
and gender, with consequence, the acquired by cul-
ture (Babo 2021: 177). Once again, these dichotomies
must be contrasted with post-humanism, which has
established the era of the continuum - a position that
is now widely accepted for issues of gender identity,
sexuality and even psychiatric conditions such as
Autism Spectrum Disorder (see APA 2013). This ques-
tion is essential, because just as in the question of
Man (white, cis, straight) as in Human (man, healthy,
tall), the binary opposition it seeks to establish with
its opposites “[...] is the starting point on which the
opposition is born, which is why, even if the relative
positions are exchanged, this term prevails over the
other because it becomes the structure that made the
binary system possible.” (Babo 2021: 181). To work on
nature is to work on culture, because it is the term that
is superior, in the same way that Woman is the Other
of Man (Babo 2021: 182): only by undermining this
binary system is it possible to institute the posthu-
man and deconstruct eurologocentrism, anthropo-
centrism, and misogyny.

Returning to the central topic: what is archaeol-
ogy? Archaeology is the study of the concrete, of
materialities and things, informed by all historical
agents, whether human or not, which is based on the
deconstruction of a given reality. This translates into a
stance towards the world and the concrete, towards
the Earth and the planet, towards the Human and the
Non-Human, towards historiography and its grammar:
in short, being an archaeologist — i.e. someone who
inquires into the archaeological - is configured as a
different category of being, who feels differently and
processes differently.

In this sense, archaeology is not bound by time
constraints: it is not because it is past that it is archaeo-
logical, for it is possible to analyse contemporaneity
using archaeological methods (e.g., Carvalho 2022,

2024; Casella 2007; Gonzélez-Ruibal 2019, 2020, 2022;
Hamilakis 2015 [2012], 2017, 2018, 2019; Lehmann
2015; McAtackney — Penrose 2016; Moshenska — Shelly
2020; Rathje — Murphy 2011; Santos 2024; Soto 2016).

Through post-humanism, whether philosophical
or archaeological, archaeology is breaking down the
barriers of Western anthropocentrism that have long
dominated the discipline. Thus, breaking with anthro-
pocentric logic, post-humanism will inform a new
archaeology, one that is intimately linked to things,
and not necessarily to things that serve a human his-
tory, which forces it to be reconceptualised in the
Anthropocene era, where culture and nature are one
and the same. In this way, archaeology opens up to
the natural, overcoming the ontological obstacles that
have been placed in the discipline for decades.

Once again, archaeology is updating itself and
revealing itself to be a science that is reconfiguring
itself in the light of the times, intentionalities and
agentialities, in a permanent, eternal becoming.

In terms of the archaeologists themselves, there
are also some crucial points to highlight: posthuman
archaeology is primarily an archaeology that acknowl-
edges the deterritorialisation of the human as the sole
ruler of the Earth, opening up historical agency to
many other elements. It is therefore more a theoretical
disposition and an opening up of the archaeologist’s
potential than a set of specific ancillary knowledge.
However, if archaeology were to start investigating the
so-called natural world (let’s simplify), some knowl-
edge of biology and ecosystemics would benefit the
approach, in the same fashion as knowledge of prehis-
tory is ancillary to the study of prehistoric pottery.

Moreover, it must be noticed that such an engage-
ment - a posthuman one - is also a political stance
towards the world, where archaeology is but a tool to
understand the last of times — our current global crisis
at the forefront of the current sixth mass extinction.

Nevertheless, before delving into the archaeol-
ogy of uncultivated and cultivated nature, a question
worth pondering remains: is it possible to create non-
human knowledge? From a posthuman perspective,
one must not confuse the idea of attributing agency
to non-human elements (such as non-human ani-
mals, objects, or hyperobjects) with the pretension to
create something beyond human knowledge. Verily,
knowledge is always human, for we cannot access a

OPHIUSSA [s]2025] | 211



Res Naturae. Archaeology in a posthuman Anthropocene and the archaeology of nature: a preliminary attempt - Mara Beatriz Agosto

logic that is beyond the scope of our species; we are,
in a sense, caged by our own (bio)logical systems. It
is therefore impossible to create non-human knowl-
edge; nevertheless, this does not equate to a failure
of the posthuman agenda, as the two are not incom-
patible. Henceforth, when we (for instance) study ants
and their social systems it is inevitable that we already
have some human preconceptions on the topic, but
it does not lose any integrity as a conclusion, for if we
refuse to acknowledge a set of premises because of
the sole fact that is a human saying them, we fall into
the so called genetic fallacy or the fallacy of origins.

We have, thus, set forth the basis for an archaeol-
ogy of nature from a posthuman perspective, and
without further ado.

4. TOWARDS AN ARCHAEOLOGY OF NATURE

4.1. An archaeology of ants, or uncultivated

nature

The unity formed by ants is remarkable at every
level: there are architectures, multiple players and
even randomness (Richardson et al. 2021).

Ants, widely known as a gregarious species, have a
solid social structure that is divisible into categories -
the first category being deconstructible. These strata
- or castes, as is typical of Hymenoptera (e.g. ants, bees
or wasps) — obey developmental rules that guide the
social functioning of each member of the colony (Holl-
dobler — Wilson 2009: 6). These can be summarised in
three different categories: the queen — an insect with
considerable development; the soldiers — an ant that
is not completely reduced; and the workers — who are
at the base of the social structure. This aspect is essen-
tial in any colony, as “The algorithms of caste develop-
ment and behavior are the first level in the construc-
tion of a superorganism.” (Holldobler - Wilson 2009: 7),
which in this case is the colony. In the first instance, the
ant society is called a superorganism —i.e. an organism
made up of smaller organisms.

In addition, ants are adept at recognizing an us and
a them — which is nothing more than the sensation of
otherness — in what is known as nestmate recognition
(Lenoir et al. 1999) - essentially through cuticular sig-
nals, which can be further deconstructed into produc-
tion, perception and action (Bos — d’Ettorre 2012).
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These social characteristics form the basis of ant
colonies: a superorganism shaped by the union of
each individual element. The resulting architecture
- where social structure meets natural and environ-
mental constraints (Sankovitz — Purcell 2021) - is one
of continuous, cumulative addition - although its
density, whether top-heavy or bottom-heavy, varies
between species (Tschinkel 2015).

In addition, the nests and their architecture (Tschin-
kel 2015) can be deconstructed into several floors,
elevators and multiple rooms that vary in form and
function - there are even garbage dumps in the lower
areas of the colony — with a structuring room (hall)
“[...] where there are several tunnels giving access to
chambers located both on the same shaft as in differ-
ent ones” (Guimaraes et al. 2018: 10) and floors related
to temperature and humidity control (Guimaraes et al.
2018:10) (Fig. 1).

An analysis of the complex architecture that ants
provide allows for an analysis of their traces — their
tekmeria (Veyne 1984 [1971]: 4) - or an archaeology
of ants. Furthermore, colonies can be further divided
into typologies, stratigraphic units - since they are
constructions — and can therefore be treated like any
other more classically archaeological materiality; and
even excavated stratigraphically, as has already been
done (Tschinkel 2004: 2). And if in the earth and soil
lies historicity and information worthy of archaeology
and its task (Barker 2005 [1977]: 1), the ants'lack of his-
tory is undermined by archaeological excavation and
indignation: a telluric engagement with non-human
animals.

4.2.Towards an archaeology of forests

or cultivated nature

The entire ecosystem - as a system - can be decon-
structed into subsystems, into different biological
communities “[..] feeding relationships between
organisms — the trophic structure of the community”
(Wilbur 2011: 1205), or the physical laws that govern
it, such as the law of conservation of mass and energy.
In this sense, all the interactions that these biological
communities have with each other - including symbi-
osis, mutualism, parasitism, commensalism, predation,
and herbivory (Wilbur 2011: 1200-1203) - are decon-
structable parts, as are the relationships in food chains,
such as those of primary or secondary consumers.
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FIG. 1 Examples of ant colony architecture, in this case of the species Solenopsis invicta (after Tschinkel 2015).

In all of this, historical agents — be they human ani-
mals, non-human animals or plants — play a role in the
development of forests. An archaeology of the forest
implies understanding all these elements and their
agents in order to understand the space. Even in an
anthropocentric logic, this deconstruction is necessary
for an understanding of the human becoming. Thus,
the forest is inaugurated as the space par excellence of
the so-called natureculture continuum.

This aspect is essential to demonstrate the nature
of forests, because human intervention in them is evi-
dent at all levels: they have palimpsests, different dia-
chronies and evolution and where the forces of nature
- as an autopoietic force — meet the artefactualisation
of space.

Forest management itself has been essential in
the development of History: whether in the Neo-
lithic period, where deforestation for planting crops
was a reality, making humans a new driving force
in the ecology of ecosystems, or at the dawn of the

Asturian-Leonese kingdom for the settlement of newly
conquered territories, where deforestation was essen-
tial. In fact, throughout medieval times, the history
of forests is associated with a first phase of hostility
(9™ — 10" century), to a dominated and fragmented
entity (11 - 13™ centuries), to finally become some-
thing to be defended and promoted (Almeida 1978).

Subsequently, the lack of fertile land on the Medi-
terranean side of Western Iberia led to an increase in
pastoralism in the Cordillera Central, which was deci-
sive for the deforestation of the region (Aguiar — Pinto
2007: 43-44). Another proof of the strength of the
human and non-human animal elements is the mon-
tado (Dehesa) ecosystem — which essentially covers
the regions of the Alentejo (Portugal) and neigh-
bouring Extremadura (Spain), which is nothing more
than the result of the interaction between centuries
of human presence with an ecosystem that depends
exclusively on human management (Joffre - Rambal
- Ratte 1999: 58).
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Forests also played a crucial role in societal metab-
olism at the dawn of modernity in Portugal, where
wood was essential for Portuguese maritime expan-
sion, whether for commercial and industrial activities,
trade, or war (Devy-Vareta 1986: 16).

In fact, complaints about access to firewood, the
lack of animals for hunting activities or the lack of cer-
tain products (such as cork) exclusively found in for-
ests often appeared in the “Cortes’, which justified the
need to regulate forests (Devy-Vareta 1986: 20).

All these elements clearly demonstrate the role
that human and non-human agents play in this true
hyperobject that is the forest - i.e., in its post-human
sense: “[..] things that are massively distributed in
time and space relative to humans.” (Morton 2013: 1;
also see Bennett 2010; Morton 2017). All of this can
be deconstructed in various branches, zones and
sections — in a true horizontal stratigraphy - in the
diachronic scars that forests bear, in these tekmeria
(Veyne 1984 [1971]: 4) that make up what the forest
is, shaped by hundreds of plants, animals, fungi and
animals.

Forests are also the crystallisation of various tem-
poralities — if taken as surface assemblages — as an
unconstituted Present (Harrison 2011: 154): a junction
of all the past, present and putative futures.

5. SYNTHESIS

Posthumanism is a way of seeing the world that
emphasises the break with modernism, which is mainly
based on anthropocentrism. It therefore rejects the
vision of the Universal Man — who is nothing more than
the white, healthy, cis, straight man. Configuring itself
as a true paradigm, in the Kuhnian sense of the term,
posthumanism is therefore more than just a trend of
thought. In the same way, posthumanism includes the
various historical agents in its project, whether human
or non-human, as well as advocating a symbiotic rela-
tionship between humans and technology - a true
network of dependencies between the two, which
could lead to a kind of Nietzschean Ubermensch. All of
this will have an impact on archaeology, which, in the
midst of the Anthropocene, will be faced with a failing
natural world where humans are no longer the abso-
lute rulers of the planet.

214 | OPHIUSSA

However, the entire history of the discipline has
been dominated by a modern — anthropocentric -
paradigm that makes humans the ultimate cause of
the whole discipline. Archaeology thus becomes an
archaeology of the human. Similarly, this implies that
archaeology can only study culture — as opposed to
nature. However, the Anthropocene and post-human-
ism blur the lines between culture and nature, render-
ing each into fuzzy categories where the two are inter-
twined.

By illustrating two case studies — both of an uncul-
tivated nature (ants) and a cultivated nature (forests), it
was shown how archaeology - defined here according
to post-human and post-anthropocentric parameters
such as a loyalty to things and a post-human capacity
for deconstruction — can inquire into these non-human
realities.

Finally, archaeology positions itself in the path of
the Anthropocene and post-human archaeologies as
a powerful tool of the past and present, both natural
and cultural - showing that these categories exist in a
continuum and not as separate categories. This makes
the discipline break down its traditional defining crite-
ria — the category of time — and embrace the multiplic-
ity and epistemological openness that the discipline
has the potential to be a loyalty to things. Thus, archae-
ology is more than a science of the human past; it is a
heuristic tool for historical agents, whether human or
non-human, without being framed in a non-stopping
eternal becoming.
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POLITICA EDITORIAL

Objectivos

A Ophiussa - Revista do Centro de Arqueologia da Universi-
dade de Lisboa foi iniciada sob a direc¢ao de Victor S. Gongalves
em 1996, tendo sido editado o volume 0. A partir do volume 1
(2017), a Revista Ophiussa converteu-se numa edicdo impressa
e digital da UNIARQ - Centro de Arqueologia da Universidade
de Lisboa (ISSN 1645-653X / E-ISSN 2184-173X). Em 2025, a
revista deixou de ser publicada em formato impresso, passando
a disponibilizar-se exclusivamente em versao digital, em acesso
aberto, em https://ophiussa.letras.ulisboa.pt

O principal objectivo desta revista é a publicacdo e divulgacgao
de trabalhos com manifesto interesse, qualidade e rigor
cientifico sobre temas de Pré-Histéria e Arqueologia, sobretudo
do territério europeu e da bacia do Mediterraneo.

Periodicidade

A Ophiussa - Revista do Centro de Arqueologia da Universidade
de Lisboa publicard um volume anual. O periodo de submissao
de trabalhos decorrerd sempre no primeiro semestre e a edicdo
ocorrera no Ultimo trimestre de cada ano.

Secc¢bes da revista

A revista divide-se em duas secgdes: artigos cientificos e
recensoes bibliogréficas. Excepcionalmente poderdo ser aceites
textos de caracter introdutdrio, no ambito de homenagens ou
divulgagées especificas, que ndo serdo submetidos a avaliagdo
por pares. Isentas desta avaliacdo estdo também as recensdes
bibliogréficas.

Os autores / editores que pretendam apresentar uma obra para
recensdo devem enviar dois exemplares para a direccdo da
Revista Ophiussa: um para o autor/autora da recensdo que sera
convidado para o efeito e outro para a Biblioteca da Faculdade
de Letras da Universidade de Lisboa. Aceita-se igualmente a
apresentacdo de propostas de recensdes espontaneas.
Aceitam-se trabalhos redigidos em portugués, inglés, espanhol,
italiano e francés.

Processo de avaliagédo por pares

Os artigos submetidos sdo sujeitos a um processo de avaliagao
por parte de revisores externos (double blind peer review).
Todas as submissdes (artigos e recensdes) serao avaliadas, em
primeira instancia, pela Coordenacdo Editorial, no que respeita
ao seu conteudo formal e a sua adequacao face a politica edito-
rial e as normas de edicdo da revista. Os artigos que cumprirem
estes requisitos serdo posteriormente submetidos a um pro-
cesso de avaliagdo por pares cega / double blind peer review
(minimo de dois revisores). O Conselho Cientifico, constituido
pela direccdo da UNIARQ e por investigadores externos,
acompanhara o processo de edicdo.

Esta etapa serd concretizada por investigadores externos
qualificados, sendo os respectivos pareceres entregues num
periodo ndo superior a trés meses. Os revisores procederdo
a avaliacao de forma objectiva, tendo em vista a qualidade do
conteudo da revista; as suas criticas, sugestdes e comentarios
serdo, na medida do possivel, construtivos, respeitando as
capacidades intelectuais do(s) autor(es). Apds a recepcao

dos pareceres, o(s) autor(es) tem um prazo maximo de um
més para proceder as alteracdes oportunas e reenviar o tra-
balho.

A aceitacdo ou recusa de artigos tera como Unicos factores de
ponderacéo a sua originalidade e qualidade cientifica.

O processo de revisdao é confidencial, estando assegurado o
anonimato dos avaliadores e dos autores dos trabalhos, neste
Ultimo caso até a data da sua publicagao.

Os trabalhos s6 serao aceites para publicacdo a partir do
momento em que se conclua o processo da revisao por pares.
Os textos que nao forem aceites serdo devolvidos aos seus
autores.

A lista dos avaliadores serd publicada em ciclos de 3 anos, indi-
cada no final da Revista Ophiussa (versdo impressa e digital).

Etica na publicacdo

A Revista Ophiussa segue as orientacdes estabelecidas pelo
Commitee on Publication Ethics (COPE, Comité de Etica em
Publicag6es): https://publicationethics.org/

Apenas serdo publicados artigos originais. Para efeito de
deteccao de plagio ou duplicidade sera utilizada a plataforma
URKUNDU (https://www.urkund.com/pt-br/). Serdo rejeitadas
praticas como a deformagao ou invencdo de dados. Os auto-
res tém a responsabilidade de garantir que os trabalhos sao
originais e inéditos, fruto do consenso de todos os autores e
cumprem com a legalidade vigente, dispondo de todas auto-
rizagdes necessdrias. Os artigos que ndao cumpram com estas
normas éticas serao rejeitados.

As colaboracées submetidas para publicacdo devem ser
inéditas. As propostas de artigo ndo podem incluir qualquer
problema de falsificacdo ou de plagio. As ilustracées que
ndo sejam do(s) autor(es) devem indicar a sua procedéncia.
O Conselho Cientifico e a Coordenacao Editorial assumem
que os autores solicitaram e receberam autorizacdo para a
reproducdo dessas ilustragdes, e, como tal, rejeitam a res-
ponsabilidade do uso ndo autorizado das ilustracbes e das
consequéncias legais por infraccdo de direitos de proprie-
dade intelectual.

E assumido que todos os Autores fizeram uma contribuicao
relevante para a pesquisa reportada e concordam com o
manuscrito submetido. Os Autores devem declarar de forma
clara eventuais conflitos de interesse. As colaboracdes subme-
tidas que, direta ou indiretamente, tiveram o apoio econémico
de terceiros, devem claramente declarar essas fontes de finan-
ciamento.

Os textos propostos para publicacdo devem ser inéditos e ndo
deverao ter sido submetidos a qualquer outra revista ou edicdo
electrénica.

O conteuldo dos trabalhos é da inteira responsabilidade do(s)
autor(es) e ndo expressa a posicdo ou opinido do Conselho
Cientifico ou da Coordenacao Editorial.

O processo editorial decorrera de forma objectiva, imparcial e
anonima. Erros ou problemas detetados ap6s a publicagao serdo
investigados e, se comprovados, havera lugar a publicacdo de
corregdes, retratagbes e/ou respostas.

OPHIUSSA | 239



Serdo considerados os seguintes principios éticos:

1) RESPONSABILIDADE

A Revista Ophiussa através dos editores e autores tem a res-
ponsabilidade absoluta de aprovacdo, condenando todas
as mas praticas da publicacao cientifica.

2) FRAUDE CIENTIFICA:

A Revista Ophiussa procurara detectar manipulacéo e falsi-
ficacdo de dados, plagio ou duplicidade, com os mecanis-
mos de deteccdo adequados.

3) POLITICA EDITORIAL E PROCEDIMENTOS

a) Os autores devem ter participado no processo de inves-
tigacdo e do processo de revisdo, devendo garantir que os
dados incluidos séo reais e auténticos e estando obrigados a
emitir retraccdes e correccdes de erros de artigos publicados;
b) Os revisores devem efectuar uma revisao objectiva e
confidencial e néo ter conflitos de interesse (investigacéo,
autores ou financiadores), devendo indicar obras publica-
das relevantes que nao foram citadas;

¢) Na deteccao de fraude ou ma pratica em fase de avalia-
cdo deve ser indicada pelos revisores e na fase de p6s publi-
cacdo por qualquer leitor.

d) Em caso de deteccdo de mas praticas em fase de avalia-
¢do ou de deteccdo de artigos publicados previamente, o
Conselho Editorial remeterd a ocorréncia ao autor estabele-
cendo um prazo de 7 dias para esclarecimento, sendo pos-
teriormente avaliada pelo Conselho de Redaccdo. Em fase
de pés publicacao, o Conselho Editorial poderd arquivar ou
determinar a retratacdo num numero seguinte, indicando-
-se 0s tramites prévios.

Politica de preservacgdo de arquivos digitais

A revista garante a acessibilidade permanente dos objectos digi-
tais através de cépias de seguranca, utilizagdo de DO, integrando
a rede Public Knowledge Project’s Private LOCKSS Network (PKP-
-PLN), que gera um sistema de arquivo descentralizado.
Relativamente ao auto-arquivo, a revista integra também o
Sherpa/Romeu

(https://v2.sherpa.ac.uk/id/publication/41841 ).

Politica de acesso aberto

Esta edicdo disponibiliza de imediato e gratuitamente a totali-
dade dos seus conteldos, em acesso aberto, de forma a promo-
ver, globalmente, a circulacao e intercambio dos resultados da
investigacdo cientifica e do conhecimento. A edicdo segue as
directrizes Creative Commons (licenga CC/BY/NC/ND 4.0).

A publicacdo de textos na Ophiussa — Revista do Centro de
Arqueologia da Universidade de Lisboa ndo implica o paga-
mento de qualquer taxa nem da direito a qualquer remuneracao
economica.

Para mais informacdes contactar:
ophiussa@letras.ulisboa.pt
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EDITORIAL POLICY

Objectives

Ophiussa - Revista do Centro de Arqueologia da Universidade
de Lisboa started under the direction of Victor S. Goncalves
in 1996, with the edition of volume 0. After Volume 1 (2017)
it became a printed and digital edition of UNIARQ - Centro
de Arqueologia da Universidade de Lisboa (ISSN 1645-653X /
E-ISSN 2184-173X). In 2025, the journal ceased to be published
in print format and became available exclusively in digital,
open-access form at https://ophiussa.letras.ulisboa.pt

The main objective of this journal is the publication and dis-
semination of papers of interest, quality and scientific rigor
concerning Prehistory and Archeology, mostly from Europe
and the Mediterranean basin.

Periodicity

Ophiussa — Revista do Centro de Arqueologia da Universi-
dade de Lisboa will publish an annual volume. The submission
period will always occur in the first quarter of each year and the
edition will occur in the last quarter.

Journal sections

The journal is divided into two sections: scientific articles and
bibliographic reviews. Exceptionally, texts of an introductory
nature may be accepted, in the context of specific tributes
or divulgations, which will not be submitted to peer-review
evaluation. Exemptions from this evaluation are also the bib-
liographic reviews.

Authors / editors wishing to submit a book for review should
send two copies to the direction of Revista Ophiussa: one to
the author of the review who will be invited for the purpose
and another to the Library of the School of Arts and Humani-
ties of the University of Lisbon. Spontaneous proposals are also
accepted.

Papers written in Portuguese, English, Spanish, Italian and
French are accepted.

Peer review process

Submitted articles are subject to a double blind peer-review
evaluation process.

All submissions (articles and reviews) will be considered, in
the first instance, by the Editorial Board, regarding its formal
content and adequacy in face of the editorial policy and the
journal editing standards. Articles that meet these require-
ments will subsequently be submitted to a blind peer-review
process (minimum of two reviewers). The Scientific Council,
constituted by UNIARQ direction and external researchers, will
follow the editing process.

This stage will be carried out by qualified researchers, and their
feedback will be delivered within a period of no more than
two months. The reviewers will carry out the evaluation in an
objective manner, in view of the quality and content of the
journal; their criticisms, suggestions and comments will be, as
far as possible, constructive, respecting the intellectual abili-
ties of the author(s). After receiving the feedback, the author(s)
has a maximum period of one month to make the necessary
changes and resubmit the work.



Acceptance or refusal of articles will have as sole factors of con-
sideration their originality and scientific quality.

The review process is confidential, with the anonymity of the
evaluators and authors of the works being ensured, in the lat-
ter case, up to the date of its publication.

Papers will only be accepted for publication as soon as the peer
review process is completed. Texts that are not accepted will
be returned to their authors.

The list of reviewers will be published in 3-year cycles, indi-
cated at the end of Ophiussa (printed and digital version).

Publication ethics

The Journal Ophiussa follows the guidelines established by the
Commitee on Publication Ethics (COPE, the Ethics Committee
Publications): https://publicationethics.org/

Only original papers will be published. For the purpose of
detecting plagiarism or duplicity, the URKUNDU platform
(https://www.urkund.com/pt-br/) will be used. Practices
such as the deformation or invention of data will be rejected.
Authors are responsible for ensuring that the works are origi-
nal and unpublished, the result of the consensus of all authors,
and comply with current legality, having all necessary authori-
zations. Articles that do not comply with these ethical stand-
ards will be rejected.

Contributions submitted for publication must be unpublished.
Article submissions can not include any problem of forgery or
plagiarism. Illustrations that are not from the author(s) must
indicate their origin. The Scientific Council and Editorial Board
assume that the authors have requested and received permis-
sion to reproduce these illustrations and, as such, reject the
responsibility for the unauthorized use of the illustrations and
legal consequences for infringement of intellectual property
rights.

It is assumed that all Authors have made a relevant contribu-
tion to the reported research and agree with the manuscript
submitted. Authors must clearly state any conflicts of inter-
est. Collaborations submitted that directly or indirectly had
the financial support of third parties must clearly state these
sources of funding.

Texts proposed for publication must be unpublished and
should not have been submitted to any other journal or elec-
tronic edition.

The content of the works is entirely the responsibility of the
author(s) and does not express the position or opinion of the
Scientific Council or Editorial Board.

The editorial process will be conducted objectively, impartially
and anonymously. Errors or problems detected after publica-
tion will be investigated and, if proven, corrections, retractions
and / or responses will be published.

The following ethical principles will be considered:

1) RESPONSIBILITY:

Ophiussa through its editors and authors has the absolute
responsibility for approval, condemning all bad practices of
scientific publication.

2) SCIENTIFIC FRAUD

Ophiussa will seek to detect manipulation and falsification
of data, plagiarism or duplicity, with the appropriate detec-
tion mechanisms.

3) Editorial policy and procedures:

a) Authors must have participated in the research process
and in the review process, and must ensure that the data
included is real and authentic and are obliged to issue
retractions and corrections of errors of published articles;
b) Reviewers must carry out an objective and confidential
review and have no conflicts of interest (research, authors
or funders), and must indicate relevant published works
that were not cited;

¢) In the detection of fraud or malpractice in the evaluation
phase, it must be indicated by the reviewers and in the post-
publication phase by any reader.

d) In case of detection of bad practices in the evaluation
phase or of detection of previously published articles, the
Editorial Board will send the occurrence to the author,
establishing a period of 7 days for clarification, which will be
subsequently evaluated by the Editorial Board. In the post-
publication phase, the Editorial Board may file or determine
the retraction in a subsequent issue, indicating the previous
procedures.

Digital file preservation policy

The journal guarantees the permanent accessibility of digital
objects through backup copies and use of DOI, integrating
the Public Knowledge Project’s Private LOCKSS Network (PKP-
PLN), which generates a decentralized file system.

Regarding the self-archiving, the magazine also includes
Sherpa/Romeu
(https://v2.sherpa.ac.uk/id/publication/41841).

Open access policy

This edition immediately and freely provides all of its content,
in open access, in order to promote global circulation and
exchange of scientific research and knowledge. If follows Crea-
tive Commons guidelines (license CC/BY/NC/ND 4.0).

The publication of texts in Ophiussa — Revista do Centro de
Arqueologia da Universidade de Lisboa does not imply the
payment of any fee nor does it entitle to any economic remu-
neration.

For more information contact:
ophiussa@letras.ulisboa.pt
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