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Production Processes Response Paper
Crafts are studied by archaeologists to learn about a variety of aspects of ancient technology, ranging from production techniques to organizational frameworks. The goal in the analysis of objects is not purely to document their material properties and to decode how they were made, but to use this information to gain insight about the people that were producing them. Material culture has been defined by Miller (2007) to refer to the interactions between people and things. She writes that “objects may be used to simultaneously record and express cultural information” (Miller 2007:7). Material analyses of artifacts must be directed towards understanding the cultures in which they were created. Since such production studies must be viewed in conjunction with material culture to look at societies as a whole; the analysis of just one craft in a society possessing knowledge of a variety of technologies is inadequate.
Craft production processes are often strongly intertwined, as some materials are necessary in the manufacture of others. A prevalent example of this is refractory technical ceramics. Refractory materials are capable of withstanding extremely high temperatures, maintaining their structural integrity. Technical ceramics have long been used as lining for the kilns in which they and other ceramic materials were made, revealing a non-linear relationship between the steps of ceramic production. They have also been employed in furnaces used to smelt metals. Crucibles, pervasive in the archaeological record, are ceramic vessels in which metals and glass are melted. In some production processes, they are necessary to certain metallurgical and glass-making techniques. Products of different technologies, including lithic tools and fuel sources as well, must also be considered in the reconstruction of ancient metalworking (Thornton and Rehren 2009). The crucibles may not be only viewed within the framework of ceramic production, as they were made for the purpose of involvement in metal production and thus crafted accordingly.  The discovery of a completely refractory, rather than partially or non-refractory, crucible in Southwest Asia by Thornton and Rehren (2009) altered the understanding of both ceramic and metal production at the time. They write that “technological innovation does not emerge from a vacuum” (Thornton and Rehren 2009:2710). Such a high quality crucible must have been produced by either a craftsperson involved in both material processes, or by both ceramic and metal craftspeople working closely together. Technical ceramics must not be viewed only in the context of ceramic production, as information on the relationships between different craftspeople, and between them and their materials, may be lost.
A second instance of this inter-craft dependence is the documentation of production methods. The specific properties of the materials on which details of manufacture are written and preserved are often overlooked in the attempt to only use the information supplied by the documents. These were made of organic material, such as paper or papyrus, or even ceramic tablets. The case of the Cuneiform Glass Texts is an example where stages of Assyrian glass production were recorded on clay tablets. In a discussion of the tablets, their ceramic production is ignored (Shortland 2008). Both ceramics and glass must here be considered together in order to answer questions about the interactions between craftspeople. Were the inscriptions on the tablets done by the producers of glass, who knew the information to be written, or by the producers of the ceramic tablets themselves? Might the craftsmen have overlapped? Were the tablets fired in a special kiln just for them, a kiln in the glass studios, or in a kiln in a ceramic workshop where they would have been made alongside vessels? The cuneiform glass text, like the crucible, is an object bridging crafts. It is of relevance to decoding glass production, yet its ceramic production must not be overlooked.
Cross-craft comparisons are necessary simply due to the fact that cross-craft interactions existed. As herein discussed, these may be in the form of materials used in the production of other materials or materials used in the documentation of the production of other materials. However, it is often the case that an individual researcher must focus their attention on one area, whether this may be one craft or even one step in a certain craft production. As Costin (2000) urges ethnologists and archaeologists to combine forces to deduce questions about the past, so too much archaeologists specializing in the production of different ancient crafts. 
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