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‘Never think the earth void or dead – 

It’s a hare, awake with shut eyes: 

It’s a sauce-pan, simmering with broth – 

One clear look, you’ll see it’s in ferment.’  

 

Jalal al-Din (Rumi) 

 

‘Where are we to put these hybrids? Are they human? Human because they are our work. Are they 

natural? Natural because they are not our doing. Are they local or global? Both.’  

Latour 1993, 50  

 

‘People are no longer the driving forces of history; instead they are one element of a set of 

relationships of swirling materials and forces that come together in the world, and allow for 

certain kinds of action and not others. Archaeological sites are excavated not just to understand the 

people who lived there but to look at the materials that were transformed there as historical actors 

in their own right.’ 

Cipolla and Harris 2017, 

148. 
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