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Introduction

David Gaimster and Teresita Majewski

“Historical archaeology” is one of the most fast-changing and dynamic fields of
study in the archaeological discipline. This collection of essays by researchers and
practitioners from around the world charts the field’s progress since its inception
half century ago on a European colonial sites along the Atlantic seaboard of
North America to the emergence of a truly global inquiry into the making of
modern society. The 35 reviews and case studies in this compendium provide a
wide-ranging snapshot of the subject today, which is breaking boundaries on
many different levels, from geographical and temporal to methodological and
theoretical. After 50 years, this first handbook for the discipline reveals the
arrival at the beginning of the twenty-first century of a maturing and distinctive
interdisciplinary study of historical material culture spanning societies and com-
munities in almost every corner of the globe.

This handbook does not deal only with the archacology of literate socicties, as
some have previously defined “historical archaeology.” Such a definition is both
too narrow and too broad for us to apply to the material study of most past and
indeed contemporary societies around the world. Besides, historical archacology
is a vehicle for exploring those communities that had no access to writing and
that leave no conventional documentary record of their experiences, however
significant. In contrast to prehistorians, the greatest challenge for historical
archaeologists is to make sense of the vast quantities and the sheer diversity of
the documentary and material remains of historical societies. The aim of the
handbook, therefore, takes the now widely acknowledged definition of world
historical archaeology as its main focus, as put forward by Charles E. Orser, Jr.,
in various publications (e.g., Orser, 2002). The papers collected here reveal
current and diverse approaches to the archaeology of those societies developing
in the wake of the European Middle Ages (where the Reformation, mercantile
capitalism, and industrialization all ruptured the previous order of things) and of
those emerging in regions of the world that were colonized by Europeans and
that developed along a new multiethnic trajectory. This handbook is devoted
therefore to the Postcolumbian or post-Quincentennial archaeology of Europe
and the world, or should we say Europe in the world. While accepting the
Eurocentricity or transatlantic emphasis of this “archaeology of cultural entan-
glement,” many of the contributors to the handbook also contest it. Several
demonstrate how the boundaries of this emerging discipline are being pushed
back still further to accommodate those societies that were not touched signifi-
cantly by European expansion or those that enjoyed long-distance interactions
outside of European networks.

XVii
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Introduction

The acceptance of the term “historical archaeology” has ironically been more
problematic for Europeans, who have found difficulties in drawing clear bound-
aries between the medieval, post-medieval, and contemporary worlds. In Britain,
the discipline of “post-medieval archacology,” which was institutionalized in the
formation of the Society for Post-Medieval Archaeology in 1966, has tradition-
ally taken the mid-fifteenth century as its starting point and the mid-eighteenth
century as its terminus. Since the 1960s, the periodization debate has swung one
way and then the other. More recently, thanks to a series of major conferences on
the medieval to early modern transition, industrialization, and the archacology
of the Reformation, a temporally less constrained view of post-medieval archae-
ology has emerged, one that recognizes the primacy of archaeological chronol-
ogy and diverse aspects of change and continuity between the late Middle Ages
and the present day. A growing interest in the archaeology of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, an increasing focus on historical issues and themes, and the
identification of synergies between the “historical” and the “contemporary” or
“familiar past” have all helped to obscure the boundaries between the past, the
present, and the archaeological record. Perhaps the term “post-medieval archae-
ology” now does an injustice to an expanding and increasingly pluralistic disci-
pline in British and European archaeology, which can no longer define itself in
terms of reference to another period in European history. In contrast, the term
“historical archaeology” better accommodates all the pulses and new directions
of the study of modern European society and its material culture.

Where once there were divided methods of operation, with Europeans work-
ing in a historical tradition and Americans largely influenced by anthropology,
historical archacology has become today both anthropological and historical,
one common point of interest being the point of accord or tension between
artifacts and texts. Now operating in a predominantly anthropological interpre-
tive framework, the focus of most current practitioners is the interrogation of
past human behavior and the identification of traits in that behavior that are
indicative of the emergence of modern society. To achieve this, historical archae-
ologists are active in all the varied specializations of modern archaeology, from
landscape mapping, buildings recording, and the maritime sphere to artifact
analysis, materials science, funerary studies, and forensics. Given the nature of
the diverse evidence available, they are forced to work at a level of interdiscipli-
narity rare in other fields of archacology or historical investigation. The growth
of cultural resource management, or heritage management, throughout the
world has provided a major impetus for this trend. Historical archaeologists
also possess that vital flexibility to operate at the macro- and micro-scales of
world and local history, from the broad, international sweep, to the household
and the personal sphere. Moreover, they are able to place a local discovery into a
world matrix of colonialism, capitalism, imperialism, and the like. The discipline,
as these studies capture, is one that is able to offer a material perspective on key
historical questions, definitions, and issues of the modern world through the
investigation of sites, monuments, objects, and landscapes.

The plurality or hybridism of world historical archaeology can be observed in
this collection of 35 essays by leading authorities in their respective fields.
Together they provide a snapshot of the two emerging cultures of “historical
archaeology,” as identified recently by Dan Hicks and Mary Beaudry (2006),
those being a materials-based science and an interpretive, theoretical field



Introduction

Xix

concerned with meaning. The chapters certainly combine material and “non-
material” concerns, and all address the broader historical narratives of the post-
Quincentennial era. At times, researchers are inspired by the critical voices of
other archaeological practitioners or by the public. Project stakeholders often
challenge us to examine and question our assumptions and free us up to try
something innovative. Since the subject matter of the discipline spans so much of
the recent or even “familiar” past, several also consider the growing threat to
historical archaeological resources around the world from development and
industrialization, particularly in developing nations and under the sea (where
in international waters there is no effective protection from commercial salvage).
But even in the developed world, protective legislation is often weaker in relation
to historical archaeological sites, landscapes, and artifacts, and rarely enforced.
This handbook attempts for the first time to map those resources and their
potential for local economic sustainability before they are lost forever.

The handbook is a game of two halves. The first half contains 20 essays
addressing past and current approaches together with a comprehensive set of
dedicated discussions of key interpretive issues in world historical archaeology.
The key approaches and subfields of world historical archaeology are addressed,
from landscape, environmental, forensic, maritime, and industrial archaeology,
to ethnohistory, frontier sites, artifact analysis, and mortuary studies. The inter-
pretive essays address all the defining traits of modern society and its material
expression, from class, race, gender, and identity, to colonialism and postcolo-
nialism, consumerism, and theory in historical archaeology. The second half of
the handbook contains 15 complementary case studies dedicated to the emer-
gence and current practice of historical archacology across the globe. Contribu-
tions range from synoptic treatments of national historical archaeologies in the
United States, South America, Mesoamerica, Central America, New Spain in
North America and the Pacific, Canada, northern Europe, Britain, sub-Saharan
Africa, the Caribbean, the French colonial sphere, the African Diaspora in
North and South America, Australasia, and the Ottoman Empire to studies of
key regions of world importance for the subject, such as La Florida. Each
contribution carries an extensive bibliography designed to equip the undergrad-
uate, postgraduate, practicing archacologist, and interested reader from comple-
mentary disciplines with key reference information on each subject.

The bias in the nationality of the handbook’s authors reflects, to a degree, the
current geographical strengths and weaknesses of the field. The handbook has its
origin in the United States, where both its original editors were located. It follows
that of the 45 authors represented in the volume, 34 are based in the United
States. In addition to these, 3 authors are based in the United Kingdom, while 4
are based in Latin America, 1 in Canada, 1 in South Africa, and 2 in Australia. Of
the 12 geographical case studies on historical archacology outside the United
States, scholars based at American universities provide 6 of that number. Besides
the absence of local contributors on key regions where historical archaeology has
grown in importance in recent years, the geographical gaps in the volume are
equally illuminating. Perhaps the transatlantic Postcolumbian paradigm is an
inappropriate framework for Asian or Far Eastern archaeologists! Here, inde-
pendent long-distance commercial and cultural exchanges preceded and contin-
ued long after initial contact with Europeans. Should this project be undertaken
again in the decade or so, it will be instructive to observe how far the notion of
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historical archaeology has been taken up in those parts of the world that are
touched on only relatively marginally in this volume. A revised handbook should
contain a significantly greater number of contributions on sub-Saharan Africa,
for instance. It is the belief of both editors that as the history of the colonial
experience and of the forging of new nations becomes increasingly important to
national identity in the next few decades, the historical archaeology of those
regions will also grow in its relevance.

The handbook is a child of the mid-1990s and has taken over 10 years in
gestation. In such a large compendium, the content has been prepared and
collated in a series of phases, some inevitably a while ago while other contribu-
tions have the benefit of being prepared only a short time before publication. As a
first attempt at bringing so much knowledge together, the end result is no less
useful for that.
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A North American Perspective on Race and Class

in Historical Archaeology

Jamie C. Brandon

Introduction

When Hurricane Katrina struck the Gulf Coast in
August of 2005, it became one of the most costly and
deadly storms in American history. It also, although
briefly, highlighted the often muted importance of
inequality in our society and started a discussion
about race and class in the American mainstream
media. An analysis of damage data shows that the
storm’s impact was disproportionately borne by the
region’s African American communities, by people
who rented their homes, and by the poor and unem-
ployed (Logan, 2006). “It takes a hurricane,” wrote
senior editor and Newsweek columnist Jonathan Alter:

It takes a catastrophe like Katrina to strip away the
old evasions, hypocrisies and not-so-benign neglect.
It takes the sight of the United States with a big
black eye—visible around the world—to help the rest
of us begin to see again. For the moment, at least,
Americans are ready to fix their restless gaze on endur-
ing problems of poverty, race and class that have
escaped their attention (Alter, 2005:42).

In academia, however, race and class have become
two of the largest, and arguably two of the most
important, categories of analysis used by every disci-
pline in the social sciences and humanities. As a part
of the so-called “triplet” of race, class, and gender,
these categories are seen as attributes of individual
and group identity as well as concepts that are central
to modernity, with its unequal access to power. This
linkage of racial and class-based classifications with
the modern world, however, is not meant to imply
that inequality did not occur in premodern times

J.C. Brandon e-mail: jbrando@uark.edu

(Gosden, 2006; Orser, 2004:5), but that the structure
and content of the modern ideas of race and class
are qualitatively different and inextricably tied to
Western capitalist ideology (Geremek, 1997:109;
Hartigan, 2005:33-42; Smedley, 1999:18-20).

From the nineteenth century to the present, scho-
lars have been arguing the relative importance of
these analytical registers. Some researchers have
claimed a privileged position for race by pointing
out that class barriers can be transcended while racial
barriers cannot (e.g., Smedley, 1999:221), and recently
anthropologists such as Faye Harrison (1998) and
Kamala Visweswarn (1998) have asserted that race
and racism needs to be the central focus of our
discipline. Many other researchers, largely working
within the Marxist tradition, have argued that race
falsely divides the working class or, even further,
that white working-class subjectivity was predicated
on racism (e.g., Roediger, 1991:13). In contrast, a
few scholars have claimed that the old, modern
ideas of “race” and “class” are no longer useful in
a postmodern world (e.g., Gilroy, 2000; Pakulski
and Waters, 1996).

Recently, however, even many Marxist theoreti-
cians are beginning to explore the ways that the
relationship between race and class has been under-
theorized—refusing to reduce race to class and vice
versa (Williams, 1995:301). At the same time there
have been calls for anthropologists and archaeolo-
gists to begin to examine the intersections of several
social phenomena, rather than fixating on the pri-
macy of one (e.g., DiLeonardo, 1998:22; Franklin,
2001; see also Brandon, 2004a). This approach
allows us to understand the subtle, yet important
interplay between these phenomena. For instance,
racial identities varied significantly over time, between
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classes, and across regions, but by the nineteenth
century, race was a central feature of American class
identity on both sides of the color line (Mullins,
1999a:22; Roediger, 1991).

Over the last decade, several scholars have argued
that historical archaeology is in a unique position
to shed light on the nature of these categories (e.g.,
Deetz, 1996; Jones, 1997:27; McGuire, 1982:161;
Orser, 2001:1; Wurst and Fitts, 1999). In fact, it
has been suggested that we may bear more respon-
sibility for their investigation because of our focus
on the modern world and our interest in voices that
are unrepresented in the historical record (Orser,
2004:8).

Of course, attempting to synthesize archaeological
approaches to class or race in a chapter-length treatment
is a substantial undertaking—much less attempting an
overview of our discipline’s approaches to both class and
race. Fortunately, several recent works have provided us
with solid, detailed examinations of race (Orser, 1999,
2001, 2004) and class (Wurst, 2006; Wurst and Fitts,
1999) as historical archaeologists have employed these
concepts. In light of these works, and the many others
that have taken race and/or class as their subject matter,
I intend to provide a discussion of how these
two analytical registers relate to each other, primarily
focusing on work that has been conducted in North
America. That is, I intend to appraise how historical
archaceologists have attempted to parse race and class in
their work and the implications of the methods that they
have employed in their investigations.

Roots of Class and Racial Analysis
in Historical Archaeology

The archaeologies of race and class have their begin-
nings at a similar point in time in North America—
the late 1960s. It is not that archaecology had not
previously been conducted on sites that were of
interest due to the race or class of the occupants
(e.g., Bullen and Bullen, 1945), but these categories
were not the analytical focus of the archaeologists
who were conducting the excavations. This changed
in the 1960s, when “the civil rights movement, the
war in Vietnam, and other factors combined to cause
archaeologists, and most social scientists, to reeval-
uate the social relevance of their fields” (Orser,

1988a:10). These factors caused many archaeologists
to become dissatisfied with the seemingly atheoreti-
cal products of pre-1960s archacology and the newer
approaches that “emphasized ecological factors and
cultural adaptation at the expense of social dialectics
and conflict” (Matthews et al., 2002:110).

Robert Ascher, Charles Fairbanks, and James Deetz
(Ascher, 1974; Ascher and Fairbanks, 1971; Deetz, 1977,
Fairbanks, 1974) provided some of the earliest examples
of scholarship that approached sites with what Singleton
(1999:1) has called a “moral mission: to tell the story of
Americans—poor, powerless and ‘inarticulate’—who
had been forgotten in the written record.”

Despite this newfound dedication to a more social
archaeology, race and class have remained what Wurst
(1999:7) has referred to as “ghost concepts” in the field
of historical archaeology until relatively recently.
Serious archaeological investigations into race only
date to the 1990s, and class remains an underutilized
analytical register—even by archaeologists focusing on
capitalism and inequality (Orser, 2004:81; Wurst, 2006).
Both concepts have often been subsumed under a host
of topical archaeologies that, although fruitful in other
ways, served to decenter these registers while focusing
on broader phenomena—plantation archaeology,
archaeologies of inequality, dominance and resistance,
ideology, the archacology of capitalism, and the archae-
ology of the African Diaspora.

Below we will briefly examine the history of the
archaeological approaches to race and class. Although
this discussion is presented chronologically, the reader
should keep in mind that I am not proposing a pro-
gressive evolution of theoretical deployment (i.e.,
many early theoretical models are still used in some
contexts by researchers today). Additionally, I must
point out that my own work deals with the American
South and the archaeology of African American life in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Thus, although
I have attempted to broaden my discussions to include
larger theoretical debates, I feel that a bias toward my
own “comfort zone” is clearly evident.

A Note on Terminology: Race, Class,
and Ethnicity

The late 1970s and early 1980s provide us with the
earliest works in historical archaeology that specifically
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use race, ethnicity, and class as analytical registers.
One of the first major published works to address the
intersection of race and class was Archaeological
Perspectives on Ethnicity in America: Afro-American
and Asian American Culture History (Schuyler, 1980).
This volume consisted of 14 essays that provided a
variety of historical treatments that focused discur-
sively on ethnicity, although many essays reveal
the complex relationship between race and class on
African American and Asian American sites.

There is a considerable amount of confusion
regarding terminology in analyses based on race, eth-
nicity, and class. In these pioneering works, “ethnicity”
and related terms (such as ethnic group and ethnic
identity) were often used as a suitable substitution
for “race” (Singleton, 1999:2; Smedley, 1999:31). This
substitution was not uncommon throughout the social
sciences and is rooted in attempts to emphasize that
race was a social construction as opposed to the earlier,
widely held biological orientation of the term (Omi
and Winant, 1994:14-15; Smedley, 1999:30-35).

Although the shift to ethnicity-based theory is
admirable from an anti-essentialist standpoint, by
the end of the twentieth century researchers became
increasingly aware that “ethnicity” was problematic
when dealing with racial minorities—the victims of
racism. Ethnicity-based approaches not only stressed
the fluidity and flexibility of identity, but also
stressed assimilation or acculturation as a logical
response to the dilemma of racism (Omi and Winant,
1994:17). In reality, however, racial classifications are
seemingly rigid and permanent despite the fact that
racial identities themselves show an extraordinary
amount of historical variance (Smedley, 1999:33).
Thus, racially defined minorities were categorically
different from ethnically defined minorities in that
they have little choice as to their racialization. Some
researchers, however, continue to use ethnicity to
describe racialized subjects, especially when they
want to stress agency in relation to identity forma-
tion (e.g., Baumann, 2004; Fesler and Franklin,
1999; Wilkie, 2000). With a few notable exceptions
(e.g., Otto, 1980), the term “race” was not widely
deployed as an analytical construct by archaeolo-
gists until relatively recently.

There is a similar amount of confusion surround-
ing the meaning of class in archaeological studies.
There have been two major approaches to defining
class among archaeologists—class has been seen as

an “objective entity, thing, or structural location” and
as a social relationship (Wurst, 1999:7, 2006:191).
Those stressing the objective notion of class have
tended to see “classes as a descriptive attribute of indi-
viduals” or “the aggregate of individuals who share
a particular descriptive quality.” As we will see below,
this notion of class has played an important role in
archaeological studies that use artifacts as identity
markers or that employ consumer-behavior models.
The second notion of class, the relational view,
focuses on issues of power, struggle, conflict, and
contradictions in social relationships (Wurst,
2006:197; see also McGuire and Wurst, 2002). This
view has played an important role among archaeol-
ogists focusing on inequality and capitalism.

Problems Isolating Class, Ethnicity,
or Race in Archaeological Analysis

The first generation of archaeologists struggling
with the topics of race and class had an extraordi-
narily difficult time in their attempts to separate
these concepts. Drawing on the well-established
traditions of prehistoric archaeology, historical
archacologists attempted to focus on how “status
differences” might be reflected in archaeological
remains and their patterns. John Solomon Otto’s
work at Cannon’s Point Plantation (Otto, 1975,
1980, 1984) should be applauded as the first to
attempt to engage race as an imposed, culturally
constructed condition (see discussion in Orser,
1998:662) and as the first to introduce class into
the archaeological study of racially defined minori-
ties (Singleton, 1999:3). Otto’s analysis has been
critiqued for both its focus (Orser, 1988b) and its
methods (Miller, 1991). Interestingly, although
Otto’s work was ahead of its time in the way it
attempted to deal with race and class, it also fore-
shadowed the problems that were symptomatic of
other works engaging the connections between
these two analytical registers. Otto, like many
other pioneers in the field of plantation archaeology
(e.g., Baker, 1980; Geismar, 1980, 1982; also see
discussion in Singleton and Souza, this volume)
focused on patterns in ceramics and faunal assem-
blages in order to discern “status differences.”
Although he used the classic “caste model” in
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describing the conditions of enslaved African Amer-
icans in the American South, his analysis divided
assemblages into three groups: slave, overseer, and
planter (see Orser [1988b:738] for a critique of the
caste concept as used in plantation archaeology).
This tripartite division demonstrated the difficulties
in separating class from race, and the resulting
conclusions revealed a gradational view of “living
conditions” as seen through material culture. In
effect, the planter class had the most material wealth,
followed by the overseer and, finally, the slaves. Otto
parsed these statuses into a “racial/legal status” that
distinguished between members of the free, white
caste (planters and overseers) and enslaved African
Americans and a “social or occupational status” that
emphasized class differences in a gradational way
(i.e., planters with the most access to material wealth
and slaves with the least). Otto, however, constantly
struggled to understand which social dimension
was being expressed by the material record (Otto,
1984:160-175). This struggle is also taken up by
Lange and Handler (1985:16) who state that in their
work on British Caribbean plantations that “relative
social/economic status or rank can be defined archae-
ologically, but that at the present time legal or imposed
status cannot.” Furthermore, they conclude that the
class (or at least economic status) is more discernable
than race:

the clear implication is that archaeological patterns
resulting from slave behavior are not sufficiently well
defined to be used independently [from economic
status]. Excavations in such settings have indicated a
confusion of patterns in which there is overlap
between planter, white overseer, black slave overseers,
free white, free black, and Amerindian archaeological
patterns (Lange and Handler, 1985:16).

A similar, but more ambiguous result can be seen in
Vernon Baker’s reanalysis of cultural material exca-
vated from the household of Lucy Foster, a freed black
woman who lived in Andover, Massachusetts, during
the mid-nineteenth century. Baker, like Lange and
Handler, was forced to make conclusions about what
was being reflected in the assemblage of poor blacks:

Two features make Black Lucy’s Garden distinctive: 1) the
site. was occupied by an Afro-American, and 2) this
individual was poor. Similarly, Parting Ways was occupied
by needy Blacks. The issue, then, is that the patterns visible
in the archaeological record may be reflecting poverty and
not the presence of Afro-Americans (Baker, 1980:35).

Baker’s above mention of “Parting Ways” refers
to the James Deetz’s early work at the Parting Ways
site, the home of a black Revolutionary War veteran
and his kin in Plymouth, Massachusetts. Parting
Ways was excavated the same year as Charles Fair-
banks’s work at Kingsley Plantation in Florida, but
Deetz was taking a different theoretical approach to
the past than Fairbanks, Otto, and others working
within the “status differences” tradition. Although
Deetz (1977:154) does counter the African Ameri-
can stereotype of “simple folk living in abject pov-
erty,” the thrust of his analyses of early colonial
America focused on large-scale structural changes
in American culture throughout the colonial period.
The major structural differences for Deetz are tem-
poral, thus he downplays internal divisions such as
class. Although Deetz’s (1977) influential In Small
Things Forgotten addressed race directly (primarily
through the Parting Ways site), his approach did
not parse class differences in a clear way. Further-
more, his structural treatment of the Parting Ways
site seemed completely separate and parallel to his
analysis of “white” American culture—all white-
related sites are interpreted through change (i.e.,
the shift from medieval to Georgian mindset),
whereas the material record of Parting Ways is
interpreted through continuity (i.e., Africanisms
and creolized African American patterns). Thus,
while Otto and Baker struggled to separate class
from race in their material analysis, Deetz used the
material culture at the Parting Ways site to con-
struct a fundamentally different narrative.

Patterns, Consumer Choice,
and Ethnic/Class Markers

Otto was, however, well aware that there was “an
imperfect association between status and material
rewards” (Otto, 1980:4, 159). This is not necessarily
the case with many of the countless researchers
that followed Otto’s lead into the first “boom” in
plantation archacology (e.g., Adams and Boling,
1989; Adams and Smith, 1985; Armstrong, 1985;
Joseph, 1989; Klingelhofer, 1987; Lewis, 1985;
Orser, 1988a, 1988b; Orser and Nekola, 1985;
Wheaton and Garrow, 1985).
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Throughout the 1980s, historical archacologists
began to develop two major approaches to examin-
ing race and class. The first approach attempted to
find and interpret ethnic or class markers and the
second focused on identifying the boundaries
between groups (Griggs, 1999:88; Wurst and Fitts,
1999:2). The “ethnic marker” studies often fixated
on particular classes of material culture that may
be considered diagnostic of particular classes or
racialized subjects. Artifacts such as colonoware,
blue beads, high percentages of pipes, shortened pipe
stems, opium paraphernalia, patent medicine bottles,
ginger jars, cowrie shells, and particular types of food
remains were often used to indicate the race, ethnicity,
or class of households and groups (Griggs, 1999:87).
The second approach, influenced by both Stanley
South’s (1977) pattern analysis and Fedrick Barth’s
(1969) notion of boundary maintenance, followed
Otto’s methods and concentrated on comparing
patterns between disparate classes (usually read as
socioeconomic status) or racial groups (Wurst and
Fitts, 1999:2). These comparative studies grew into
methods that stressed patterns of material con-
sumption—consumer-choice studies (e.g., Adams
and Smith, 1985; papers in Spencer-Wood [1987a]).
These studies focused on explaining “why goods of
differing quality or price were selected for acquisi-
tion and archaeological deposition by different cul-
tural subgroups in a market economy” (Spencer-
Wood, 1987b:9).

Both of these approaches can be seen in the
papers contributed to the seminal book The Archae-
ology of Slavery and Plantation Life (1985) edited by
Theresa Singleton. In this early, influential work,
many of the chapters (in particular the ones dealing
with settlement patterns) seem to focus implicitly or
explicitly on patterns relating to class or the more
general term “status” (e.g., Adams and Smith, 1985;
Lewis, 1985; Orser and Nekola, 1985). Alterna-
tively, other papers deal nominally with racial or
ethnic identity as they are primarily concerned with
Africanisms and the process of acculturation (e.g.,
Jones, 1985; Wheaton and Garrow, 1985).

In the worst cases, concentrating on diagnostic
markers objectified race and class and led many
researchers to focus on either assimilation or cul-
tural survival in an overly simplistic way. Although
there may be a statistically significant correlation
(Stine et al., 1996), not every African American

household will yield blue beads and not every
household yielding blue beads is African American.
Likewise, pattern studies and later consumerism
studies often reduced consumption to a series of
market transactions, where only the cost of the
goods was deemed socially important (Mullins,
1999a:18), thereby bolstering the importance of
class over race (Orser, 1987:125). Both approaches
tended to look at housing, food remains, and cera-
mics to “determine the former site inhabitants’
access to material wealth and labor” and then, “in
turn, determine the racial, ethnic and social status of
former site inhabitants” (Otto, 1984:158).

Thankfully, the historical record often makes it
unnecessary to establish the demography of a house-
hold using material culture—a fact not lost on early
scholars (Lange and Handler, 1985:15; Otto,
1984:159). What later researchers would find is that
the presence of these artifacts in particular racial or
class contexts would provide an important starting
point for a more nuanced investigation of identity
and agency in the archaeological record (Perry and
Paynter, 1999:301; see below for further discussion).

I believe that Orser (2004:17) has correctly corre-
lated problems analyzing race (and, by extension,
class) with problems inherent in the underlying
definition of culture employed by these various
researchers. Although entirely within the main-
stream of the archaeology of the period, countless
researchers—including Deetz with his structural
approaches and Otto with his pattern analysis—
used a reified, objectified notion of culture. Orser’s
critique of the employment of a reified concept of
“race” is mirrored by LouAnn Wurst and Robert
Fitts’s discussion of class as an analytical register
(Wurst, 2006; Wurst and Fitts, 1999). Class has
been seen as an objective, descriptive attribute of
individuals; a static, unchanging classification of
reified persons and social roles (Wurst, 2006:191;
Waurst and Fitts, 1999:2).

With this simplistic understanding of class and race,
disparate peoples with disparate cultures could be
identified by ethnic/racial/class markers or patterns,
and their degrees of difference or assimilation could
be tracked by changes in material culture and pattern
recognition. However, the very notion of disparate
cultural wholes obscured real differences, contradic-
tions, and conflicts within and between racial and class
subjectivities (Matthews et al., 2002:111).
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Many historical archaeologists, however, were
about to make a shift that would begin to address
the contested, political, and nuanced nature of class
and racial identities as well as the role archaeology
plays in their interpretation.

A Multitude of Voices: Critical, Political,
Mutualistic, Marxist, and Vindicationist
Archaeologies of Race and Class

During the late 1980s and early 1990s there was a
significant shift in how researchers were approach-
ing race and class in the archaeological record. This
shift can be linked with the growing, broader dis-
satisfaction with the processual approaches of the
1970s, which were accused of

uncritical acceptance of positivism, stress on function-
alism and environmental adaptation, disdain for
emphasis on social relations or cognition or ideology,
lack of concern for the present social production of
knowledge, overemphasis on stability rather than con-
flict, reduction of social change to effects of external
factors, and belief in quantification as the goal of
archaeology (Shackel and Little, 1992:5).

Other factors, such as the political consequences
following the “rediscovery” of the African Burial
Ground in New York in 1991 (LaRoche and Blakey,
1997:85), contributed to feeling that archaeology needed
to be more critically aware and politically engaged.

Like all postprocessual archaeologies, there was
no one approach promulgated by historical archaeolo-
gists attempting to deal with issues of race and class.
Various archaeologists attempted to provide a theoreti-
cal framework with which to understand the past. These
included various critical archaeologies drawing on the
works of the Frankfurt School (e.g., Leone, 1995; Leone
et al.,, 1987; Little, 1994; Shackel and Little, 1992),
archaeologies of mutualism derived from the work of
Michael Carrithers (Orser, 1996), vindicationist archae-
ologies drawing on anti-essentialist works and critical
race theory (e.g., Epperson, 2004; LaRoche and Blakey,
1997; Mack and Blakey, 2004; Perry, 1999), archacolo-
gies drawing on practice theory and the work of Pierre
Bourdieu (e.g., Stewart-Abernathy, 2004; Wilkie, 2000),
and archaeologies drawing on a combination of a vari-
ety of these and other theories—including explicitly
postmodern theorists (e.g., Hall, 2000).

Despite much disagreement, the hallmarks of
most archaeologies of race and class that follow this
shift are an emphasis on reflexivity, the use of some
brand of critical theory, and the symbolic interpreta-
tion of landscapes or of individual pieces of material
culture.

Power to the People: Reflexivity and
Descendant Community Involvement

Although there are several important early articula-
tions of the shift (i.c., Leone, 1984; Leone et al., 1987),
this discussion on the intersection of race and class
might best be served by beginning with a series
of critiques of plantation archaeology. Particularly
important are Jean Howson’s (1990) and Parker
Potter’s (1991) critiques—papers which can be viewed
as landmarks in the transformation in how archaeol-
ogist dealt with topics such as class and race.

By the late 1980s, archaeologists using the frame-
work provided by pioneers such as John Solomon
Otto had drifted toward an approach that decentered
race in favor of legal and economic status. While Otto
attempted to disentangle race and class in his analysis,
researchers such as Adams and Boling (1989) claimed
that although “clearly linked to race,” nineteenth-
century slavery in America was “much more arbitrary
than commonly believed” and that status for the
enslaved “was largely a legal condition, rather than
one of race or skin color” (Adams and Boling,
1989:69). Potter took issue with the lack of political
awareness of researchers working with racially
charged materials and suggested that the focus on
“quality of life,” which was tacitly linked to class,
was a “dangerous trap” (Potter, 1991:97). For
instance, Adams and Boling state

Indeed, on such plantations slaves may be better
understood within the context of being peasants or
serfs, regarding their economic status. Their legal
status was still as chattel slave, of course, but their
economic freedoms were much greater than most peo-
ple realize (Adams and Boling, 1989:94).

Potter argued that Adams and Boling’s lack of
self-reflection significantly impeded their ability to
understand the implications of their work and to
anticipate the possible uses of their conclusions
(Potter, 1991:94). Following this critique, and others
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like it, archaeologists began to talk about race and
class and their historical construction. Additionally,
they became increasingly sensitive to the sociopolitical
implications of their work—including grappling with
ways to include descendant communities as true research
partners (e.g., Epperson, 2004; Franklin, 1997:37, 2001;
McCarthy, 1996; Patten, 1997; Perry, 1997).

The last decade or so has seen an increasing aware-
ness that control of archaeological resources and
knowledge must be shared with “descendant groups,
other impacted communities and the public at large”
(Franklin, 1997:39)—especially given the growing
concern that we as archaeologists demonstrate what
have been termed the “public benefits of archaeol-
ogy” (e.g., Little, 2002). This is, of course, doubly true
of archaeologies dealing with topics such as class and
race, where researchers “must be informed by an
awareness of long-standing debates about the politics
of the past” among the groups with which they are
working (LaRoche and Blakey, 1997:87).

Although the idea of a “descendant community”
is often linked with race, recent archaeological
research, such as the work done by the Ludlow
Collective at the site of the Ludlow Massacre, has
demonstrated that descendant communities can
play an important role in class-centered archaeolo-
gies as well (Ludlow Collective, 2001; McGuire and
Reckner, 2005).

Archaeological work at such sites as the New
York African Burial Ground and the Ludlow
Massacre site demonstrate how important descen-
dant communities can be to our research. Along
these lines, some researchers (e.g., Epperson, 2004)
have warned that we need to carefully examine our
relationships with descendant communities in order
to avoid condescension, trivialization, vulgar anti-
essentialism or, worse, co-opting descendant com-
munity authority by nominally “consulting” with
groups without truly changing the power dynamic
associated with knowledge production.

Looking at Material Culture at
the Intersection of Class and Race

Aside from reflexivity and descendant community
partnering, the 1990s also marked a shift in how
archaeologists deal with material culture. Historical
archaeologists, particularly those interested in issues

such as race and class, began to stress “qualitative
interpretation—rather than primarily quantitative
explication, with meaning, with active symbolic
uses of material culture” (Shackel and Little, 1992:5).

Many have moved toward understanding the
mechanisms that frame how we see the past or the
current political implications of our work, while others
have looked toward their recovered material culture in
a more symbolic way. Rather than using the material
record as the point of origin for research questions (i.e.,
looking for ethnic markers or defining ethnic patterns
in larger material collections), researchers began with
households where the historical facts and conditions of
racialization were relatively well understood. From
that historical context, researchers then interrogated
the material record for insightful contradictions and
patterns that might shed light of the individuals’ social
identities.

Researchers as diverse as Paul Mullins, Adrian and
Mary Praetzellis, and Laurie Wilkie have contributed
interesting and powerful interpretations of individual
classes—or even individual pieces—of material culture
that speak to the intersections of race and class. These
works take certain cues from the consumerism studies
(and perhaps the ethnic marker search) that came
before them, but they manage to synthesize the two
previous approaches while at the same time framing
the meaning of material culture and, in a broader
sense, consumption in a way that avoids essentialism
and recognizes the complex, nuanced meanings of
things and identity. These works see artifacts as being
constantly recontextualized by their use in different
social situations. Meanings for things cannot be
fixed as they are a part of “live information systems”
(Praetzellis and Praetzellis, 2001:645). At the same
time, these researchers see material culture and con-
sumption as a way to imagine new social possibili-
ties—to portray not only who we are, but also who
we wish to be (Mullins, 1999a:29). Thus, they question
the notion that everyone who used these pieces of
“material culture employed these items to convey the
same idea and for the same purposes” (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis, 2001:647).

In this vein, Praetzellis and Praetzellis examine the
manipulation of meanings behind the English cera-
mics in the home of Yee Ah Tye, a wealthy Chinese
American merchant in California (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis, 2001:648-649), Mullins looks at the
powerful symbolic meaning behind “bric-a-brac”
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and political paraphernalia in postbellum African
American houscholds in Maryland and California
(Mullins, 1999a:19-39, 1999b, 2001), and Wilkie
explores possible interpretations of items such as
antiseptic bottles using confederate imagery found
at black sharecropper households in Louisiana
(Wilkie, 2000:176-180).

The key to this approach is an understanding of
the broader social and historical contexts of everyday
objects which can be used to help consumers “see
themselves as, or opposed to, racial [or class] subjec-
tivities” (Mullins, 1999a:18). These approaches, in
this author’s opinion, take giant leaps toward inter-
preting the complex web of identities entangled with
issues such as race and class.

One potential area of improvement in this line of
reasoning, however, is a problem of focusing on a
few artifacts to the detriment of the whole assem-
blage. The act of concentrating on symbolically
charged artifacts has yielded good results, but it
might leave others wondering about the importance
of the other 99 percent of the material recovered
from excavations. This is not an entirely fair criticism,
given the limitations of scholarly publication (I note,
for example, that Praetzellis and Praetzellis include
such material in their technical reports). To a certain
extent, however, I feel that this is part of a remaining
backlash against the hyper-quantification (and dehu-
manization) of the processual archaeologies of the
1970s. If this is the case, perhaps the pendulum has
swung too widely. I believe it is entirely possible to do
good archaeology using aggregated material culture
as long as one is aware of the pitfalls that befell those
who worked with patterns and Africanisms in the
1980s and 1990s.

An example of research that combines the nuanced,
symbolic consumer interpretations with some degree
of quantification to get at the intersections of class,
ethnic/racial identity, and gender is Margaret Wood’s
examination of women, housework, and working-
class activism at the site of the Ludlow Massacre and
Berwind (Wood, 2002, 2004). In these, Wood exam-
ines the use of space and patterns in household refuse
(i.e., degree of reliance on canned goods and ceramic
evidence for coffee-related socializing) to assess
women’s roles in organizing across ethnic and racial
lines.

Cultural Analysis: Expanding
the Discourse on Race and Class

Although we have improved our ability to look at
race and class in the material record, the intersections
of the two phenomena can still remain elusive.
Archaeological understandings of culture, poverty,
and race are “necessarily complex and historically
situated” (Orser, 2004:37) and in many of our
works the categorical analyses of identity—race,
class, and gender—compete as the key to social
phenomena.

Recently, cultural anthropologist John Hartigan
examined the “enduring contentious debates over
the relative priority” of these three critical registers
of social identity and proposed a return to a broader
cultural analysis as a possible answer. He asserts,
quite correctly, that analysts who feature one of
these registers often end up

asserting the centrality or singular importance of, say,
race over class, or gender over either race or class.
A cultural perspective, in contrast, renders these reg-
isters simultaneously active and mutually informing,
rather than disputing whether one is more fundamen-
tal than the others (Hartigan, 2005:9).

Statements like this are echoed in many strains of
African American scholarship and literature. For
instance, in Richard Wright’s introduction to Drake
and Cayton’s seminal work Black Metropolis he states

The political left often gyrates and squirms to make the
Negro problem fit rigidly into a class-war frame of
reference, when the roots of that problem lie in American
culture as a whole; it tries to anchor the Negro problem
to patriotism of global time and space, which robs the
problem of its reality and urgency, of its concreteness
and tragedy (Wright, 1945:xxix, emphasis added).

Thus, for Wright, the problem of racism does not
lie in categories such as class and race, but in the very
structures of American culture writ large. In reality,
these categorical registers are “a series of interlocking
codes by which patterns of inequality are maintained
and reproduced in perceptions of similarity and dif-
ference” (Hartigan, 2005:9). If we really are to get at
these interlocking patterns of inequality, we must
hold more than one analytical register in focus at
the same time. We must approach race and class
from a holistic cultural perspective.
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Culture: Problem or Solution?

I have stated earlier that I believe that Orser has
correctly pointed toward the concept of culture as a
root of our problems addressing the archaeologies of
race and class. Orser points out that most “archaeol-
ogists concentrating on the archaeology of slavery
during the earliest years of this disciplinary focus
used Krober’s whole-cultural concept, largely via
South and Deetz, as a methodological framework”
(Orser, 2004:18). This “whole-culture” consisted of
patterned regularity with definite boundaries and was
the basis of most of the archaeological approaches
covered in the early portion of this chapter—pattern
analysis (South, 1977) and the search for “Africanisms”
or cultural survivals (Fairbanks, 1974). The unsatisfac-
tory nature of this reified notion of culture is one part of
what the 1990s postprocessual shift worked to change.
This shift, however, increasingly led archacologists
away from culture and toward categorical analyses of
identity and more thematic frames (i.e., plantation
archaeology, the archaeology of capitalism, and the
archaeology of inequality).

Similar reified and objectified notions of culture
have also led a whole generation of cultural anthro-
pologists away from the culture concept (e.g., Abu-
Lughod, 1991; papers in Dirks [1998]). The problems
connected to “culture,” however, like the problems
connected with “quantification” in archaeology, need
not be absolute. I will have to concur with other
researchers—both in cultural anthropology and
archaeology—that taking a “cultural perspective”
on race and class can afford researchers several
advantages, provided that one avoids the problems
of past formulations of the concept.

Among archeological researchers, Orser’s
(2004:20-21) solution is to look toward creolization
(when not misconstrued as a blended whole-culture)
in order to solve the problem. I, like Mullins and
Paynter (2000), see a strong connection between
creolization, ethnogenesis, and culture change, and
I believe that Orser’s description of creolization is
simply how all culture works (see Gundaker [2000]
for critique of simplified notions of creolization).
Matthews, Leone, and Jordan (2002) also take us in
this direction through their application of Marxist
critique to cultural production. Rather than

understanding culture as “an orderly and structured
whole,” they contend that it is “an amalgamation of
discontinuous interests, often in conflict, forged and
reproduced as an entity through struggle and dom-
ination” (Matthews et al., 2002:110). Thus, cultural
analysis, when correctly conceived, can demonstrate
how the constructions of race, class, and gender dis-
tinctions operate “according to place-specific
dynamics that ground and facilitate the concurrent
production and reproduction of multiple overlap-
ping and mutually reinforcing identities” (Hartigan,
2005:258).

The Archaeologies of White Racial
Identity and Privilege

Hartigan’s call for cultural analysis, however, is
embedded in his project examining “white trash” as a
liminally white group that cannot be understood solely
in terms of class or race (Hartigan, 1997, 1999, 2005).
Hartigan’s whiteness (and white-skinned privilege) is
not monolithic, and thus raises the concern that exam-
ining whiteness will re-center the privileged narrative
and further undermine the perspective of racialized
minorities. As archaeologists begin to examine white-
ness, | believe that we can take advantage of cultural
analysis, while simultaneously keeping inequalities at
the forefront.

Although the first call to archaeologically examine
(poor) whiteness can be found in Baker’s (1980:36)
reanalysis of Lucy Foster’s Garden, it was not until
relatively recently that archaeologists have begun
in earnest to examine whiteness as a racial identity
(Epperson 1997, 1999; Orser, 1999:666; Wilkie,
2004:118). Archacologists are now investigating the
different ways that whiteness is culturally embedded
and leveraged for privilege in rural Massachusetts
(Paynter, 2001), the Arkansas Ozark Mountains
(Brandon, 2004b; Brandon and Davidson, 2005),
Ireland (Orser, 2004:196-246), and Virginia (Bell,
2005).

In Massachusetts and the Ozarks, researchers
have examined how racialized cultural memories
of entire regions erase the presence of people of
color, while at the same time shoring up the notion
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of white purity. In Ireland, Orser has examined
conflict in the village of Ballykilcline and connected it
to the larger struggle of the Irish to transform them-
selves into members of the privileged “white race,”
while Bell has examined the important connection
between the creation of whiteness and the development
of capitalist economic systems using colonial Chesa-
peake case studies. These studies should be applauded
for following Faye Harrison’s (1995:63, 1998) calls to
expand the discourse on race from an anthropological
viewpoint. On the other hand, we must always be
vigilant when examining whiteness (and applying
broader cultural analyses) as it could easily lead to
decentering the dramatic inequalities highlighted by
the categorical registers of race and class. For instance,
some of my own work (Brandon, 2004b) examining
the historical trope of the “Ozark Hillbilly” could be
reinterpreted as deconstructing the idea of white-skin
privilege by producing a case of a “white other™—a
result I would have never intended.

Conclusion

Where does this look at the intersections of race and
class in historical archaeology leave us? Early
attempts looked at race and class in simple objective
terms—searching for markers and patterns in the
recovered material culture and reifying the very con-
cepts whose history we are attempting to understand.
Attempts to isolate race and/or class as the important
analytical factor were problematic because these two
registers are so closely linked. The search for patterns
morphed into consumer studies (especially in the case
of class) and, in some corners, race became subordi-
nated to class as the explanatory variable.

Frustrations with this trend led to the creation of
historical archaeologies of race and class that stressed
(1) public outreach and descendant community part-
nering and (2) a more complex, symbolic version of
artifact analysis. These more recent attempts have
taken positive steps by looking at material culture in
a more nuanced way—starting from known contexts
and exploring interpretive possibilities. But these
newer works also focus on small numbers of artifacts
that may be charged with symbolic value. All too
often we do not hear the voices of the other thousands
of artifacts recovered from the sites.

I have proposed that an explicitly holistic cultural
analysis may be a fruitful alternative to analyzing
competing categorical registers (i.e., class and race).
If applied in a nonreifying manner, a cultural analysis
may reveal the complex linkages between different,
but often simultaneously manifested, identities.

Following Hartigan (2005:284), however, I believe
that cultural analysis is not an end in itself and that
we must keep the dramatic structural inequalities at
the forefront of our analysis. Likewise, the explicit
examination of whiteness will be an important part of
our tool kit as activist researchers, but it can be a
dangerous tool—potentially presenting a fragmented
whiteness that obscures privilege and access to power.
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Ethical Issues in Historical Archaeology

Mary C. Beaudry

Introduction

Archaeologist and philosopher of science Alison
Wylie has observed that the very identity of archae-
ology as a discipline is closely linked to how its practi-
tioners frame their concerns around ethical issues
(Wylie, 1996). Prior to the late 1970s, most archaeol-
ogists developed a sense of ethically appropriate beha-
vior on more or less an individual, ad hoc basis,
relying upon whatever role models presented them-
selves during graduate training and upon subsequent
personal experience in the office or in the field. This
informal and highly idiosyncratic approach to profes-
sional ethics is not serviceable in the contemporary
milieu in which archaeology is practiced, as Brian
Fagan (1993) and others have noted. A series of devel-
opments since the 1970s reflect the growing sense
among professional archaeologists, particularly
those working in the United States and the United
Kingdom, that they need some sort of structured
approach to deal with the ethical issues they confront.
These developments include the formation of the
Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) in
1976, which vested itself from the outset in ethics
and performance standards among professional
archaeologists working in the Americas (cf. Society
of Professional Archaeologists, 1988); the formation
of a similar professional organization in Britain, the
Institute of Field Archaeologists (IFA), in 1982 (Insti-
tute of Field Archaeologists, 1994); the adoption of
numerous governmental and agency guidelines and
standards for archaeological projects; and initiatives

among major archaeological organizations in the
1980s and 1990s that led to the revision of existing
codes of conduct that had become inadequate for
addressing contemporary dilemmas facing the archae-
ological community (e.g., Archacological Institute of
America, 1994; Lynott and Wylie, 1995a; Society for
American Archaeology, 1995, 1996; Society for His-
torical Archaeology, 1992).

The most recent development arising out of the
movement toward greater professionalism among
archaeologists is still unfolding. The Register of
Professional Archaeologists (Register, or RPA) was
created by a joint task force of SOPA, the Archae-
ological Institute of America (AIA), the Society for
American Archaeology (SAA), and the Society
for Historical Archaeology (SHA) as a joint registry
intended to provide an effective means of enforcing
basic professional standards among practicing
archaeologists in the United States (though there
are now members from elsewhere as well). SOPA
voted to transfer its responsibility, authority, and
assets to the Register. The SHA, SAA, and AIA all
voted to become sponsors of the Register, with
the American Anthropological Association follow-
ing shortly thereafter. Sponsoring organizations
endorse the mission of the Register, encourage their
qualified members to register, and provide annual
financial support (see “About the Register of Profes-
sional Archaeologists” on the organization’s web site
at http://www.rpanet.org/displaycommon.cfm?an =
1&subarticlenbr=1). The philosophy behind the
Register is “that by registering, archaeologists pub-
licly endorse and agree to be held accountable to a
basic set of eligibility requirements, a code of
ethical principles, and standards of professional per-
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rationale for the establishment of the Register is to
enhance the image of archacology as a profession as
well as the professional credibility of individual
archaeologists who, by registering, pledge their will-
ingness to be held publicly accountable for failure to
uphold the standards set by the Register (ROPA
Task Force, 1997:32).

Despite all these developments, the majority of
archaeologists, at least until very recently, have paid
little attention to standards of practice and ethical
concerns surrounding what archaeologists do.
Some see this as sheer apathy, while others suggest
that the attitude arises from a failure to educate
archaeologists about professional responsibilities.
This lack became especially obvious after the pas-
sage in the United States and the United Kingdom
of heritage legislation requiring archaeological sur-
veys and excavations in advance of construction
projects created a new arena for archaecological
employment in the private sector. Variously
referred to as cultural resource management
(CRM), consulting, contract, or even commercial
archaeology, this client-driven form of archaeology
is now the source of jobs for the vast majority of
archaeologists. Because many saw the emergence of
private-sector archaeology as resulting in the emer-
gence of “two distinct traditions in field archaeol-
ogy: one devoted to academic research and the other
to the documentation of antiquities threatened by
destruction” (Bradley, 2006:1), it has taken several
decades for the training of archaeologists to accom-
modate what was seen as a nontraditional form of
archaeological practice—archaeology as a business-
oriented profession vs. a cloistered academic
pursuit.

The chair of the SAA’s Ethics in Archaeology
Task Force noted that “while most graduate
programs dedicate ample classroom time to archae-
ological method and theory, very few programs
dedicate significant time to ethics and professional
conduct” and went on to note that the majority of
archaeologists are unaware of the ethical policies
and codes adopted by the organizations to which
they belong (Lynott, 1997:589). The SAA Task
Force concluded that there was a great need for a
formal mechanism for training archacologists
about ethical practices, although it should be
noted that the Principles of Archaeological Ethics
adopted by the SAA go no further than to call for

training “in a manner consistent with ... contem-
porary standards of professional practice” without
specific reference to training in archaecological
ethics (Society for American Archaeology,
1996:452). The need for training in ethics is being
met, in part, by courses that address ethical issues
facing the profession, though such courses are still
far less common than courses on CRM or public
archaeology. More and more professions have
initiated programs to educate practitioners about
ethical conduct, and in our own field we realize
that we must require consideration of ethical issues
as part of the basic training of all professional
archaeologists.

At Boston University, for example, the course
“Archaeological Administration, Ethics, and the
Law” has been taught in the Department of Archae-
ology as one of the core requirements for M.A. and
Ph.D. degrees since 1980. Professor K. D. Vitelli for
many years taught a seminar on archaeological ethics
at Indiana University (Vitelli, 1996:9), and in 1998,
she and her Anthropology colleagues developed a
Ph.D. track, Archaeology in Social Context, “to
train students to address the complex questions emer-
ging in debates over archaeological resources among
contemporary peoples” (Center for Archaeology in
the Public Interest, 2007). As awareness of the need to
train archaeologists to recognize their ethical obliga-
tions to the profession and to deal with situations that
are ethically compromising has grown, more and
more institutions have acknowledged that an archae-
ologist’s training must engage issues of the real world
as well as the fictive realm of “pure research.” As a
result, courses dealing with ethical issues have been
incorporated into the curricula of many North Amer-
ican anthropology departments that have strong
archaeological programs as well as schools or depart-
ments of Archaeology and Prehistory in the United
Kingdom and elsewhere. In 2004, members of the
Center for Archaeology in the Public Interest at Indi-
ana University, in collaboration with the
SAA, organized the first SAA Ethics Bowl, which
has now become a popular fixture of the SAA’s
annual meetings. The case studies debated by teams
entered into the Ethics Bowl are available on the
SAA web site as a classroom resource (Society for
American Archaeology, 2007), and the event itself
keeps a spotlight trained upon ethical issues in
archaeology.
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The concern for academic training in archaeolo-
gical ethics, as noted above, arises in large measure
out of the concerns that private-sector archaeolo-
gists must address in pursuing their enterprise. The
rise of private-sector archaeology follows upon var-
ious countries’ passage of heritage legislation
requiring archaeological survey and excavation in
advance of development and construction. Nowa-
days, the vast majority of archaeologists are
employed in such work. Because such work nor-
mally involves private archacological firms bidding
for projects by responding to requests for proposals,
it is seen as potentially fraught with potential ethical
conflicts, both because of the bid selection
process and because of the need to be responsive
to the interests of clients, interests that might be in
conflict with what “standard” archaeological prac-
tice requires. Private-sector archaeology has forced
archacologists to develop standards of practice that
follow business rather than academic models, and
to face issues regarding employment security, bene-
fits, and other labor-market issues. Organizations
such as the IFA in the United Kingdom have
placed such concerns on a par with attention to
defining standards of practice and codes of ethical
behavior for archaeologists (see, e.g., Aitchison and
Edwards, 2003). These developments have forced
all archaeologists to be more alert to ethical issues.
Historical archaeology is no exception, because it
owes much of its phenomenal growth in the past
two decades to the same forces that have resulted in
the rise of private-sector archaeology.

Ethical Considerations for Archaeology
as a Profession

E'thics is a branch of philosophy dealing with “mor-
ality, moral problems, and moral judgments”
(Frankena, 1973:4). It is about good and bad,
right and wrong behavior. Professional ethics
embody the shared ideals, values, and guidelines
for right conduct of members of a particular profes-
sion (Goldman, 1992:1018-1020). By joining a pro-
fessional archaeological organization, an individual
agrees, either tacitly or explicitly, to engage in pro-
fessional behavior in accordance with that organi-
zation’s published code of ethics. It is a good idea to

familiarize oneself with the ethical standards of the
particular organizations to which one belongs, but
there are basic ethical issues of concern to all
archaeologists, marine or terrestrial, regardless of
area or temporal specialty.

There are two broad areas for consideration:
first, responsibilities to the profession; second,
responsibilities beyond the archaeological profes-
sion to the public interest, including the resource
base as well as special interests like affected groups.
Ricardo Elia notes that “archaeological ethics begin
with the basic fact that archaecological sites and
objects . .. are the fragile, finite, and non-renewable
material vestiges of the human past” (Elia,
1998:327). Out of this awareness spring the core
values of the archaeological profession: contribut-
ing to knowledge about the past; acting as stewards
of the archaeological record; and serving the public
interest (Elia, 1998). Stewardship has emerged as a
key principle in contemporary archacology (Lynott
and Wylie, 1995b); it encompasses the archaeolo-
gist’s responsibility to conserve the archaeological
resource base through responsible approaches to its
recovery and preservation, either in situ or as recon-
stituted through records and collections. Standards
of research performance established by SOPA, IFA,
the SAA, and other groups represent attempts to
ensure that all archaeologists employ techniques
aimed at maximizing information retrieval while
minimizing impact to the resource base. The aim
of professional organizations in developing state-
ments of ethical principles has been to establish
guidelines, not to enforce standardization. There
is, however, increasing uneasiness on the part of
many archaeologists that while ethical guidelines
are of value, they constitute a form of institutiona-
lization of ethics within the profession and fail to
constitute ethical practice in various “forms of
open-ended negotiation between expert practi-
tioners and their diverse audiences” (Meskell and
Pels, 2005a:1). We see an increasing concern on the
part of archaeologists worldwide in developing
practical ethical engagement in everyday archaeo-
logical practice (Meskell and Pels, 2005b), as well as
in exploring the philosophical underpinnings of
ethics in archaeology (e.g., Scarre and Scarre,
2006). In keeping with the impetus toward moving
archaeologists’ engagement with ethics beyond
guidelines formulated from within scientifically
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oriented professional organizations, the World
Archacological Congress has recently established a
committee to begin “a process of identifying a
general framework for thinking through the often
complex ethics issues that face archaeologists, heri-
tage practitioners, and those affected by decisions
of these fields” (World Archaeological Congress,
2007).

Scholarship and Publishing

To share knowledge gleaned through archaeology
with colleagues and with the public involves the
dissemination of information through a variety of
scholarly and popular media. There are, of course,
widely accepted standards of practice in the area of
publishing, some falling within the realm of copy-
right law. Archaeology, however, comes with its
own set of difficulties generated by the fact that
there is so much information that remains unpub-
lished or underpublished (Fagan, 1995; Beaudry,
1984), and, more often than not, no way to confirm
the veracity of data presented. We therefore have
several ethical obligations with regard to
publishing.

One is to give credit where credit is due, through
co-authorship when a work is a collaborative effort,
appropriate citations to colleagues’ work, or simply
by acknowledging assistance received from others.
Citation of appropriate literature, whether it is in
published or unpublished form or a personal or
electronic communication, is absolutely critical,
and follows from our obligation to keep abreast of
the literature in our field. Studies of citation prac-
tices have revealed that it is not uncommon for
authors to employ selective citation to express per-
sonal prejudice or in furtherance of the politics of
inclusion and exclusion (Beaudry, 1994a, 1994b; Gero,
1993; Hutson, 2002). The fact that selective citation
constitutes bad scholarship and is easily mistaken
for a demonstration of an author’s ignorance
should be enough of a stigma to discourage anyone
from falling into patterns of unethical behavior in
this regard.

A related issue is the obligation to be fair in our
assessment of the work of others, especially manu-
scripts and other materials that we may be asked to

review. Honesty is always the best policy, and it is
sometimes impossible to comment positively about
a work. Tempering negativity with constructive cri-
ticism is always advisable and far more helpful than
outright dismissal. Further, we are obliged to
acknowledge conflicts of interest—which can exist
in instances of dislike or antagonism as readily as it
can result from a close personal or working relation-
ship—and to decline to review in such cases.

Respect for the Dead, Concern
for the Living

Serving the public interest goes well beyond making
public the results of archaeological activities. It also
involves education and sharing expertise in the
development of policy and legislation (Elia, 1998)
and, most important, attention to the concerns and
sensitivities of others whose present lives are
affected by the recovery of information about the
past (Pyburn and Wilk, 1995).

Ethical issues pertaining to the treatment of
human remains exemplify this point. If historical
archaeologists felt themselves relatively untouched
by the challenges to priority of access to human
remains manifested in the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (Public Law
101-601, November 16, 1990, 25 U.S.C. para 3001
et. seq.; for a discussion, see Tabah [1993]), they had
a rude awakening in the widely publicized protests
over what the African American community of New
York City perceived as the heedless and heartless
removal of hundreds of interments from what
became known as the African Burial Ground
(Harrington, 1993). Emotionally charged protests
forced a temporary halt to the project while the
neglected concerns of the present-day African
American population of New York were aired.
Much of the anger felt by the protesters focused
on the perception that removal of the remains of
enslaved Africans by teams of white archaeologists
was just one further attempt by the white majority
to deny the existence of slavery in colonial New
York and the important role African bondsmen
and women played in building the city and in creat-
ing vast fortunes in which they did not share. The
global notoriety of the Manhattan African Burial
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Ground project' should have served as a lesson to
all historical archaeologists that they should never
undertake such a project with only the terms of a
contract and compliance with the local review pro-
cesses in mind; like our colleagues working in pre-
historic context before us, we should have absorbed
the lesson that we must share access to and control
over the past (Zimmerman, 1994).

Yet in 2003, on Prestwich Street in Cape Town,
South Africa, an upsettingly similar scenario played
itself out when the exhumation of an early colonial
burial ground prior to waterfront development
resulted in bitter conflict between a vocal coalition
of community activists, spiritual leaders, and First
Nations representatives on the one hand and
archaeologists, human biologists, and heritage
managers on the other (Lawrence and Shepherd,
2006:80-85). Despite the outcry against their
work, “archacologists generally defended the exhu-
mations on the grounds of the priority of science
and the potential of archaeology as a route to
recovering hidden histories” (Shepherd, 2006:5;
see also Shepherd, 2007). Nick Shepherd (2006:5)
notes that

Prestwich Street has been the most contested instance
of archaeological work in South Africa since the
political transition of 1994. It has also been damaging
to the discipline of archaeology locally, insofar as
archaeologists were perceived to be disengaged
from contemporary social and political concerns
and unaccountable to a broader public. The lessons
of Prestwich Street are clear: ... there can be no
alternative to an informed and thoughtful engage-
ment with the currents of contemporary life and
with what might be termed the “necessary entangle-
ments” of life in the postcolony.

We can only hope that the “lessons of Prestwich
Street” are learned better than the lessons of the
Manhattan African Burial Ground. The major les-
son to take away from both archaeological fiascos is
that archaeologists’ ethical obligations are not just
to the “resource base” that serves as a source of
work and hence of income for many archacologists
(see more below). We also have a strong obligation

! It is relevant to note, because of what follows, that at the 4th
World Archaeological Congress held in Cape Town, South
Africa, in 1999, a day-long session devoted to the Manhattan
African Burial Ground project was a major feature of the
program.

to a variety of stakeholders, such as the protestors in
each of these cases who felt that the burying
grounds should be preserved as memorials and
sites of conscience. In both cases, archaeologists
mistakenly assumed that their chief obligations
were to the profession, in terms of scientific prac-
tice, and to the client, in terms of clearing the devel-
opment site of human remains so that development
could proceed.

It goes without saying that our sensitivity
toward stakeholders in the past cannot be limited
to grave sites alone, but to all aspects of the mate-
rial record that speak to the conditions of life for
groups whose descendants are affected by the
results of the work that we do (see Patterson,
1995:129-144). Even before the controversy over
the African Burial Ground in Manhattan, histor-
ical archacologists began to examine the conduct
and outcomes of excavations at African American
sites. Jean Howson (1990) leveled an informed,
substantive, and well-reasoned critique of the
basic assumptions behind the archaeology of plan-
tation slavery, noting many shortcomings in ana-
lytical approaches. She focused on theoretical
underpinnings of the work, calling for a reformu-
lation of the culture concept and a more thorough
grounding in the historical contexts of slavery
and the development of slave culture. Selected
examples from the body of literature that drew
Howson’s sophisticated critique prompted a differ-
ent response from Parker B. Potter, Jr. (1991), who
claimed that the results of plantation archaeology
offered little to contemporary African Americans
and thus were of little merit. In his opinion, con-
clusions drawn by plantation archaeologists could
be used to support racist arguments; he recom-
mended that plantation archaeologists undertake
greater self-reflection, with the goal of making
archaeology “good politics,” focusing “directly on
the structures of oppression” (Potter, 1991:101,
104). Paul Farnsworth (1993) saw Potter’s obser-
vations as largely valid but misdirected; the notion
that African Americans in general constitute the
audience for plantation archaeology, Farnsworth
believes, is incorrect. Rather, the chief audience for
this and any other research in historical archaeol-
ogy, Farnsworth claims, is the wider community of
scholars. Plantation archaeology is of little use,
in Farnsworth’s opinion, because it does not
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contribute to plantation scholarship writ large.
Larry McKee (1994) acknowledged archacolo-
gists’ continuing failure to communicate ade-
quately with the black community as well as with
the community of scholars, but saw archaeologists’
first layer of responsibility as one to the profes-
sion—to do archaeology well and to do “what
archaeology is supposed to do best, to present
fresh information on the past” (McKee, 1994:6).
This, he notes, is what all components of our audi-
ence—black, white, scholars, the public—expect of
us, and “we need to avoid the idea that valid
research questions and interpretations can be
developed out of the contemporary agendas of
groups on either side of the power line” (McKee,
1994:5).

On the face of it, this debate about archaeol-
ogy and the African American past, which has
found parallel expressions in South Africa and
elsewhere (e.g., the Caribbean), seems to arise
out of differing theoretical perspectives about
how to do archaeology and how to interpret
and present the results of archaeological research;
fewer and fewer historical archaeologists sub-
scribe to the notion that their work can or should
be utterly divorced from politics and contempor-
ary public concerns (see, e.g., Franklin and
McKee, 2004; McDavid and Babson, 1997). We
must be mindful that method is practice informed
by theory, and encapsulated within the debates
over African American and African Diaspora
archaeology are key issues of identity and self-
definition for historical archaeologists (Singleton,
2006). Practitioners in the field are concerned
with ethical practice—right conduct—and in this
instance disagreement arises over exactly where
ethical responsibilities lie. All participants in the
debate recognize that there are multiple constitu-
encies for archaecology and that some stake-
holders may have a greater claim than others;
they disagree, however, as to which group of
stakeholders has the right to make that claim.
The very fact that historical archaeologists have
begun to engage in an open exchange of ideas
about how our work affects the people whose
heritages we study is a healthy sign and makes
one optimistic that our future work will be char-
acterized by greater awareness of its potential
outcomes.

Ethics in Historical Archaeology

Persons wishing to present papers at the annual
meetings of the SHA are made forcefully aware of
a heightened sensitivity to ethical issues on the part
of that organization when they are required to indi-
cate their endorsement of the ethical positions set
out in the SHA constitution and by-laws by signing
a statement to that effect as part of the abstract
submission process. The SHA’s firm and highly
visible stance regarding its ethical policies arose
from the unfortunate circumstance that, from time
to time, commercially driven shipwreck treasure
hunters had sought to gain legitimacy by presenting
papers at the society’s annual conference on histor-
ical and underwater archaeology. Historical archae-
ology has close links with maritime archaeology
that make it critical for both underwater and land-
based researchers to confront the special ethical
problems involved in the investigation and preser-
vation of underwater sites of all time periods. But
do we as historical archaeologists face any ethical
considerations unique to our field, ones we do not
share with prehistorians or with Old World archae-
ologists who study the state-level, complex, literate
societies of antiquity (e.g., the Near and Far East,
Classical civilizations, etc.)?

Research Practice

As it developed and grew, historical archaeology
suffered through several decades of identity crisis
that affected how historical archaeologists defined
their research activities. The basic issues in conten-
tion were whether the field was a branch of history,
anthropology, of perhaps something else (for a use-
ful recent discussion, see De Cunzo [1996]). For
many, lodging historical archaeology within anthro-
pology meant turning one’s back on history and
approaching historical sites with methods developed
in prehistoric archaeology; for others who defined
the field as primarily historical in nature, analytical
procedures aimed at investigating and understand-
ing archaeological sites as complex matrices were
deemed irrelevant. Both approaches privileged one
sort of evidence over another—excavated data in the
former case, documents in the latter.
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Gradually, however, a consensus has been build-
ing that historical archaeology is a fully interdisci-
plinary (or perhaps even better, transdisciplinary),
synergistic field that employs multiple, converging
lines of evidence and that stresses context in all
its guises—cultural, historical, environmental,
and archaeological (see, e.g., Beaudry, 1995, 1996;
De Cunzo, 1995, 1996; Mrozowski, 1996; Orser and
Fagan, 1995; Worrell et al., 1996). This has implica-
tions for evaluating what constitutes right conduct
in the practice of historical archacology and to the
training individuals must receive if they are to con-
duct historical archaeology in a professionally
responsible and acceptable manner. There are
numerous examples of persons trained as prehistor-
ians or poorly trained as historical archaeologists
undertaking projects without being aware of the
range of sources available or of how to make use
of them, and without even the most basic compre-
hension of the historical context(s) of or literature
pertinent to the sites under study. The result is sub-
standard work that often treats historical sites as if
they were prehistoric and that wastes financial and
cultural resources. Jean Wilson’s study of the social,
intellectual, and material world of William Shake-
speare offers a poignant case study of how lack of a
thorough grounding in the relevant literature led
London archaeologists to misinterpret the remains
of the Globe Theatre when they first uncovered it
(Wilson, 1995:165); in this example historians and
archaeologists were largely ignorant of each other’s
knowledge and concerns. Wilson (1995:166) notes
that “the problem is not as simple as lack of coop-
eration”; rather, both sides failed to profit as fully as
they should have from the work at both the Rose
and the Globe because of their ignorance of the
other’s discipline. Apart from the obvious lesson
for archaeologists that they need to redouble their
efforts to inform the public and other scholars
about archaeological methods and interpretation,
it is clear that historical archaeologists need specia-
lized training that goes well beyond methods and
techniques of excavation.

Hence the need for specialized training for his-
torical archaeologists is an ethical issue equally as
important as other, more obvious, ethical concerns
addressed in this chapter; it may also be the only
ethical issue unique to historical archaeology—
though clearly, all specialists must undertake

training requisite for their chosen specialty. The
point is that historical archaeology is a specialty in
and of itself, requiring special training. It is not
something anyone who stumbles over a historical
site in a resource survey can master as a “quick
study” or by consulting one or two books on histor-
ical archaeology and historical-period artifacts.

Discussions about the training of historical
archaeologists have become increasingly frequent
at SHA meetings and in the pages of the SHA News-
letter; by and large, participants in these discussions
have outlined their concerns about proper training
for historical archaeologists as a job-market or
career development issue (see Gray, 1997). Teresita
Majewski, then editor of the Teaching Historical
Archaeology column in the SHA Newsletter, sum-
marized the major points of a 1995 SHA conference
session titled “Mending the Cracks: An Open
Forum on Academic Standards” in an open letter
to students and prospective students of historical
archaeology. Here she stressed the need for training
in the specific skills necessary for doing historical
archaeology (Majewski, 1995:22-23):

these include training in field and laboratory meth-
ods as well as how to conceive of, plan, implement,
and complete a research project. Descriptive and
analytical skills are essential. ... Essential to your
training is the ability to conduct background
research in relevant literature and primary docu-
ments and to evaluate the materials you have com-
piled. If you are interested in Spanish or French
Colonial studies, learn the appropriate language or
languages! In historical archaeology, the critical
evaluation and analysis of both archaeological and
documentary sources are essential.

If students must be trained properly to be good
historical archaeologists, it follows that profes-
sional historical archaeologists, especially those in
academia, need to develop programs that address
all aspects of what the profession defines as essential
qualifications for historical archaeologists. This
includes training in professional ethics, resource
protection advocacy, responsibility to the public,
preservation laws and policies, and in workplace
and management issues in addition to education in
anthropological and archaeological theories and
methods, history, historical research, and historio-
graphy, identification, analysis, and interpretation
of material culture, and museology (Majewski,
1995:23).
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To paraphrase Larry McKee, our primary ethi-
cal obligation to the profession and to the public is
to do historical archacology well (McKee, 1994:6).
If we consider this as an extension of the general
archaeological ethic that an archaeologist shall not
“undertake any research that affects the archeolo-
gical resource base for which she/he is not qualified”
(SOPA, 1995:1.1.2d, in Vitelli [1996:254]), we must
acknowledge, therefore, that historical archaeology
is a distinctive field that requires specialized training
different from the training that, for example, pre-
historians or Classical archaeologists receive.

Oral History

One potential source of compelling and powerful data
for historical archaeologists is the memories of living
persons. Scholars from diverse fields—including
other branches of archacology—make use of oral
history, but historical archaeologists are the only
ones who can, realistically, make full use of oral
histories in site interpretations. For this reason
many historical archaeology projects employ oral
history as just one of the many lines of evidence
brought to bear upon uncovering and interpreting
the past (Purser, 1992; Metheny, 2007; see Purser
[1992] for a full discussion of the value of oral
history in historical archaeology).

Oral historians have developed guidelines for
designing and carrying out oral history projects and
have given special attention to the ethical issues that
pertain to this type of research (see, e.g., Allen and
Montell, 1981; Hoopes, 1979; Yow, 1994). The first
concern is respect for informants and interviewees.
This is accomplished through careful advance plan-
ning before undertaking interviews and by sensitivity
and neutrality during the interview process. Most oral
historians feel it is appropriate not just to thank their
informants for their willingness to be interviewed but
also to allow them to review and correct transcripts of
the interview(s), as well as to follow up by sharing
copies of the products of the research.

Collection of oral histories as part of an archae-
ological project calls for the same attention to pre-
servation and curation that is given to artifacts,
notes, and site records of all kinds, in whatever
media. In other words, the oral historian should

take care to preserve copies of tapes and transcripts
of interviews and to deposit them in an appropriate
archive for long-term curation, where other scho-
lars can gain access to them. Yow’s useful manual,
Recording Oral History, reproduces the Principles
and Standards of the Oral History Association
(Yow, 1994:252-264) along with a great deal of
other useful information (including annotated bib-
liographies) for anyone seeking to undertake an oral
history project.

Collaboration with Commercial
Enterprises

An area of great concern to contemporary archae-
ologists falls under the rubric of the ethics of colla-
boration (Elia, 1992). It is a simple matter to
deplore commercialization of the archaeological
record through treasure hunting and looting and
the sale of artifacts, and no one who has legitimate
standing as a professional archaeologist would
engage in such practices (Elia, 1997). But occasions
do arise that constitute genuine ethical dilemmas for
well-meaning archaeologists, who, in complying with
the law, find themselves on the outside of what the
profession deems right conduct. The majority of
such cases have involved historical archaeologists
hired to work with commercial treasure hunters.
The Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 states in
Section 5, as one goal, to “foster a partnership
among sport divers, fishermen, archeologists, sal-
vors, and other interests.” It is important to under-
stand, however, that in certain cases, while an action
may be perfectly legal, it may not be ethical. For
example, a law mandating that a qualified archae-
ologist undertake the oversight of a treasure-salvage
operation can be held up to justify both the partici-
pation of the archaeologist and the conduct of the
treasure-hunting venture in the first place. Itis legal,
after all. Here the logic, if such it may be called, is
that an action cannot be unethical if it is not illegal,
and, by extension, that any action for which a per-
son could not be arrested constitutes right conduct
(for a fuller discussion see Murphy et al. [1995]).
Elia observes that “in recent years a consensus
has emerged that professional archaeologists
must eschew collaboration with treasure hunters;
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collaborators risk professional censure” (Elia,
1998:327). This is because such actions run contrary
to the basic principle of stewardship.

Commercial vs. Academic Archaeology:
Two Cultures?

I noted earlier that for several decades commercial
or private-sector archacology was deemed as some-
thing set apart from “mainstream” academic
research; this has been a matter of concern in both
the United States and the United Kingdom.
Richard Bradley (2006:1) has observed that aca-
demic and commercial archaeology of prehistoric
sites in Britain are “undertaken by different people,
funded by different sponsors and their results are
disseminated in different ways,” adding that the
contrast between the two is so striking that “it is
tempting to describe them as two cultures.”
Bradley’s (2006:11) essay begins in a “state of
dejection” over the fact that the work done by
commercial archaeologists, while expanding the
database of knowledge on prehistoric Britain expo-
nentially, fails to contribute to the overall aims of
academic archaeology because, rather than publish-
ing results in books and journal articles, commercial
archacologists produce limited-run technical
reports that are intractable resources for academic
prehistorians seeking to illuminate broad patterns
or to develop some sort of national synthesis.
Archaeologists in the United States have expressed
a similar sentiment regarding the inaccessibility of
reports and the data they contain, though there has
not yet been a call for any sort of national synthesis;
rather, emphasis has been upon the public benefits
of archacology funded by developers and taxpayers
(Little, 2002) alongside expressions of a continuing
frustration on the part of archaeologists that their
work is not taken seriously by historians (e.g., Lees
and King, 2007; Little, 2007; Noble, 2007; Purser,
2007; cf. Courtney, 2007; see also Brumfiel [2003],
who expresses concern that anthropologists pay
inadequate attention to the work of historical
archacologists). The “divide” between academic
and consulting archacology, according to Iain
Stuart (2007:46), has left Australasian historical
archaeology in a constant state of turmoil over

self-definition, best practice, and opportunities for
publication (Stuart, 2007:50). Despite this, “large
and small consulting projects ... generate employ-
ment and substantial publications” and a number of
major projects in Australia and New Zealand are
conducted as collaborations “between the academic
and consulting arms of the profession” (Lawrence
and Karskens, 2003).

While in the United States it is possible to distin-
guish between commercial and academic archaeol-
ogy, there is considerable crossover in terms of
personnel and exchange of data and ideas, and all
but the most ivory-tower-ensconced historical
archaeologists have come to realize that regardless
of whether they are employed by a private contract-
ing firm, a state or federal agency, or a college or
university, the preponderance of work they do is
client-driven or answerable to a variety of stake-
holders in the past. In the United States, there are
few sources of funding for “research” archaeology,
hence the bulk of U.S. historical archaeology is
done not by academic archaeologists but by con-
tract archaeologists. As a result, “commercial” his-
torical archaeology in the United States is as much a
part of the mainstream as is academic archaeology,
and “commercial” archaeologists maintain high
standards of professionalism and best practice.
Archaeologists who conduct major projects for pri-
vate developers or for agencies such as the National
Park Service regularly add to the “gray literature” of
lengthy, limited-run technical reports, but they also,
on their own initiative or with the support of their
employers or sponsors, produce both academic and
popular books on the results of their work in
the “commercial” sector (e.g., Mrozowski, 2006;
Mrozowski et al., 1996; Shackel and Winter, 1994;
see also Karskens [1999] for an Australian exam-
ple). They also disseminate the results of their work
through peer-reviewed journal articles. Indeed, sev-
eral thematic issues of the journal Historical
Archaeology have been devoted to presenting not
just technical but interpretive essays on major urban
“commercial” archaeology projects such as those
conducted in the Five Points neighborhood in
New York City and in Boston in areas impacted
by the depression of the Central Artery (Cheek,
1998; Yamin, 2001), on comprehensive CRM pro-
jects such as at Harpers Ferry, Virginia (Shackel
and Winter, 1994), or on the results of multiple
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contract archaeology or CRM projects at sites asso-
ciated with workers in the sex trade (Seifert, 2005)
and construction workers’ camps in the American
West (Van Bueren, 2002). There is increasing evi-
dence in the United Kingdom that “commercial”
archaeology is becoming a part of the mainstream
of historical (or post-medieval) archaeology as
practiced there (see, e.g., Symonds et al., 2006;
Palmer, 2007). Thus the rise of “commercial” histor-
ical archacology has resulted in important contribu-
tions to our knowledge base while raising awareness
discipline-wide about ethical standards and profes-
sional practice.

Public-Private Partnerships

Here I provide a single, outstanding example of a
partnership program between public agencies and
private individuals. In England in 1997, archaeolo-
gists, with support from the Heritage Lottery Fund,
the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, and
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport,
initiated a program to encourage members of the
public to voluntarily report finds of archaeological
interest so that they could be fully recorded. The
Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS), which is linked
with the 1996 Treasure Act, was at first a regional
pilot program aimed at encouraging metal detector
users to report their finds to local Finds Liaison
Officers. The scheme proved so successful that it
was extended to all of England and Wales in 2003.
The PAS is administered by the British Museum,
and the Finds Liaison Officers record the nature
and location of finds, which are listed on the PAS
web site (Portable Antiquities Scheme, 2007). Some
archacologists express dissatisfaction with the lack
of contextual detail pertaining to finds recorded
under the scheme, but for others, the burgeoning
catalog of finds from many parts of England and
Wales that have heretofore seen little in the way of
archaeological survey or systematic excavation
(rural areas, for example) is having a major impact
on what is known about early occupations, espe-
cially with regard to Viking and Saxon settlement in
northern England (Leahy, 2003; Leahy and Paterson,
2001). It is also allowing “a national picture of some
elusive aspects of post-medieval material culture to

be built up, filling significant gaps” (Egan,
2005:328). The PAS has been an overwhelming suc-
cess in encouraging “right” behavior among non-
archaeologists, and for archaeologists interested in
regional distribution of finds it has proved highly
beneficial. Of serious concern to professional archae-
ologists in some quarters, however, is the possibility
that the PAS might serve to encourage the expansion
of metal detecting and finds seeking as a pastime, to
the detriment of the archaeological record.

Conclusion

Archaeological ethics, a set of principles expressing
the shared values of the profession as a whole, are the
vehicle through which we establish the ideal for right
conduct. In essence, ethical standards provide a
means of self-regulation, but at a more complex
level, archaeological ethics provide a means of regu-
lating practice and negotiating politics, of formulat-
ing how we as archaeologists deal with others—the
people whom we study, their descendants, and all
who are affected by the outcomes of our work.
Lynne Meskell (2002:293) makes the point that “at
the nexus of identity and politics lies the crucial
terrain of ethics,” noting that we must abandon
“the illusion that the subjects of our research are
dead and buried, literally, and that our ‘scientific’
research goals are paramount”™—archacological
ethics are not just about us as archaeologists but are
also about how we behave as professionals and how
we relate people who are not archaeologists. Because
they express the values at the core of the discipline,
ethical standards constitute the basis for awareness
about professionally appropriate behavior as well as
the foundation of professional identity.

References

Aitchison, K., and Edwards, R., 2003, Archaeology Labour
Market Intelligence: Profiling the Profession 2002/03. Cul-
tural Heritage National Training Organization, Brad-
ford, England, and the Institute of Field Archaeologists,
Reading, England.

Allen, B., and Montell, W.L., 1981, From Memory to His-
tory: Using Oral Sources in Local Historical Research.



Ethical Issues in Historical Archaeology

27

American Association for State and Local History, Nash-
ville, Tennessee.

Archaeological Institute of America, 1994, “Archaeological
Institute of America, Code of Professional Standards.”
Text passed by the Council of the American Institute of
Archaeology on December 29, 1994. In Archaeological
Ethics, edited by K.D. Vitelli, pp. 261-263. AltaMira
Press, Walnut Creek, California.

Beaudry, M.C., 1984, Crisis in Archaeological Publication.
Context (the newsletter of the Center for Archaeological
Studies at Boston University) 4(1-2):14-15.

Beaudry, M.C., 1994a, Women Historical Archaeologists:
Who’s Counting? In Equity Issues for Women in Archae-
ology, edited by M.C. Nelson, S.M. Nelson, and A. Wylie,
pp. 225-228. Archaeological Papers of the American
Anthropological Association, No. 5. Washington, D.C.

Beaudry, M.C., 1994b, Cowgirls with the Blues? A Study of
Women’s Publication and the Citation of Women’s Work
in Historical Archaeology. In Women in Archaeology, edi-
ted by C.P. Claassen, pp. 138—158. University of Pennsyl-
vania Press, Philadelphia.

Beaudry, M.C., 1995, Introduction: Ethnography in Retro-
spect. In The Written and the Wrought: Complementary
Sources in Historical Anthropology, edited by M.E.
D’Agostino, M. Winer, E. Prine, and E. Casella, pp.
1-15. Kroeber Anthropological Society Papers 79. Depart-
ment of Anthropology, University of California, Berkeley.

Beaudry, M.C., 1996, Reinventing Historical Archaeology.
In Historical Archaeology and the Study of American Cul-
ture, edited by L.A. De Cunzo and B.L. Herman, pp.
473-497. The Henry Francis du Pont Winterthur
Museum, Winterthur, Delaware (distributed by Univer-
sity of Tennessee Press, Knoxville).

Bradley, R., 2006, Bridging the Two Cultures—Commercial
Archaeology and the Study of Prehistoric Britain. The
Antiquaries Journal 86:1-13.

Brumfiel, E.M., 2003, It’s a Material World: History, Arti-
facts, and Anthropology. Annual Reviews in Anthropology
32:205-223.

Center for Archaeology in the Public Interest, 2007, The
Archaeology in Social Context PhD Track, May 14,
2007, Bloomington, Indiana, http://www.indiana.edu/
~capi/index.htm

Cheek, C.D., editor, 1998, Perspectives on the Archaeology of
Colonial Boston: The Archaeology of the Central Artery/
Tunnel Project, Boston, Massachusetts. Historical Archae-
ology 32(3).

Courtney, P., 2007, Historians and Archaeologists: An Eng-
lish Perspective. Historical Archaeology 41(2):34-45.

De Cunzo, L.A., 1995, Reform, Respite, Ritual: An Archae-
ology of Institutions;, The Magdalen Society of Philadel-
phia, 1800-1850. Historical Archaeology 29(3).

De Cunzo, L.A., 1996, Introduction: People, Material Cul-
ture, Context, and Culture in Historical Archaeology. In
Historical Archaeology and the Study of American Culture,
edited by L.A. De Cunzo and B.L. Herman, pp. 1-18. The
Henry Francis du Pont Winterthur Museum, Winterthur,
Delaware (distributed by University of Tennessee Press,
Knoxville).

Egan, G., 2005, Report of the Portable Antiquities Scheme
2004. Post-Medieval Archaeology 39:328-334.

Elia, R.J., 1992, The Ethics of Collaboration: Archaeologists
and the Whydah Project. Historical Archaeology
26(4):105-117.

Elia, R.J., 1997, Looting, Collecting, and the Destruction of
Archaeological Resources. Nonrenewable Resources
6(2):85-98.

Elia, R.J., 1998, Professional Ethics. In Encyclopedia of
Underwater and Maritime Archaeology, edited by J.P.
Delgado, pp. 327-328. Yale University Press, New
Haven, Connecticut.

Fagan, B., 1993, The Arrogant Archaeologist. Archaeology
46(6):14-16.

Fagan, B., 1995, Archaeology’s Dirty Secret. Archaeology
48(4):14-17.

Farnsworth, P., 1993, “What Is the Use of Plantation Archae-
ology?” No Use at All, if No One Else Is Listening! Histor-
ical Archaeology 27(1):114-116.

Frankena, W.K., 1973, Ethics. Prentice-Hall, Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey.

Franklin, M., and McKee, L., editors, 2004, Transcending
Boundaries, Transforming the Discipline: African Dia-
spora Archaeologies in the New Millenium. Historical
Archaeology 38(1).

Gero, J., 1993, The Social World of Prehistoric Facts: Gen-
der and Power in Paleo-indian Research. In Women in
Archaeology: A Feminist Critique, edited by H. du Cros
and L. Smith, pp. 31-40. Occasional Papers in Prehistory,
No. 23. Department of Prehistory, Australian National
University, Canberra.

Goldman, A.H., 1992, Professional Ethics. In Encyclopedia
of Ethics, edited by L.C. Becker, pp. 1018-1020. Garland
Publishing, New York.

Gray, M.A., 1997, Michigan State Considers New Archae-
ology Curriculum. SHA Newsletter 30(1):14-15.

Harrington, S., 1993, Bones and Bureaucrats. Archaeology
46(2):28-38.

Hoopes, J., 1979, Oral History: An Introduction for Students.
University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.

Howson, J.E., 1990, Social Relations and Material Culture:
A Critique of the Archaeology of Plantation Slavery.
Historical Archaeology 24(4):78-91.

Hutson, S.R., 2002, Gendered Citation Practices in American
Antiquity and Other Archaeology Journals. American
Antiquity 67:331-342.

Institute of Field Archaeologists, 1994, Code of Conduct.
Ratified and Adopted as IFA By-law, June 3, 1985;
amended October 14, 1994.

Karskens, G., 1999, Inside the Rocks: The Archaeology of a
Neighbourhood. Hale and Iremonger, Sydney.

Lawrence, S., and Karskens, G., 2003, Historical Archaeol-
ogy in the Antipodes. Historical Archaeology 37(1):1-5.

Lawrence, S., and Shepherd, N., 2006, Historical Archaeol-
ogy and Colonialism. In The Cambridge Companion to
Historical Archaeology, edited by D. Hicks and M.C.
Beaudry, pp. 69-86. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Leahy, K.A., 2003, Middle Saxon Lincolnshire: An Emer-
ging Picture. In Markets in Early Medieval Europe, Trad-
ing and Productive Sites, 650-850, edited by T. Pestell and
K. Ulmschneider, pp. 138-154. Windgather Press, Mac-
clesfield, England.



28

M.C. Beaudry

Leahy, K.A., and Paterson, C., 2001, New Light on the
Viking Presence in Lincolnshire. In Vikings and the Dane-
law: Select Papers from the Proceedings of the Thirteenth
Viking Congress, edited by J. Graham-Campbell, R. Hall,
J. Jesch, and D.N. Parsons, pp. 181-202. Oxbow, Oxford.

Lees, W.B., and King, J.A., 2007, What Are We Really
Learning through Publicly Funded Historical Archaeol-
ogy (and Is It Worth the Considerable Expense?). Histor-
ical Archaeology 41(2):54—61.

Little, B.J., editor, 2002, Public Benefits of Archaeology. Uni-
versity of Florida Press, Gainesville.

Little, B.J., 2007, What Are We Learning? Who Are We
Serving? Publicly Funded Historical Archaeology and
Public Scholarship. Historical Archaeology 41(2):72-79.

Lynott, M.J., 1997, Ethical Principles and Archaeological
Practice: Development of an Ethics Policy. American
Antiquity 62:589-599.

Lynott, M.J., and Wylie, A., editors, 1995a, Ethics in Amer-
ican Archaeology: Challenges for the 1990s. Special Report,
Society for American Archaeology, Washington, D.C.

Lynott, M.J., and Wylie, A., 1995b, Stewardship: The Cen-
tral Principle of Archaeological Ethics. In Ethics in
American Archaeology: Challenges for the 1990s, edited
by M.J. Lynott and A. Wylie, pp. 28-32. Special Report,
Society for American Archaeology, Washington, D.C.

McDavid, C., and Babson, D.W., editors, 1997, In the Realm
of Politics: Prospects for Public Participation in African-
American and Plantation Archaeology. Historical Archae-
ology 31(3):1-152.

McKee, L., 1994, Is It Futile to Try and Be Useful? Historical
Archaeology and the African-American Experience.
Northeast Historical Archaeology 23:1-7.

Majewski, T., 1995, Teaching Historical Archaeology. SHA
Newsletter 28(1):22-23.

Meskell, L., 2002, The Intersections of Identity and Politics in
Archaeology. Annual Reviews in Anthropology 31:279-301.

Meskell, L., and Pels, P., 2005a, Introduction: Embedding
Ethics. In Embedding Ethics, edited by L. Meskell and
P. Pels, pp. 1-26. Berg, Oxford.

Meskell, L., and Pels, P., editors, 2005b, Embedding Ethics.
Berg, Oxford.

Metheny, K.B., 2007, From the Miners’ Doublehouse:
Archaeology and Landscape in a Pennsylvania Coal Com-
pany Town. University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville.

Mrozowski, S.A., 1996, Nature, Society, and Culture: Theo-
retical Considerations in Historical Archaeology. In His-
torical Archaeology and the Study of American Culture,
edited by L.A. De Cunzo and B.L. Herman, pp. 447-472.
The Henry Francis du Pont Winterthur Museum, Win-
terthur, Delaware (distributed by University of Tennessee
Press, Knoxville).

Mrozowski, S.A., 2006, The Archaeology of Class in Urban
America. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Mrozowski, S.A., Ziesing, G.H., and Beaudry, M.C., 1996,
Living on the Boott: Historical Archaeology at the Boott
Mills Boardinghouses, Lowell, Massachusetts. University
of Massachusetts Press, Amherst.

Murphy, L.E., Beaudry, M.C., Adams, R.E.W., and Brown,
J.A., 1995, Commercialization: Beyond the Law or Above
1t? Ethics and the Selling of the Archaeological Record. In
Ethics in American Archaeology: Challenges for the 1990s,

edited by M.J. Lynott and A. Wylie, pp. 38-41. Special
Report, Society for American Archaeology, Washington,
D.C.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act (Public Law 101-601, November 16, 1990, 25 U.S.C.
para 3001 et. seq.). Federal Register, Friday, May 28, 1993.
(Final rule available on the National Archeological Data-
base at http://www.cast.uark.edu/products/NADB/).

Noble, V.E., 2007, Making Connections: Beyond the Con-
fines of Compliance. Historical Archaeology 41(2):67-71.

Orser, C.E., Jr., and Fagan, B., 1995, Historical Archaeology.
Harper Collins, New York.

Palmer, M., 2007, Names and Agenda: Industrial and Post-
mediaeval Archaeology Today. The Archaeologist (Jour-
nal of the Institute of Field Archaeologists) 64:9—-11.

Patterson, T.C., 1995, Toward a Social History of Archaeol-
ogy in the United States. Harcourt Brace College Publish-
ers, Fort Worth, Texas.

Portable Antiquities Scheme, 2007, Finds Database, The
British Museum, London, May 28, 2007, http://www.
findsdatabase.org.uk/hms/home.php?publiclogin=1.

Potter, P.B., Jr., 1991, What is the Use of Plantation Archae-
ology? Historical Archaeology 25(3):94-107.

Purser, M., 1992, Oral History and Historical Archaeology.
In Text-Aided Archaeology, edited by B.J. Little, pp.
25-35. CRC Press, Boca Raton, Florida.

Purser, M., 2007, What This Place Needs Is a Few More
Cats. Historical Archaeology 41(2):62-66.

Pyburn, K.A., and Wilk, R.R., 1995, Responsible Archaeol-
ogy is Applied Anthropology. In Ethics in American
Archaeology: Challenges for the 1990s, edited by M.J.
Lynott and A. Wylie, pp. 71-76. Special Report, Society
for American Archaeology, Washington, D.C.

ROPA Task Force, 1997, Proposal for the Establishment of
the Register of Professional Archaeologists. SHA News-
letter 30(1):27-33.

Scarre, C., and Scarre, G., editors, 2006, The Ethics of
Archaeology: Philosophical Perspectives on Archaeologi-
cal Practice. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Seifert, D.J., editor, 2005, Sin City. Historical Archaeology
39(1).

Shackel, P.A., and Winter, S.E., editors, 1994, An Archaeol-
ogy of Harpers Ferry’s Commercial and Residential Dis-
trict. Historical Archaeology 28(4).

Shepherd, N., 2006, Archaeology at the Sharp End of the
Trowel. Archaeologies (Journal of the World Archaeolo-
gical Congress) 2(2):4-6.

Shepherd, N., 2007, Archaeology Dreaming: Post-apartheid
Urban Imaginaries and the Bones of the Prestwich Street
Dead. Journal of Social Archaeology 7:3-28.

Singleton, T.A., 2006, African Diaspora Archaeology in Dialo-
gue. In Afro-Atlantic Dialogues, edited by K.A. Yelvington,
pp- 249-287. School of Advanced Research Press, Santa Fe,
New Mexico.

Society for American Archaeology, 1995, By-laws. In
Archaeologists of the Americas: 1995 Membership Direc-
tory, pp. 17-25. Society for American Archaeology,
Washington, D.C.

Society for American Archaeology, 1996, Society for Amer-
ican Archaeology Principles of Archaeological Ethics.
American Antiquity 61:451-452.



Ethical Issues in Historical Archaeology

29

Society for American Archaeology, 2007, Fifth Annual Ethics
Bowl. Washington, D.C., May 14, 2007, http://www.saa.
org/aboutsaa/committees/ethics/ebowl.html

Society for Historical Archaeology, 1992, Ethical Positions.
Article VII of the Constitution of the Society for Histor-
ical Archaeology. SHA Newsletter 25(2):32-36.

Society of Professional Archaeologists, 1988, Code of Ethics
and Standards of Research Performance. In Guide to the
Society of Professional Archaeologists, October 1988.
Reproduced in Archaeological Ethics, edited by K.D.
Vitelli, pp. 264-265. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek,
California.

Stuart, 1., 2007, Crossing the Great Divide. Historical
Archaeology 41(2):46-53.

Symonds, J., O’Neill, R., and Jessop, O., 2006, What Can We
Learn from the Excavation and Building Recording of
Cutlery Sites in Sheffield? Post-Medieval Archaeology
40:214-218.

Tabah, A., 1993, Native American Collections and Repa-
triation. Technical Information Service’s Forum.
Occasional Papers on Museum Issues and Standards,
June 1993. American Association of Museums,
Washington, D.C.

Van Bueren, T.M., editor, 2002, Communities Defined by
Work: Life in Western Work Camps. Historical Archae-
ology 36(3).

Vitelli, K.D., editor, 1996, Archaeological Ethics. AltaMira
Press, Walnut Creek, California.

Wilson, J., 1995, The Archaeology of Shakespeare.: The Mate-
rial Legacy of Shakespeare’s Theatre. Alan Sutton,
London.

World Archaeological Congress, 2007, WAC Ethics Meet-
ing, Department of Archaeology, Flinders University,
Adelaide, Australia, May 27, 2007, http://www.worl-
darchaeologicalcongress.org/site/news_pres_10.php

Worrell, J., Simmons, D.M., and Stachiw, M.O., 1996,
Archaeology from the Ground Up. In Historical Archae-
ology and the Study of American Culture, edited by L.A.
De Cunzo and B.L. Herman, pp. 55-70. The Henry Fran-
cis du Pont Winterthur Museum, Winterthur, Delaware
(distributed by University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville).

Wylie, A., 1996, Ethical Dilemmas in Archaeological Prac-
tice: Looting, Repatriation, Stewardship, and the (Trans)-
formation of Disciplinary Identity. Perspectives on
Science 4(2):154-194.

Yamin, R., editor, 2001, Becoming New York: The Five
Points Neighborhood. Historical Archaeology 35(3).

Yow, V.R., 1994, Recording Oral History: A Practical Guide
for Social Scientists. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks,
California.

Zimmerman, L.J., 1994, Sharing Control of the Past. Archae-
ology 47(6):65, 67-68.



Colonies, Colonialism, and Cultural Entanglement:
The Archaeology of Postcolumbian Intercultural Relations

Kurt A. Jordan

Introduction

The current epoch of “globalization,” in which
European-American political and economic forms
are exported and used to dominate other areas of
the world, is not a new phenomenon. Forcible
expansion of an intercontinental system based on
nation-states and nascent capitalism began in 1415,
when Portugal seized the North African port of
Ceuta (Wolf, 1982:129). Other European nations
followed on the heels of the Portuguese, eventually
generating near-global exploration and settlement,
with the conquest and exploitation of indigenous
peoples following in its wake. This chapter provides
a framework for the archaeological study of the
intercultural relations caused by post-1415 Eur-
opean colonialism.

Focus on post-1415 European expansion fits the
definition of “historical archaeology” advocated by
many scholars, particularly those based in North
America (e.g., Deetz, 1991; Orser, 1996). However,
this temporal focus does not encompass all possible
examples of colonialism, nor all examples of colo-
nialism where analysis of material remains can be
aided by directly associated texts (Little, 1992).
Although I draw on aspects of the theoretical and
empirical investigations of pre-modern colonies, the
scope of this essay is limited to the post-1415 era for
purposes of brevity. Geographically, I rely on the
North American examples with which I am most
familiar; I also largely have confined my remarks
to discussion of interactions between Europeans
and indigenous peoples, as targeted discussions of
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slavery and the African Diaspora (though crucial
elements in colonial strategies) are available
elsewhere.

Those writing about the European expansion
encounter many terminological dilemmas. Following
the lead of other archaeologists (e.g., Rothschild,
2003; Thomas, 2000), I have tried to use more
neutral terminology in the place of the “prehistoric”
and “historic/historical” divide, which has been criti-
cized frequently by both indigenous and mainstream
scholars (e.g., Echo-Hawk, 2000; Lightfoot, 1995).
The alternatives are not entirely unproblematic: one
of the most-used options, “Precolumbian” and “Post-
columbian,” equates the onset of the era of European
expansion with Christopher Columbus’s first voyage,
despite the fact that this venture took place 77 years
after Ceuta was seized. Nonetheless, I will use several
terms interchangeably to refer to the period of
European expansion and colonialism, including
“Postcolumbian” and “modern.”

Definitions: Colonies, Colonialism,
Cultural Entanglement, and Structures
of Discourse

Stein (2002, 2005a) makes a useful distinction
between “colonization” and “colonialism.” A colony
is defined as “an implanted settlement established by
one society in either uninhabited territory or the ter-
ritory of another society” (Stein, 2002:30). Coloniza-
tion is simply the process of establishing colonies,
which produces a system of social interaction with at

T. Majewski, D. Gaimster (eds.), International Handbook of Historical Archaeology, 31
DOI 10.1007/978-0-387-72071-5_3, © Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2009



32

K.A. Jordan

least three nodes: (1) the colonies themselves; (2) the
indigenous groups impacted by the colonies; and (3)
the colonial homeland or metropole (Stein, 2005a:25).
Each node is altered by the process of colonization;
social and cultural changes for the colonizers and their
indigenous “hosts” frequently are dramatic. Deter-
mining whether colonies exist in a territory is a fairly
straightforward empirical issue that should precede
and be distinct from judgments about power relations.

In contrast, colonialism fundamentally involves
relationships of intercultural domination. Reinhard
(2001:2240) defines colonialism as “the control of
one people by another, culturally different one, an
unequal relationship which exploits differences of eco-
nomic, political, and ideological development between
the two.” The colonizing group politically and eco-
nomically incorporates the land, population, and
resources of the colonized in order to maintain and
manage the colony, and often exports resources or
wealth to the metropolitan homeland. For subordi-
nate groups, colonialism may involve genocide (the
deliberate extermination of members of a group), eco-
cide (destruction of the ecosystem and resources that
make a group’s lifeways possible), and ethnocide
(forced destruction of a cultural system without killing
its members) (Bodley, 2000).

The important point raised by these definitions is
that colonialism is only one possible outcome of
colonization. Even a brief review of the archacology
and history of the Postcolumbian European expan-
sion reveals significant variation in its mode and
tempo in different regions. In some parts of the
world, Europeans were interested in territory or agri-
cultural crops, in others precious metals and minerals,
and in still others “mobile goods” such as fur-bearing
animals and slaves. In some areas, huge numbers
of European colonists demographically swamped
indigenous inhabitants, in others the European
presence was limited to relatively small numbers
of soldiers and administrators, and some Eur-
opean colonies failed completely. Either over time
or by design, these situations did not equally involve
“colonialism.” Thus, investigation of the degree of
colonial control expressed in particular contexts is a
vital aspect of research on the Postcolumbian Eur-
opean expansion.

Many colonies were established in settings where
the power of colonizers was more or less balanced

with that of the area’s prior occupants. Alexander
(1998) has labeled this type of interaction cultural
entanglement, defined as “a process whereby interac-
tion with an expanding territorial state gradually
results in change of indigenous patterns of production,
exchange, and social relations” and as “a long-term,
gradual, and non-directed process of interaction”
(Alexander, 1998:485). In these situations, mutual
influence is unavoidable—the parties involved are
“entangled.” But above all, power relations in
entangled settings are ambiguous: it is difficult to tell
who (if anyone) has the upper hand. While in some
situations the rough equality of cultural entanglement
rapidly evolved into a relationship of colonial domina-
tion, in others entangled relations continued for dec-
ades or even centuries.

The formal definition of cultural entanglement
has a relatively low profile in the archaeological
literature despite the fact that much of the archae-
ology of the European expansion has been done in
situations that can be characterized as “entangled”
(e.g., Bradley, 1987; Spector, 1993). These settings
need to be identified as a distinct domain that is of
vital importance to Postcolumbian archaeology.
Archaeology can provide novel insights into
entangled contexts because they are unlikely to be
well-documented owing to the lack of colonial con-
trol and its accompanying archive (Cohn, 1996).
Many oral traditions are unlikely to provide the
temporally specific details of daily life during peri-
ods of cultural entanglement that archaeology can
supply. Additionally, entangled settings remain
undertheorized; for example, there has been little
systematic investigation of the different types of
intercultural power relations that characterized
entangled settings, which in some cases differed
dramatically from the familiar forms of domination
that occurred under colonialism.

Separating colonialism from cultural entangle-
ment reveals that certain concepts and theories
apply better in one type of setting than in the other.
For example, each class of interaction involves a
distinctive structure of discourse. Under colonialism,
political and economic relations between dominant
and subordinate groups are characterized by
demands and impositions, and decisions are made
“top-down” without consulting the subaltern peoples
fundamentally affected by those decisions. The
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General Allotment, or Dawes, Act of 1887, which
attempted to force private ownership of land on
Indian Nations within the United States (Thomas,
2000:66-70), is a notorious example of top-down
colonial discourse. Historian Richard White’s (1991)
conception of the “middle ground,” where discourse
between relatively equal groups is characterized by
novel intercultural forms of communication and
“creative misunderstandings,” most frequently char-
acterizes cultural entanglement (Malkin, 2002; cf.
Gosden, 2004).

This consideration of discourse links the study of
Postcolumbian intercultural interaction to the
emerging body of “postcolonial” theory and its
growing application in historical archaeology (e.g.,
Hall, 2000; Matthews, 2005). Postcolonialism typi-
cally is defined either in formal terms, as relating to
the condition of newly independent former colonies
(often involving new or “neo-colonial” forms of
metropolitan manipulation and domination), or in
activist political terms, as “the contestation of colo-
nial domination and the legacies of colonialism”
(Loomba, 2005:16). Any treatment of archaeology
and colonialism must examine archaeology’s poten-
tial to reproduce colonial relations between domi-
nant and subaltern peoples in its present-day social
practices, something that is done most often
through the “top-down” structure of archaeological
discourse. I return to this topic at the end of the essay.

Colonialism as a Research Framework
in Postcolumbian Archaeology

In many parts of the world colonized by European
powers, the early years of what has come to be
called “historical archacology” emphasized colonial
installations and the dwellings of noteworthy his-
torical figures (Orser, 2004). In North America,
early large projects in historical archaeology
focused on prominent colonies such as Jamestown
(Cotter, 1958), forts like Michilimackinac (Stone,
1974), and missions, including La Purisima in
California (Deetz, 1963). While there was wide-
spread agreement that archaeologists studied colo-
nial outposts and agents, colonialism did not
emerge as a major focus of research until well after

it did in cultural anthropology and political science
(Asad, 1973; Fanon, 1966; Wolf, 1982). Historical
archacologists instead focused more tightly on
material culture processes, such as acculturation,
artifact patterning, the dynamics of borderlands,
and the like (Lewis, 1984; Quimby and Spoehr, 1951;
South, 1977). These studies placed surprisingly little
emphasis on power relations among and within
cultures. Despite early exhortations (e.g., Schuyler,
1970), detailed consideration of power relations did
not gain significant traction in historical archaeol-
ogy until the 1980s and subsequently has centered
on intrasocietal dynamics of race, class, and gender
(e.g., Delle et al., 2000; Leone and Potter, 1999;
McGuire and Paynter, 1991).

Currently, archaeologists studying Postcolum-
bian colonialism are trying to emerge from the lim-
itations of earlier theoretical models by developing
new conceptions of intercultural relations. Archae-
ologists have engaged in a fruitful series of termino-
logical and theoretical reassessments (e.g., Cusick,
1998; Gosden, 2004; Lightfoot, 1995; Lyons and
Papadopoulos, 2002; Murray, 2004; Orser, 1996;
Silliman, 2005; Stein, 2002, 2005b), and a growing
body of broadscale comparative work also exists
(e.g., Hall, 2000; Lightfoot, 2005; Rothschild,
2003). However, the recent literature has not com-
pletely bypassed some persistent stumbling points.
William Roseberry (1988:174) cautioned anthropol-
ogists writing the history of European expansion to
“avoid making capitalism too determinative ... and
avoid romanticizing the cultural freedom of anthro-
pological subjects.” Four limitations in the recent
literature on the archaeology of Postcolumbian colo-
nialism indicate Roseberry’s warning has not fully
been heeded: (1) persistent stereotypes of power rela-
tions; (2) structural emphasis on the metropolitan
core; (3) homogenization of colonizer and colonized;
and (4) valorization of indigenous cultural continuance.

First, the model of colonialism most often asso-
ciated with European expansion is a stereotype
derived from the nineteenth century that does not
apply in many earlier settings (Gasco, 2005:72;
Kelly, 2002:102). European colonialism changed
significantly in the nineteenth century with the
spread of industrial production and innovations in
transportation and communication technology
(Wolf, 1982). Incorporation into this new world
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economy demanded risky regional specialization in
single crops or raw materials, which in many cases
went hand in hand with economic dependence
(Wolf, 1982:310). Although some products of
major importance in the early stages of European
expansion (e.g., cotton, sugar, and gold) maintained
their prominence, the new focus on mass production
and bulk transportation of goods sets nineteenth- and
twentieth-century colonialism apart from earlier eras.

Major theoretical models used to examine the
modern world system, such as dependency theory
(Frank, 1967) and world-systems theory (Wallerstein,
1974, 1980), often privilege the structural role of
each party (e.g., as “core” or “periphery”) within the
colonial system. These models and applications derived
from them emphasize the structurally determinative
role of the metropole and provide a scanty toolkit for
understanding indigenous resistance and autonomy.
Such macrostructural perspectives run the risk of
obscuring the contingent histories of individual colo-
nies’ development and also court the danger of inter-
preting the past from the perspective of its historical
outcome. Due both to the synchronic leanings of struc-
tural models and because historical outcomes are
known, many anthropologists and archaeologists
indeed write about European colonialism as if it was
inevitable, even when they are allegedly taking the
perspective of those “on the periphery” or those “with-
out history” (e.g., Hill, 1998:166; Spector, 1993:29;
Wolf, 1982:86-87, 161, 306). Such treatments under-
play or gloss situations of cultural entanglement, treat-
ing them as precursors to domination rather than
as open-ended processes. As a discipline funda-
mentally concerned with long time spans, archae-
ology should study not only realized domination
but also the processes by which it was established
and resisted.

The interests of neither colonizer nor colonized
are homogenous—colonizers may grow to have
very different interests than residents of the metro-
pole and among indigenous groups some people
“choose to resist, proactively or reactively, the
emerging colonial order; others will choose to col-
lude with the colonizers in such a way as to assist in
the development of the colony while creating a niche
for themselves in the emerging power structure”
(Delle, 1999:13). Detailed studies of particular his-
torical contexts have revealed that “colonizing”
populations frequently included large numbers of

transplanted indigenous people as well as numerous
multiethnic households (e.g., Deagan, 1983, 1996;
Lightfoot et al., 1998; Voss, 2008a). Most indigen-
ous groups were altered greatly by engagement with
colonizers; warfare, migration, and epidemic disease
(particularly in the western hemisphere) forced
many groups to consolidate in order to maintain
a viable political, economic, and demographic base
(Galloway, 1995; Lynch, 1985), creating new cultural
groups and cultural forms in the process.

Roseberry’s “romanticizing the cultural free-
dom” of the subaltern is seen in the priority given
to “traditional” forms of material culture, or what
might be called “indigenisms” (Jordan, 2008:9—13).
These “indigenisms” initially were used in the litera-
ture (e.g., Lindauer, 1997) to confound accultura-
tion models that predicted near-total adoption of
the cultural forms and goals of the dominant culture
by subordinate populations. While “indigenisms”
do represent a form of autonomy and control wher-
ever they are found, archaeologists need to carefully
examine the larger social relations in which they are
embedded. The use of a Native-style bone hide-
scraping tool in the industrial tanning vats of a Cali-
fornia mission (Deetz, 1963:172) evidences only the
slightest of controls over social relations. The archae-
ology of modern colonial engagements can no longer
be content with the finding of “indigenisms”™—after
all, recent ethnographic research has shown that
present-day indigenous institutions have retained
their distinctiveness even in situations such as Amer-
ican Indian Christian churches (Dombrowski, 2001;
Sturm, 2002). Nor should archaeologists remain
uncritical of “indigenisms” in analysis: many see-
mingly “traditional” cultural forms actually derive
from the era of European expansion, and evidence is
accumulating to indicate that acceleration of inter-
cultural differences in some instances aids in colo-
nial domination (Dombrowski, 2004; Sider, 1997;
Wilmsen and Denbo, 1990).

One way to begin to work around these limita-
tions is to systematically address the structure of
power relations, in particular spatial and temporal
contexts. When one does so, it becomes evident
that the European colonial expansion embodies
almost as much variety in power relations as does
the 5,000-year history of colonization starting
with the Uruk era in Mesopotamia (Algaze, 1993;
Stein, 2002).
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Assessing Colonial Control (or the Lack
Thereof)

While Stein (2002) has used the model of ancient trade
diasporas to argue that there can be “colonies without
colonialism,” perhaps a better way to describe this
situation is “colonialism of limited extent.” Space itself
is one of the main limits to colonialism, and the radius
of control surrounding a colony is a primary variable
to be investigated.

Scholars of empires (D’Altroy, 1992; Hassig,
1985) make a useful distinction between hegemonic
and territorial strategies for imperial control that can
be applied to the study of colonies. Hegemonic con-
trol is for the most part indirect, with obedience by
subordinate groups created through threats of force
and collusion. Hegemonic options are generally
cheaper for imperial powers, in that a single standing
army can be used to keep several subordinate popu-
lations in line, but it also gives subordinate groups a
bit more flexibility in that many forms of resistance
are not subject to immediate retaliation. In contrast,
territorial control is based on the creation of outposts
and infrastructure that directly control local popula-
tions. This type of control (typified by the later
Roman and Inka empires) is economically expensive
to create and maintain, but it provides opportunities
for more direct surveillance and more immediate
responses. Colonies typically consist of a core that
is controlled territorially, even if it is a single building
or quarter in a trade diaspora. This is the part of the
colony that receives regular protection and surveil-
lance, and can most confidently be labeled as being
under the control of the colonizers. Archaeologi-
cally, territorially controlled areas can be recognized
through the presence of distinctive architecture, mili-
tary installations, and the like. Beyond the radius of
territorial control, colonies typically assert hegemonic
control over a greater area, within which they can stage
retaliatory actions. Archaeologically, it may be possible
to recognize hegemonically controlled areas through
the presence of defensively oriented settlements, specia-
lized production and storage facilities, etc.

Beyond this lie the hinterlands and frontiers of
the colony, which of course remain the “core” from
a Native perspective. Frontiers are indeed “zones of
cross-cutting social networks” (Lightfoot and
Martinez, 1995), although some zones contained
more cross-cutting ties than others, as Rothschild’s

(2003) comparison of Dutch-Mohawk and Spanish-
Pueblo social distance demonstrates. But frontiers
are also zones of differential social control, and
power relationships fundamentally constrain and
enable the social networks that spring up there.
Attention must be paid to the structural conditions
that frame the relationships that take place within
them.

This approach encourages the modeling of
space and time in political-economic terms, result-
ing in a conception of a spatial mosaic of colonial
control. Far from establishing region-wide coloni-
alism, the radius of effective colonial control for
some Postcolumbian European outposts likely
extended little beyond the garrison’s eyeshot. Net-
works of European control also left gaps and inter-
stices where local populations could maintain relative
autonomy, including the well-known maroon settle-
ments, enclaves jointly established by escaped slaves
and indigenous peoples across the western hemisphere
(Agorsah, 1994; Sayers et al., 2007; Weik, 2004).
Colonial control also oscillated over time, particu-
larly in the event of successful rebellions like the
Pueblo Revolt of 1680 (Preucel, 2002; Rothschild,
2003) and the “Caste War” in Yucatan, which began
in 1847 (Alexander, 2004).

Determining how and why colonial powers were
able to exert control (however limited) over Native
populations is crucial. There are two main ways in
which colonial powers come to dominate indigen-
ous groups. The first is through dependence, where
Europeans provided a set of goods or services so
necessary that the indigenous group was willing to
remake their economic and political goals along the
lines desired by Europeans. The second is through
disruption, where the actions of the colonizers made
previous indigenous ways of life impossible.

Archaeological research has questioned earlier
scholars’ assumptions about Native dependence.
For example, archaecology on sixteenth-century
sites in northeastern North America indicates that
the European goods in greatest demand were items
of “spiritual significance” (such as glass beads)
rather than utilitarian goods (Bradley, 1987,
Hamell, 1992). These goods had preexisting analo-
gues (in terms of color and composition) within
Native cultures, and European goods (such as iron
tools and copper alloy kettles) were extensively
reworked so as to duplicate indigenous forms.
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Additionally, many scholars (e.g., Starkey, 1998:20)
have questioned the technological superiority of
European weaponry, particularly at the early stages
of the Postcolumbian expansion. European firearms
were bulky, time-consuming to load, ineffective in
wet weather, and required external connections for
gunpowder, ammunition, spare parts, and repair. In
contrast, Native weapons such as bows and arrows
had significantly faster rates of fire and could be
locally produced. In many cases, Native demand
for European goods was surprisingly limited (White,
1991), and Native technologies frequently continued
to be produced alongside European ones. Indigenous
reliance on European goods was therefore neither
instant nor total.

European traders used other indirect measures to
enforce Native peoples to continue to produce for
them. In many settings traders introduced alcohol,
which is both addictive and (in large quantities)
destructive to health, and/or manipulated credit to
create enduring indebtedness, both of which bound
particular producers to the endeavor (White, 1983,
1991). In situations where Europeans clearly had
the military upper hand, officials extracted tribute
from Native populations, including Russian
demands for furs in Alaska (Crowell, 1997), Dutch
demands for shell bead wampum in southern New
England and coastal New York (Ceci, 1990), and
demands for cash tax payments across Africa
(Rodney, 1972). Europeans also pitted indigenous
groups against each other and encouraged collusion
among select segments of Native populations.

While these tricks of the trade in some instances
were effective in forcing Native peoples to produce
for the European market, perhaps a more funda-
mental logic of colonialism was to make previous
ways of life impossible. Europeans “crowded out”
Precolumbian lifeways by enforcing choices in sea-
sonality and scheduling (sensu Flannery, 1968) that
eliminated access to previous resources. In many
instances Europeans demanded particular goods
that were difficult to locate and easily depleted
(such as beaver or sea otter pelts). Moreover, Eur-
opeans frequently specified in excruciating detail
how such goods had to be processed. Native produ-
cers often had to reconfigure their patterns of move-
ment and labor allocation to acquire and process the
resources traded to Europeans, making preexisting
ways of life impossible to sustain.

European colonizers also intentionally or inad-
vertently changed local ecological conditions in
ways that dramatically affected indigenous popula-
tions. Historian William Cronon (1983) outlines
how European settlement in New England funda-
mentally transformed the resources available to
American Indian groups, particularly due to the
field clearance required for intensive agriculture
and stockraising. European settlements constrained
Indian options for settlement relocation, farming,
hunting, gathering, and fishing, but European fields
also reduced crucial “edge area” habitats, reduced
ecosystem diversity, and changed water drainage
patterns. European livestock invaded and damaged
Indian fields, forcing indigenous groups to fence in
their crops (a time-consuming and unprecedented
process) to protect them. European plant and ani-
mal pests also invaded indigenous ecosystems, at
times to the detriment of resources needed by local
peoples. Allen (1998:42—-54) demonstrates the impact
of European plant and animal species on the envir-
onment around the Spanish Mission at Santa Cruz
in California by documenting massive increases in
European-derived crop and weed species in archae-
ologically recovered pollen and botanical remains.

In addition to these fundamental ecological
transformations, Europeans arrived with very
well-developed institutions for demarcating and
protecting property (Cronon, 1983). These practices
included surveying, issuing titles, and protecting
ownership through trespassing laws. With the
exception of well-developed states encountered by
Europeans such as those of the Inkas and Aztecs,
indigenous peoples rarely had the ability to contest
European acquisitions of property or the clout or
expertise to oppose them within European-run
courts. Institutions of property provided Europeans
with a competitive advantage that they often exploited
to the fullest.

After colonial domination had been established,
much depended on the intentions of the colonial
powers; witness the differences in outcome between
the “mercantile” orientations of European groups
involved in the fur trade and the “missionary” goals
of Jesuit and Franciscan groups (Lightfoot, 2005;
Rothschild, 2003). Where they can be enforced, the
agendas of colonial powers have a fundamental, for-
mative effect. Sider (1987:16) notes how Europeans
only allowed American Indians in eastern North
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America to become specialized dealers in limited or
declining resources (such as beaver pelts, deer-
skins, military manpower, and land), whereas
Europeans and their slaves took on the production
of sustainable resources that Indians had used
prior to Columbus, such as maize and tobacco.

Archaeological lllustrations

The archacological cases that follow have been
drawn from a vast universe of possible candidates
in order to illustrate the points made in the preced-
ing sections.

Cultural Entanglement: Seneca Iroquois,
Hueda, and Dahomey

The conventional wisdom regarding Iroquois groups
in the eighteenth century is that they had been
“colonized” by the French, Dutch, and British. The
Iroquois—after 1722, a confederacy of six American
Indian Nations (the Senecas, Cayugas, Onondagas,
Oneidas, Mohawks, and Tuscaroras)—were thought
to have been dominated as a result of almost two
centuries of involvement in the fur trade and alleged
dependence on European trade goods, divisive poli-
tical factionalism, demographic decline, and decay of
matrilineal social institutions. However, for most of
the eighteenth century, the European presence in
Iroquois territory outside the Mohawk Valley was
slight (Jordan, 2002, 2008, 2009). This was particu-
larly true of the Seneca Iroquois, the westernmost
group in the Iroquois Confederacy. Permanent Eur-
opean outposts (such as the French fort at Niagara
and the British post at Oswego) were distant from
Seneca villages, and there were never more than a
handful of traders, diplomats, soldiers, smiths, and
missionaries in Seneca territory at any given time.
This situation persisted until well after the Amer-
ican Revolution, when the Six Nations ceded ter-
ritory through treaties with the new United States
and Euroamerican settlement expanded into Seneca
lands. If accurate, the conventional model of “colo-
nized” Iroquois people implies that European con-
trol over the Senecas must have been largely indirect.

Fieldwork conducted at the 1715-1754 Seneca
Townley-Read site questions many of the assump-
tions of the “colonized Iroquois” model (this sum-
mary draws on Jordan, 2003, 2004, 2008, 2009).
Excavation revealed that significant changes from
local indigenous precedent had taken place at the
site. Earlier Iroquois villages generally consisted of
a cluster of longhouses, set in defensible terrain and
frequently surrounded by a palisade. In contrast,
the dwellings at Townley-Read were dispersed:
built in a line, and set 60-80 m apart from one
another. Many of the houses were likely to have
been much smaller than previous Iroquois dwell-
ings. Beaver pelts had been the focus of the [roquois
fur trade in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
but beaver bones represented only 3.1 percent of
mammalian remains at Townley-Read. Addition-
ally, materials made in Europe made up a very
large percentage of material culture at the site. Ana-
lysts working within the “colonized Iroquois™ fra-
mework have looked at similar data and asserted
that community dispersal occurred because warfare
with Europeans “had demonstrated the uselessness
of traditional stockaded [Iroquois] villages” (Snow,
1989:298); that smaller houses represented the fail-
ure of matrilineal institutions to integrate larger
groups and the adoption of European-style log
cabins; that the declining proportion of beaver
remains signified the poor position of the Six
Nations in the fur trade; and that the large propor-
tion of European goods represented “dependence.”

However, I contend that most of these changes
can be interpreted better in terms of opportunism
than colonial constraint. The occupation span of
the dispersed settlement at Townley-Read corre-
sponds closely to a period of relative local peace in
the region. Dispersed settlement provided Seneca
women with easy access to croplands and water,
significantly decreasing the daily demands of walk-
ing back and forth to fields and hauling water up the
slopes of hilltop nucleated villages. The smaller
houses used at Townley-Read were not “European-
style log cabins,” but in fact were “short long-
houses,” a traditional form that had made up a
minority of the Iroquois housing stock for
centuries. While direct production of beaver pelts
likely did decline during Townley-Read’s occupation,
79.7 percent of the mammalian faunal assemblage is
made up of deer bones, a proportion not seen in
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Iroquois territory since Precolumbian times. This
suggests that Seneca hunters were commercially
producing deerhides for trade with Europeans, a
contention supported by trade statistics for the col-
ony of New York (Cutcliffe, 1981). The copious
presence of deer bone at Townley-Read suggests
that Seneca men were hunting deer locally, a change
from the long-distance hunting of beaver that had
characterized the seventeenth century. Senecas,
therefore, had ample resources to acquire the Eur-
opean goods found in the archacological record,
rather than being compelled to obtain them at the
expense of meeting other material needs.

These changes took place in settings where other
longstanding Seneca preferences continued to be
expressed. For example, wild species make up
97.4 percent of the mammalian faunal assemblage
(350 specimens identified to the genus or species
level), and no European plant species were found
among over 16,000 botanical specimens (Jordan,
2008:216, 279). There is no evidence for the use of
plows, barns, draft animals, or fences that might
signal the adoption of European-style systems of
intensive farming and private property ownership.
In combination, these opportunistic innovations
and marked continuities suggest that the Seneca
residents of the Townley-Read site maintained
significant control over scheduling daily labor, allo-
cating land, and providing for subsistence. The
archaeological evidence therefore provides little
support for the idea that the Senecas at Townley-
Read were “colonized”; instead they were holding
their own with European colonial powers and per-
haps even thriving.

The archaeological work of Kenneth Kelly
(1997, 2002) provides two additional examples of
Postcolumbian  cultural entanglement. Kelly
(2002:96) describes how the African slave-trading
kingdoms of Hueda (1660-1727) and Dahomey
(1727-1894), located in present-day Bénin, were
able to “regulate and manipulate” the European
trading presence to a remarkable degree. Kelly’s
(1997, 2002) work centered on Savi, a city that
functioned as Hueda’s capital from its founding
after Hueda achieved independence from the Allada
kingdom in the mid-seventeenth century until its
destruction by rivals from Dahomey in 1727. The
site remained abandoned until excavation took place,
making for excellent archaeological preservation.

Kelly excavated both nonelite contexts and portions
of a 6.5-ha palace compound, which was partially
enclosed by a system of ditches.

Savi’s location alone shows the degree of control
exerted by Hueda over its trading relationships with
Europeans. The site was separated from the ocean
by 10 km of marshes and lagoons, making it rela-
tively inaccessible to European military and naval
forces (Kelly, 2002:105). Hueda’s rulers stipulated
that European trade enclaves be built within the
royal compound at Savi, where they could be closely
monitored. Similar to the Iroquois, Hueda was also
able to “play” multiple European powers (including
the English, Dutch, Portuguese, and French)
against each other. Archaeological data from Savi
indicate that most European goods were clustered
in the palace compound, including European and
Chinese ceramics, firearms, fine glassware, and
alcohol bottles (Kelly, 1997:365). The only trade
materials with wide distribution in both elite and
nonelite contexts were glass beads and pipes used to
smoke imported tobacco (Kelly, 1997:364). These
data suggest that the rulers of Hueda maintained sig-
nificant control not only over the relationships with
European traders but also over their own populace.

Hueda’s successor Dahomey used a slightly dif-
ferent strategy to control European trading centers
by placing them in an “easily manageable cluster” in
the capital at Ouidah (Kelly, 2002:109). Although
the French, British, and Portuguese each were
allowed to build a small fort, maintaining a small
radius of control, these forts were located 3 km from
the sea, and only 300 m from each other. Dahomey
also installed a regulatory official called the Yoyo-
gan to monitor European activity. The cultural
boundaries Dahomey established proved to be dur-
able. Prior to the late nineteenth century, Kelly
finds little evidence for creolization of African and
European forms at Ouidah; as one example, “there
is nothing to suggest any innovation or other
changes in Ouidah architecture . . . despite increased
wealth, opportunities for ‘Atlantic creole’ popula-
tions to develop, and participation in the Atlantic
trade” (Kelly, 2002:112).

The Seneca Iroquois, Hueda, and Dahomey
examples each illustrate how Native autonomy
was used to constrain European influence, preserve
boundaries, and maintain continuities in vital cul-
tural institutions. In each case, indigenous groups
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appear to have been free of European territorial
control (except on a very small scale) and acted
largely outside the constraints of European hegemo-
nic control as well. That these examples of long-term
entanglement relied on overhunting populations of
many fur-bearing mammals on a grand scale and
warfare on distant American Indian groups (in the
Iroquois case), and on the ongoing procurement of
slaves from the interior (in the cases of Hueda and
Dahomey) demonstrates that the limited autonomy
of cultures “entangled” with Europeans cannot easily
be valorized or “romanticized” in Roseberry’s terms.

Limited Radius of Colonial Control:
Fort Ross

In 1812, the Russian-American Company estab-
lished a set of outposts known as the Ross Counter
in what is now Northern California to generate sea
otter pelts for trade to China. This Russian colony
consisted of an administrative center at Fort Ross, a
port, three outlying farms/ranches, and one island
hunting camp (Lightfoot, 2005:5). The colony was
established in the territories of indigenous Kashaya
Pomo, Coast Miwok, and Southern Pomo Indians,
and Russian colonists were accompanied by Native
Alaskans (primarily Alutiiq men imported for their
otter-hunting skills), Northwest Coast Indians,
Native Siberians, Native Hawaiians, and creoles of
mixed European-indigenous descent. Despite declin-
ing otter yields over time, the colony endured until
1841, when its assets were sold to entrepreneur
Johann Sutter. Excavations at sites within and adja-
cent to the colony (especially at Fort Ross) have
provided intriguing data on this complex, multieth-
nic settlement (my summary relies on Lightfoot
[2005], Lightfoot et al. [1998], and Martinez [1997]).

The settlement plan at Fort Ross reflected the
desire of Russian administrators to materialize a
four-tier ethnic and social hierarchy at the site. At
the top of the hierarchy were Russian administra-
tors, who lived inside the stockade; next were
creoles, who occupied middle-level positions in the
colony’s bureaucracy; third were Native Alaskans,
who had their own neighborhood on the Pacific side
of the stockade; and last were Native Californians,
who lived in a separate neighborhood on the landward

side of the fort. Extensive excavations in the Native
Alaskan Neighborhood have revealed copious
material traces of “intercthnic households,” pri-
marily formed by unions between Native Alaskan
men and Native Californian women (Lightfoot
et al., 1998). These households followed what
might be called a bicultural pattern: the layout
and location of the neighborhood itself (all houses
could see the ocean and the boat landing), archi-
tectural principles, and hunting technology
reflected Alutiiq precedents, while the organiza-
tion of house interior, cooking technology, food
preparation techniques, and refuse-disposal prac-
tices followed Kashaya Pomo traditions. Thus the
organization of daily life facilitated the mainte-
nance of two separate cultural identities. Bicultural
households in some early Spanish colonies, such as
Puerto Real on the island of Hispanola (Deagan,
1996) and St. Augustine in present-day Florida
(Deagan, 1983), also exhibit this gendered and some-
what public/private dichotomy (see also Voss, 2008b).

The Tomato Patch site, a Kashaya Pomo village
about 5 km southeast of the Ross stockade exca-
vated by Antoinette Martinez (Lightfoot, 2005:161;
Martinez, 1997), provides an interesting perspective
on the radius of control exerted by the Ross Colony.
The village was inhabited both prior to and during
the Russian occupation at Fort Ross, and although
the dating of individual deposits remains proble-
matic, there is a striking degree of continuity between
deposits made previous to Russian arrival and those
contemporary with the fort. First, the site continued
to be occupied despite the very close proximity of a
colonial military installation. Architectural features,
including a large structure that may have been a
sweat lodge, and village layout follow indigenous
precedents. Foodways at the Tomato Patch site
very closely match pre-Russian sites in terms of mol-
lusk use and very few European domesticated animal
remains were found at the site; the relatively low
proportion of deer bones may reflect that the colo-
nial presence limited hunting opportunities (Light-
foot, 2005:174; Martinez, 1997:150—151). The main
forms of European material culture found at Tomato
Patch were glass fragments and ceramic sherds.
Some glass fragments were reworked into tools
using indigenous methods previously used on obsi-
dian; some ceramic sherds were “smoothed about the
edges and drilled for possible ornamentation”
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(Martinez, 1997:149). Martinez (1997:152) concludes
that there is “strong evidence for continuity in tradi-
tional practices as well as village layout.” The Tomato
Patch site certainly was close enough to Fort Ross to
be subject to occasional hegemonic pressures, but it
seems safe to conclude that the village was outside the
fort’s effective zone of control. It is worth repeating
that this village was only 5 km from the fort.

Similar indigenous material signatures are also
visible in the Native Californian village at Fort Ross
(Lightfoot, 2005:166). The Kashaya Pomo women
who lived at Fort Ross (both in the Native Califor-
nian and Native Alaskan villages) apparently were
relatively free to circulate between the fort and
their home villages and documents reveal that mar-
riages to Native Alaskans were relatively short-lived
(Lightfoot, 2005:146, 171; Martinez, 1997:143). This
suggests that the Kashaya Pomo who resided at Fort
Ross cannot be considered distinct from the Pomo
population who remained in the interior. Further-
more, colonial social controls exerted at the outlying
Russian ranches and farms likely were even less than
those present at the fort.

Pomo communities (and women especially) there-
fore utilized the resources (material and sexual) at
Fort Ross intermittently and opportunistically, and
preserved their relative autonomy by deploying
foodstuffs, goods, and information received in the
Russian colony for the benefit of the home villages
(Lightfoot, 2005:180). Fort Ross’s small radius of
control no doubt facilitated the significant degree of
Native Californian cultural continuity seen both at
the fort and in its hinterland. All of this suggests that
the relationship between the Russians and the bulk of
the Kashaya Pomo population is better described as
cultural entanglement than as colonialism.

Complicating Colonizer and Colonized:
Ireland, Cape Colony, and Colonial
California

The three cases discussed in this section more read-
ily fit the definition of “colonialism™: in each
instance, large groups of colonists were able to
establish direct territorial control over indigenous
groups. Such colonial situations demonstrate the
intricacies of group interest and identity politics.

Complex “cross-cutting social networks” (Lightfoot
and Martinez, 1995) were established and the crea-
tion and negotiation of new, creolized cultural
forms and novel forms of identity were both wide-
spread and intense (Deagan, 1983, 1996; Loren,
2001, 2005).

Irish responses to the large-scale English attempt
to extend spatial control over their homeland in
the sixteenth century provide a clear demonstration
that colonized populations are heterogeneous and
divided in their interests. James Delle (1999) dis-
cusses the 1565-1605 English expansion into
Munster, the southwesternmost of Ireland’s four
provinces. Sixteenth-century English encroachment
in Munster followed on an earlier instance of Eng-
lish colonialism: Anglo-Normans had expanded
into the region in the twelfth century, where they
established themselves as local elites and eventually
adopted many local cultural forms (including lan-
guage, architecture, and kinship norms). Although
these “Old English” populations had maintained
some ties and allegiance to England, they were as
adversely impacted by the sixteenth-century coloniza-
tion as were Gaelic populations. The Anglo-Norman
family of the Earl of Desmond led a series of major
rebellions against the incursions of the “New English”
during 1569-1583, which were bloodily repressed.

Delle (1999) uses elite architecture constructed
during the lengthy process of English re-assertion
of control in Munster to monitor the responses of
Gaelic and Anglo-Norman elites to the renewed
English colonial project. Major contrasts exist
between Gaelic tower houses—four- or five-storied
buildings where the main hall was located on the
top floor—and English-style structures that were
symmetrical, oriented horizontally rather than ver-
tically, and had diplomatically significant spaces on
the ground floor (Delle, 1999:23). Some local elites
used combinations of Gaelic- and English-style
architecture to express their allegiance to the colo-
nists, while other leaders continued to build tradi-
tional tower houses as a gesture of resistance.

Early on, Thomas Butler, the “Old English” Earl
of Ormond (a distant cousin of England’s Queen
Elizabeth and a self-professed Protestant), con-
structed a Tudor-style house in Carrick-on-Suir
during the 1560s, clearly expressing his sympathy
to the English colonial project (Delle, 1999:23).
Kanturk Castle, erected by the Gaelic chieftain
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McDonough McCarthy in the 1590s, provides an
example of what Delle (1999:27) labels “spatial
collusion.” The never-completed castle contains a
multistory “flanker” at each corner reminiscent of
the tower house form, but the overall plan was
“more likely built to resemble the English house
forms being constructed by the new English elite”
(Delle, 1999:27). Intriguingly, the castle contains
two separate entrances (Delle, 1999:Figs. 8 and 9):
an ornate doorway with multistory columns that
copied English models, and a simpler doorway
“very similar in form and decoration to arches
found in tower houses throughout Munster” (Delle,
1999:29). Loughmoe Castle in County Tipperary
expressed a similar mixture of styles by attaching an
English-style house to a preexisting tower house,
with a second tower added to complete the symmetry
of the building (Delle, 1999:Fig. 10). In contrast,
other Irish elites continued to construct tower houses
in traditional form, exemplified by the circa 1585
Ballynacarriga Castle (Delle, 1999:Figs. 11 and 12).

While the social effects of these elite materiali-
zations depend on their being seen and used by
varying segments of the colonizing and colonized
populations (see Matthews et al., 2002:113-119),
the diversity in responses to English colonization
illustrates that colonized groups were far from
monolithic, and that responses to colonial incur-
sions are difficult to predict based on preexisting
allegiances and antagonisms. Both Anglo-Norman
and Gaelic leaders built “creolized” dwellings that
made nods to English cultural forms, and Gaelic
and “Old English” leaders resisted English coloni-
alism, both symbolically and militarily. English
colonial officials used this mix of allegiances and
antagonisms to their advantage, often pitting Irish
factions against another.

A contrasting point about the tensions and
contradictions in the designs of colonizing elites is
presented by locally made, coarse earthenware
copies of Dutch ceramic vessel forms found in the
Cape Colony in South Africa. Stacey Jordan and
Carmel Schrire (2002) explore the interesting social
implications of these vessels, arguing that the local
copies served to “articulate the statuses and identi-
ties being produced” within the colony (Jordan and
Schrire, 2002:255). The vessels serve as a key to
social tensions and contradictions within the colo-
nizing population.

The Dutch East India Company (or VOC) estab-
lished a post at the Cape of Good Hope in 1652
to provide meat for ships heading east (see also Hall,
2000; Schrire, 1995). The Cape Colony became a
thoroughly cosmopolitan community, including
(among others) Dutch immigrants, indigenous
Khoikhoi, Indonesian slaves, and Chinese convicts.
Little Dutch pottery was imported to the colony,
but by 1665, the VOC brought the first of what
proved to be at least 19 European potters to the
Cape. Thin-section analysis has determined that
these potters made local versions of Dutch vessel
forms such as tripod cooking pots, skillets, sauce-
pans, and dripping pans (Jordan and Schrire,
2002:246-248). While this might appear to be a
straightforward attempt to replicate homeland cul-
ture in a colonial location, archaeology has revealed
that the coarse earthenware vessels were used
entirely by lower-class residents of the colony; elites
used metal vessels and imported ceramics (such as
porcelain) instead.

Why did the VOC go through the effort of
importing potters to make wares for the lower social
stratum? Jordan and Schrire (2002:258) argue that
copy vessels expressed VOC officials’ belief that
they could engineer society within the colony. The
use of locally produced, Dutch-style ceramics
created spheres of material culture that separated
elites from commoners and also Europeans from
“others.” In the eyes of company elites, by allowing
lower-class Europeans to make daily material refer-
ence to the Netherlands, these vessels helped distin-
guish lower-class Dutch residents from slaves (two
groups who otherwise were treated in a relatively
similar fashion). The copy wares also had an assim-
ilative purpose, in that they were intended to intro-
duce the African and Asian wives of lower-class
European men to Dutch-style domesticity.

In practice, company-funded ceramics ended
up doing something far different than creating a
“Holland on the Cape.” The VOC elite’s fantasy of
control was subverted by the social realities of the
vessels’ users. Dutch copy pottery predominantly
ended up being used by non-white women, particu-
larly local Khoikhoi women and Indonesian slaves,
who produced a cuisine that was far from Dutch;
cooking on the Cape was highly creolized, using
rice, Indonesian-style spicy relishes, and other culin-
ary elements foreign to the metropolitan table.
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Jordan and Schrire (2002:264) conclude that “[d]espite
the fact that the vessel forms were intended to be icons
of Dutch domesticity and morality, they actually con-
tributed to a specifically colonial Eurasian household,
participating in the creolization of both the foodways
milieu and the Cape household itself.”

Barbara Voss’s (2005, 2008a) study of settler
dynamics in the San Francisco Presidio in California
demonstrates broadscale changes in the assertion
of identity among a colonizing population. Spanish
colonization of Alta California proceeded after 1769
in order to secure the region against Russian and
British expansion. Spain deployed a time-tested colo-
nizing plan, using three types of settlement: missions,
where Native Californians were to be converted to
Christianity and agricultural labor; pueblos or civilian
settlements; and presidios, fortifications that also
served as “the administrative centers, judicial seats,
marketplaces, and residential nuclei of isolated fron-
tier districts” (Voss, 2005:462). The degree to which
Spanish colonists were able to assert control over the
indigenous population in Alta California is remark-
able. Extension of colonial dominance likely rested on
European-induced environmental alterations in a
somewhat brittle ecosystem; major enforced changes
in subsistence practices toward agriculture and away
from gathering, hunting, and fishing; the military
backup presidios provided to missions sparsely popu-
lated with Europeans; and raw force, including sys-
tematic use of sexual violence (Allen, 1998; Lightfoot,
2005; Voss, 2000).

Within presidios and pueblos, the settler popula-
tion was controlled in part through the sistema de
castas, a complex set of legal categories for social
identity based on “purity of blood” (Voss, 2005:463).
The casta system made core distinctions between
Spanish, African, and Native American ethnicities
and established categories for the children of intereth-
nic marriages; one’s position within the system helped
determine the range of occupations that could be
occupied, potential marriage partners, and legal treat-
ment. However, as with “top-down” VOC plans for
ceramic use in the Cape Colony, the social reality in
Spain’s California colonies was significantly more
complex. Voss documents that many of the settlers
living in the San Francisco Presidio (founded in 1776)
were themselves the descendants of Mesoamerican
Indians and Africans: “the colonizers were themselves
the very product of colonization” (Voss, 2005:465).

The casta system also encouraged a certain amount
of fluidity; certain people were able to manipulate
their status over time, and at times changing dress
and behavior was sufficient to alter the category
within which one was placed (Voss, 2005:463-464;
see also Loren, 2005). Census records indicate that
Presidio residents were classified as Espafiol, Mestizo,
Mulato, and Indio.

Despite the potential for social division inherent
in the casta system, archacological evidence from the
San Francisco Presidio suggests that its residents
used material culture, foodways, and architecture to
develop a shared identity that transcended their mul-
tiple origins. Excavations at the site focused on a very
large trash midden within Building 13 that has been
tightly dated to 1780-1800 (Voss, 2005:465). A vari-
ety of evidence from the Building 13 midden demon-
strates relative material homogeneity among the
ethnically diverse presidio population (Voss, 2005:
465-467). Hollowware cooking pots—many of
which were locally produced, undecorated wares—
predominate in the midden ceramic assemblage, and
vessel size analysis indicates that most households
cooked and consumed meals individually. Food
remains are also relatively uniform and overwhel-
mingly consist of domesticated species, such as cattle,
wheat, corn, buckwheat, peas, and beans. Adorn-
ment items were relatively scarce.

The architecture at the site reveals a complementary
pattern. Initial residential construction at the Presidio
was done with a wide variety of building materials and
techniques, many of which were “endemic to the
northwest Mexican provinces from which the presidial
settlers had been recruited” (Voss, 2005:468). How-
ever, by the 1790s, adobe began to be used with
much greater frequency, and an 1815 expansion of
the quadrangle appears to have been built entirely of
adobe. Mud-brick architecture does not function par-
ticularly well in foggy Northern California, and con-
temporary observers expressed their frustration with
the material. Rather than being adopted for a func-
tional reason, Voss (2005:470) suggests that
adobe’s main advantage may have been that it
alone “was distinctly colonial.” Residential forms
and house size also became increasingly standar-
dized over time, and the presidio compound was
fully enclosed and its exterior facade made uniform.

Surprisingly, material traits associated with indi-
genous Californians are nearly absent at the San
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Francisco Presidio, including Native-produced cera-
mics, ground stone tools, wild foods (particularly the
deer, shellfish, wild grass seeds, and acorns typical in
the local diet), and (eventually) indigenous forms of
house construction. Voss suggests that the settler
community at the presidio gradually adopted a rela-
tively uniform set of material culture and residential
practices that served purposes of internal unification.
Crucially, it also differentiated residents from local
Native Californian groups: “Given that most of the
colonists were themselves descended at least in part
from colonized Mesoamerican Indians, it seems pos-
sible that colonial military settlers were materializing
through these practices what could not be accom-
plished through biological phenotype alone: a physi-
cal distinction between colonizers and colonized”
(Voss, 2005:467). Voss suggests that the presidio’s
residents as a community created a new regional set-
tler identity as Californios and that this can be termed
a process of ethnogenesis (Voss, 2005:465).

These three cases complicate the colonizer/colo-
nized dynamic in situations of true colonialism. Elite
architecture in Munster illustrates that colonized
populations were internally divided and that some
local leaders actively sought out positions of power
as intermediaries for the colonizing group. The Cape
Colony ceramics show the unintended consequences
of elite actions upon diverse subordinate groups
within settler society. The San Francsico Presidio
evidence demonstrates that the cultural diversity
seen in many colonial contexts, a product both of
the intermingling of people from diverse backgrounds
and the divisive intentions of legal codes like the casta
system, could on occasion be overcome with new
forms of unity. It should be noted that the new
unity of Californios was primarily an assertion and
solidification of the power over indigenous groups
that the presidio’s residents continued to hold.

Postcolumbian Archaeology
as Colonialism/Decolonizing
Postcolumbian Archaeology

It is crucial to note that the archaeology of the mod-
ern European expansion not only studies colonial-
ism, but also in some ways embodies colonialism.
Postcolumbian archaeology often impacts the

members of descendant communities who had sub-
altern positions historically and continue to do so
today, and if they are not vigilant archacologists
may use their privileged social position to reinforce
the political-economic relations of domination pre-
sent in the wider society. Descendants of the people
who lived at the sites being excavated arguably have
the most at stake when archaeology takes place,
since archaeology may desecrate the graves of their
ancestors, legitimize or delegitimize claims to occu-
pation of an area in the past, and/or form the basis
for land-use and policy decisions. But descendant
communities frequently are legally, physically, and
intellectually barred from interpretation of their
own past, and receive little of the material benefits
of archaeology (including jobs, prestige, knowledge
about cultural resources, and the like).

There is no question that archaeology in the past
acted in a colonial manner; this colonialism encom-
passed the day-to-day conduct of fieldwork, the
theoretical models used to interpret archaeological
remains, and the structure of archaeological dis-
course. Archaeologists were primarily upper-class
white men from Europe and its colonies and their
careers and research agendas were pursued with
little to no input from subaltern descendant com-
munities. McNiven and Russell (2005) provide a
critical overview of the colonial aspects of theories
about cultural difference and history that have been
(and in some cases continue to be) invoked by
archaeologists.

The 1915-1929 excavations undertaken at Pecos
Pueblo, New Mexico, under the direction of Alfred
V. Kidder (1958; Thomas, 2000:106-110, 216-218)
provide a key example of archaeological colonial-
ism. Pecos Pueblo was occupied from the 1200s
until its abandonment in 1838; the site contained
four sequential Spanish mission churches used in
the seventeenth through nineteenth century
(Levine, 1999:18-26). While Kidder’s rigorous use
of stratigraphic excavation and seriation and the
project’s contributions to the chronology of the
region rightly have been cited as methodological
breakthroughs in American archaeology (Thomas,
1999), the project also unearthed 1,938 burials,
including 56 interments from the nave of one of
the mission churches, and 59 “burials at length”
(extended burials), most of which Kidder (1958:279,
299-305) felt were “post-Spanish.” Excavations
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took place with minimal input from the descendant
community living only 110 km away at Jemez
Pueblo. The excavated skeletons (subsequently
housed at the Robert S. Peabody Museum in And-
over, Massachusetts) were used by the physical
anthropologist Earnest A. Hooton to argue that
the inhabitants of the Pueblo were composed of
multiple racial stocks, some “primitive” and some
“capable of higher cultural development” (Hooton,
1930:355, 362). As a consequence of the federal
Native American Graves Protection and Repatria-
tion Act (NAGPRA) of 1990, the remains were
returned to descendants and reburied at Pecos
Pueblo in 1999 (Thomas, 2000:216-218).

While legislative action and ethical reassessments
over the past 25 years have blunted some of the most
colonial aspects of archaeology, traces of earlier
practices remain. As Smith and Wobst (2005a:5)
note, “relationships between archaeologists and
members of Indigenous groups continue to be
unequal and asymmetrical.” Colonialism remains
ingrained in some legal processes. For example, in
New York state, American Indian graves on private
property receive little legal protection (since most
are unmarked, they are not legally classified as
“cemeteries”), and many cultural resource manage-
ment regulations have not been amended so that
American Indian Nations receive timely notifica-
tion about impacts on archaeological sites and
other areas of significance (Amato, 2002). Even
NAGPRA, hailed as a significant victory for indi-
genous groups in the United States, imposed tight
deadlines and severe financial pressure on indi-
genous groups seeking to recover human remains
and artifacts under the law (Ferguson et al., 1996;
Fine-Dare, 2002). Developments in the high-profile
Kennewick Man case seemingly guarantee main-
stream archacologists relatively unrestricted access
to older sites occupied by Indian ancestors in the
name of investigating “universal” human heritage
(Fine-Dare, 2005; Thomas, 2000).

Many archaeologists agree that there is a press-
ing need to “decolonize” the practice and theory of
contemporary archaeology (e.g., Silliman, 2008;
Smith and Wobst, 2005b; Watkins, 2000). The
most direct means to this end is to facilitate greater
indigenous participation in archacology and
increasing numbers of indigenous people are
becoming archaeologists and cultural resource

managers (Smith and Wobst 2005a). However,
archaeological practitioners (perhaps especially in
Postcolumbian archacology) remain overwhelmingly
of European descent, suggesting that revision of stan-
dard procedures to produce relations of cultural
entanglement should be an initial goal. One of the
major ways to do so is to replace the “top-down”
structure of archaeological discourse with one that
integrates members of the descendant communities,
archacologists, and other interested parties into the
research process as equal partners.

Applied anthropologists (e.g., Chambers, 2004;
Van Willigen, 2002) have developed a typology that
describes different forms of participation; their dis-
tinction between consultation and collaboration is
particularly useful. Consultation describes situa-
tions where archaeologists present the descendant
community with a fully developed research plan and
descendants are given the opportunity to comment.
While this process provides descendants with the
opportunity to restrict the actions of archaeologists
(by curtailing actions that are culturally interpreted
as desecration, for example), the descendant com-
munity’s role is largely reactive. Collaboration
describes a situation where archaeologists and des-
cendant communities mutually develop the struc-
ture and content of an archacological endeavor.
Two projects in the archacology of Postcolumbian
indigenous sites illustrate the distinction.

Janet Spector’s (1993) well-known investigation
at Little Rapids, a nineteenth-century Wahpeton
Dakota village in present-day Minnesota, provides
clear examples of both processes. During the early
stages of her project, Spector sent a letter to the
Minnesota Indian Affairs Intertribal Board (an
organization of indigenous groups) describing her
intended fieldwork, and the board responded with
their approval for the project (Spector, 1993:10-11).
Here, Spector consulted with the board and gave them
an opportunity to assess and potentially alter her
research design, but she did so only after plans for
the dig were already at a relatively advanced stage—
the site to be excavated had already been picked out,
and the research goals of investigating the site from a
gendered perspective had been determined. Spector
subsequently developed ties with Chris Cavender, a
Wahpeton cultural leader. Together they collabora-
tively developed a curriculum for the 1986 field school
at the site, incorporating lessons in Dakota language
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and culture, and interdisciplinary presentations on
local history and ecology (Spector, 1993:13-17).
Even here, however, indigenous involvement with
the archaeological end of the project was limited:
while the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council called
off excavations that had impacted a possible dance
ground (Spector, 1993:121), Dakotas had little posi-
tive impact on the conduct of fieldwork.

As Spector’s work demonstrates, many projects
begin with consultation and develop into collabora-
tion only when both parties have enough experience
with each other to form a relationship of mutual, if
not unqualified, trust. Few archaeological projects to
date have fully realized collaboration at every step of
the archaeological process, which requires descendant
community input into deciding whether excavation is
to take place; forming research questions; selecting
sites; making decisions about field procedures; deter-
mining what types of evidence should and should not
be collected in the field; specifying where collections
should be curated and how they should be treated;
analyzing the data; and writing up and publishing the
results of the project. The 1993 Pathways project
between the Innu Nation of Canada and the Arctic
Studies Center of the Smithsonian Institution (Loring
and Ashini, 2000:180-184) provides an excellent
example of a thoroughly collaborative project that
accomplished each party’s distinctive goals.

The project, developed by Smithsonian archae-
ologist Stephen Loring and Daniel Ashini of the
Innu Cultural Center, focused on Innu use of their
ancestral territory in the early twentieth century,
prior to their resettlement in sedentary villages by
the Canadian government. Innu goals for the project
were to obtain cultural resource management train-
ing for Nation members, facilitate on-site interge-
nerational contact between elders and youth in their
traditional territory, and help document occupation
of that territory for land-claims purposes. Archae-
ologists intended to collect excavation data, docu-
ment new sites, and record oral histories associated
with specific sites. Project members spent a month
in ancestral Innu territory. The group initiated
some excavations, aided by thoroughly trained
community members. But mainly the group tra-
veled to different sites and resource areas at the
bequest of elders who had hunted, fished, and gath-
ered on the land before resettlement. The elders
taught Innu youth subsistence practices, including

hunting, processing, and cooking techniques. The
opportunity to record Innu oral histories about
specific sites and practices as they were being told
to the youths perhaps provided the main value of
the project to archaeologists.

Collaboration in the Pathways project did not
stop with field procedures; it has also extended to
written work. Loring and Ashini’s (2000) co-written
piece contains explicit discussion of contemporary
Innu political-economic problems, linking the past
to the present in a way that few archaeological texts
do. It also frankly recognizes that local knowledge
and archaeological data do not always agree. The
authors outline how archaeology provides informa-
tion that (a) confirms what the Innu already knew;
(b) contributes to an elaboration of Innu percep-
tions of the past; and (c) offers perceptions “not
generally recognized by the Innu” (Loring and
Ashini, 2000:174). The final category includes the
surprising finding that sustained Innu reliance on
caribou hunting first developed during the eight-
eenth century as a consequence of their displace-
ment from coastal environments by Inuit groups
(Loring and Ashini, 2000:175). The article demon-
strates that coauthorship need not mean watered-
down “writing by committee” but instead can
include an acknowledgment of differences. Control
over writing is something that archacologists very
rarely surrender (see also Warner and Baldwin,
2004), but coauthorship may be one of the most
important steps to developing collaborative projects
with lasting and widespread effects. Excavations only
affect the small number of people that actually parti-
cipate and those they tell about the project, but dur-
able books, reports, and articles can be read by many
people across time and space. “Digging together” may
be the most effective way to improve relations in the
short term, but long-term improvement in the rela-
tionship between archaeologists of European descent
and subaltern descendant groups requires that archae-
ologists learn to write in new ways as well.

To sum up, these examples of archaeological
projects investigating the post-1415 European
expansion illustrate that archaeologists must be vig-
ilant in determining the specific contours of power
relations. Not all Postcolumbian intercultural rela-
tions can be characterized as colonialism, and to
label situations as “colonial” without adequate ana-
lysis of the structural limitations on the actions of
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both colonizer and colonized may underestimate the
power and autonomy of indigenous groups in the
past. Archaeologists must also be attentive toward
the political-economic implications of their actions in
the present, so as to transform the colonial structure
of prior archaeological discourse and practice into a
pluralistic archaeology thoroughly entangled with
the concerns of descendant communities.
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Landscape Approaches in Historical Archaeology:

The Archaeology of Places

Nicole Branton

Introduction

Landscape archaeology is a framework for model-
ing the ways that people in the past conceptualized,
organized, and manipulated their environments and
the ways that those places have shaped their occu-
pants’ behaviors and identities. Landscape archae-
ology is concerned with both the natural and the
human-built environment, as well as places that
are strictly symbolic. The landscapes in landscape
archaeology may be as small as a single household
or garden or as large as an empire. They may also
include a number of alternate landscapes nested
within them. Although resource exploitation,
class, and power are frequent topics of landscape
archaceology, landscape approaches are concerned
with spatial, not necessarily ecological or economic,
relationships. While similar to settlement archaeol-
ogy and ecological archaeology, landscape
approaches model places and space as dynamic par-
ticipants in past behavior, not merely setting (affect-
ing human action) or artifact (affected by human
action). Landscape archacology can be said to be
the archaeology of “place” (Anschuetz et al.,
2001:159), a paradigm that in its simplicity encom-
passes all the material elements of human—environ-
ment relationships through time (also see Pauls,
20006).

This chapter explores the landscape paradigm in
historical archacology, primarily from the perspec-
tive of North American historical archaeology.
After defining the components of landscape, it pre-
sents key themes in the application of landscape to
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the archaeology of the historical past. The chapter
concludes with a case study that illustrates the suit-
ability of a landscape approach to the analysis of
the material components of place, identity, and
power.

Landscape and Its Elements

Landscapes are bounded spaces in which human
behaviors occur. Landscape refers not only to
scale but to the nature and context of the bounded
space and the human behaviors that occur within it.
However, a landscape is not simply a container for
human action. A critical component of landscape
approaches in archaeology is the interrelationship
between a place and the human behaviors that
occur within it.

The natural occurrence of such minerals as gold
and silver, for example, made the mountains of
Colorado an ideal setting for the gold- and silver-
mining industries of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, drawing first prospectors and