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Global Archaeological
Theory

Introduction

Pedro Paulo A. Funari, Andrés Zarankin,
and Emily Stovel

In 1982, lan Hodder published “Symbols in Action”, crystallising a series
of ideas that opened the possibility of rethinking archaeology. At a later
point, Michael Shanks and Christopher Tilley (1987a and b) published
twoO seminal volumes aimed at reconstructing archaeology as a socially
informed and engaged discipline. A similar revitalization of archaeol-
ogy also took place in the early sixties when Lewis Binford proposed a
foundation for scientific archaecology. Processualism diverges from the
previous unitary paradigm of New Archaeology in its encouragement
of many different approaches, methods and perspectives, and in its
explicit political commitment. While ‘New Archaeology’ considered ar-
chaeology a hard science with one explicit and correct way of practicing
it, subsequent postprocessualism, including contextual or interpretative
archaeology, has led to a plurality of approaches.

The contextual perspective argues that archaeological practice is di-
rectly linked to a subjective scholar. The archaeologist connects the past
and the present and considers artifacts, archaeological practice and text
as discourse. Material culture is considered active in the construction of
subjects and subjectivities, in opposition to the processual emphasis on
material culture as adaptation to the natural environment and as a pas-
sive product of social activity.
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These two issues—artifact as active text and academic subjecti-
vity—although linked in postprocessualism, do not actually come to-
gether unless we argue that all aspects of archaeological investiga-
tion are considered historical, contextualized entities; including the
researcher, the objects they examine, and the interpretative frameworks
they employ.

In fact, postprocessualist scholars seem to consider all aspects of
archaeological investigation historical, contextualized entities: including
the researcher, the objects they examine and the interpretative frame-
works they employ. All are as actively and equally engaged in the
construction of culture and social structure as they are in its represen-
tation. What is so interesting about this subjective approach is that it
incorporates a plurality of readings, thereby implying that different in-
terpretations are always possible (Shanks and Hodder, 1995), and al-
lowing us to modify and change our ideas under the light of new infor-
mation and/or interpretive frameworks. In this way, interpretations form
a continuous flow of transformation and change and thus archaeolo-
gists do not uncover a real past but rather construct a historical past
(Jenkins, 1995) or a narrative of the past (Funari, 1995).

Twenty years have passed since the publication of “Symbols of
Action” and although traditional approaches in archaeology are still
widely used, we find that free spaces are created allowing us to get
away from the requirement of searching for a ‘true past’. New fields and
topics which were considered inadequate or even unthinkable at the
beginning of the 1980s are now common, such as gender issues, eth-
nicity, class, landscapes, consumption, and architectural archaeology,
among others (Andrade Lima, 1999; Buchli and Lucas, 2001; Delle
et al., 2000; Diaz-Andreu and Champion, 1996; Gero and Conkey, 1991;
Gilchrist, 1999; Grahame, 1995; Funari, 1993, 1994; Johnson, 1993;
Jones, 1997; Leone and Potter, 1999; McGuire and Paynter 1991; Miller,
1987; Miller et al., 1989; Parker Pearson and Richards, 1994; Zarankin,
1999). Of course, some of these have always been studied in archae-
ology, but now have a new element: a conscious and explicit political
interest on the part of the scholar and the subject. Renfrew and Bahn
(1993) have even suggested that “nowadays, archaeology is a tolerant
church that emlbraces lot of ‘different archaeologies’.” The metaphor of a
church betrays a Western homogenizing concept that tolerates diversity
to a point, but in essence archaeology is increasingly seen as a part
of social praxis; diversity, then, becomes an inescapable part of the
discipline.

Since the creation of the World Archaeological Congress in 1986,
archaeology has acquired both global and ethical dimensions. The at-
tendance of archaeologists from all over the world at the 15! Meeting
of Archaeological Theory in South America, sponsored by WAC, and
which took place in 1998 in Vitoria (Brazil), reflected a conscious attempt
to decentralise the discipline, from an imperialist point of view to an em-
powering one. This is the basis of the present volume too, having grown
though contributions by authors living outside the so-called wWestern im-
perialist core. From our standpoint, archaeological theory is a global



endeavour with a global perspective (Ucko, 1995) and incorporating,
above all, a critical political stance. A view from the periphery—be that
a geographical (from the most austral country in the world, Argentina)
or social periphery (from scholars of the poorer nations)—is fundamen-
tal to such a critical stance, since critical experiences and conditions
engender critical thought.

Thinking and discussing theory is a much more common practice
for the archaeologist than it ever was. South America, in particular, has
received and consumed an enormous number of theories developed
in Western countries. In recent years, however, there is an increasing
realization that theoretical and methodological debates are at the heart
of the discipline everywhere such that Latin America is no exception.
This book seeks to contribute further to the discussion of archaeological
praxis, starting with the gathering of several papers read at the meet-
ings in Vitoria,! but including other works as well.? Despite the variety
of approaches represented here, all of the papers focus on fundamen-
tal theoretical issues found in the discipline and thus both engage and
represent the very rich plurality of postprocessualism discussed above.
We consider archaeology a useful tool for deconstructing homogenous
pasts created by master narratives because it explores and empowers
all those histories excluded from official normative discourses. The fol-
lowing contributions consider topics such as gender, the meaning of
material culture, the archaeology of aesthetics and images, and radical
archaeological thought, among others.

Archaeological Theory in Action

The chapters of this book are characterized by a number of themes
which are explored in relation to diverse theoretical, methodological, and
historical contexts. Five themes are thus explored, followed by a com-
mentary from Matthew Johnson. Issues in archaeological theory are dis-
cussed in Section I by four contributors, two of whom are South Amer-
ican. Julian Thomas begins our discussion by exploring the “inherently
social character of material culture” and the political focus of archaeolog-
ical practice, thus setting the groundwork for many of the subsequent
papers. He asserts that archaeologists are responsible for cracking open
sealed (modern) understandings of the past through understanding past
relationships which is itself only accessible by recognizing the active
role of objects in the past. And usefully, he asserts that we can and will
be rigorous in our model building because although our interpretations
are ‘subject to our subjectivities’, they are also flexible in the face of
new phenomena and thus “reality is always symbolically mediated, but
this does not make it any less real” (Thomas, this volume).

Exploring another take, Karlsson asks us ‘Why is there material cul-
ture instead of nothing?’. In answer to this complex question, the author
employs Heidegger and distinguishes material culture as a physical rep-
resentation from the major process in which the material manifestation

3
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is only the final result. In essence, he considers both present and past
people shared ‘Being’ such that we come together on the nature and
perception of material culture because of that shared existence. Here
too we find Guarinello's discussion of the challenges to symbolic ar-
chaeology, demonstrating that (almost) new models need revision and
reflection, and attempting to provide general characteristics of an ‘ac-
tive symbolic material culture’. Moreover, he critiques the provision of
meaning for material culture without written substantiation because, as
before, this process allows for the archaeologist to assume their inter-
pretations are in some way similar to prehistoric meanings. To ward
against this, we must contextualise our symbolic work with detailed con-
sideration of the (pre)historic conditions that surrounded the symbolic
system under study. Finally, Alberione provides an interesting consider-
ation, both in substance and in style, of the recurrent tension between
written and material texts/documents in Historic Archaeology and the
role of the archaeologist/author in reading and constructing sites. All
authors explore the interplay between the two active and in invested
participants in an archaeological investigation: scholars and material
culture. We conclude, along with Thomas, that this similar activity and
political engagement should be explicit and requires a non-western
component.

Section I, ‘Archaeological Theory and Methods in Action’, offers
case studies of and new views on innovative models in contemporary
archaeology. Orser, for example, begins from the utility of network the-
ory to the construction of a global historical archaeology to propose
that archaeologists must focus on the connections and connectors be-
tween people and groups in the past. For a truly complex understand-
ing, we must examine large and small scale connections, including
global patterns of social articulation. He provides a good schematic
picture of what network analysis can offer archaeology and a brief ex-
ample of new questions arising from its application in the archaeol-
ogy of Palmares, Brazil. Funari, on the other hand, compares the ur-
ban settlement planning of the Spanish and the Portuguese in the New
World. This little explored juxtaposition provides interesting insight into
the comparative method and two different symbolic material modes
in the colonial past that still mark urban environments today. Alberti
explores the putative difference between gender and sex with refer-
ence to cross-cultural evidence that bodies, sex, and gender are con-
structed differently by different communities at different times, and that
we cannot postulate the existence of a natural body against which so-
cial categories are imposed. Here we see that bodies, not just ob-
jects, are integral to the construction and representation of world-views.
Politis seeks to inject the impact and objects of children to the study
of the past by providing key correlates for children's material produc-
tion and consumption through analogies collected in modern hunter-
gatherer communities. Such ethnographic data show that children were
significant producers of material culture, especially in residential camps.
Finally, Stovel explores the possibility of studying identity construc-
tion in the past, and the antagonistic foundations of this new model,



through the case of interaction between inhabitants of the Tiwanaku
polity and San Pedro de Atacama in northern Chile between 200 and
1000 AD.

The third Section, ‘Space and Power in Material Culture’, focuses
specifically on the relationship between space and power within the
active role of material culture in diverse cultures and periods. Lazzari
begins by making a critical revision of the use of space in models of
exchange in archaeology, proposing the need for a reformulation based
in social theory, specifically in the sense that we must consider the pos-
sibility of resistance and the construction of status through trade and
long-distance interaction. She demonstrates the utility of this reformu-
lation with a case study from the Formative Period (600 BC-AD 1000)
in Northwestern Argentina where ‘distance’ is not seen as an abyss that
prehistoric actors needed to ‘overcome’ in their exchange networks.
Rather, different distributions of various material forms suggest that
these groups were producing and consuming goods within “a variety
of interaction relationships and networks” (Lazzari, this volume) that also
served the negotiation of conflict and power.

Acuto and Zarankin consider the manipulation of space in particular
as a vehicle for the creation and maintenance of power relations. The
former develops the specific spatial mechanisms of domination used
by the Inca Empire, including the physical and cultural recalibration of
place and hierarchy in the landscape of conquered peoples. He cites
the imperial installation of a totally new spatial organization that not only
reproduces the power structures of the Inca, but situates them as the
ancestral and spiritual foundation of each conquered community. The
latter author demonstrates how transformations in the design of pub-
lic elementary schools in 19" and 20" Century Buenos Aires shared
the same principles of restricted access while reflecting an important
shift—from a Disciplinary Society to a Control Society—in the under-
standing of control and socialization which entailed changing percep-
tions of the role of schools and of the citizens they ‘produced’. Senatore,
on the other hand, considers the underlying Enlightenment principles
evident in the planning and implementation of the Spanish coloniza-
tion of Patagonia during the 18" Century. There, in the southernmost
colony Floridablanca, we see the manifestation of desires to construct
and replicate the ideas of a ‘modern” society. In all of these cases we
are yet again confronted with the simultaneous reflection and construc-
tion of ‘the social' (Io social) that is found in both the production and
consumption of material culture (including texts and otherwise), and of
archaeological reports.

Section 1V, Images as a Material Discourse’, deals with the potential
of iconographic analysis in archaeological research. Three contributors
demonstrate the unique difficulties of this key component of archae-
ological research. Prous returns to the perennial concern with the
validity of modern meanings inferred from prehistoric imagery and
how different archaeological schools have produced diffterent interpre-
tations of past imagery. He quite rightly reiterates that meaning is cul-
turally determined, but insists that the time and space that separates

5
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us from past peoples should not deter our symbolic analyses. Mod-
ern archaeologists can see the symbolic interpretations they produce
as heuristic tools useful for approximating past meanings and for un-
derstanding ourselues better. In other words, he claims (Prous, this vol-
ume) that, “our view of rock art manifestations is more sensitive to their
‘artistic’ aspect than prehistoric peoples were”. This is because we ex-
press our linkage with a consumerist society in which art is a “per se
product.” In other words, that our interpretations are culturally deter-
mined does not prevent us from understanding the past, nor does it
prevent us from understanding the present which is, in the end, the ul-
timate goal of archaeology. In turn, Chevitarese provides a detailed and
fascinating examination of the decline in various motifs characteristic
of rural scenes found on Classical Grecian Attic vases during the 5™ and
6" Centuries BC. Several formal, design, and thematic changes in the
iconography of these vases help us understand long-term, deep-seated
tensions between images and conceptualisation of urban versus rural
environments, and may have been a product of a significant reorien-
tation in Greek society at the time toward more urban interests. In the
end, urban values and themes of city life are argued to reflect a growing
Athenian imperialism.

As is patently clear, this volume is interested in the relationship be-
tween archaeology and politics. Diaz-Andreu (1999) has already com-
mented that political aspects of scholarly knowledge have increas-
ingly entered the core of the discipline. As such, the final section,
‘The Construction of the Archaeological Discourse’, encompasses a se-
ries of papers concerned with this very issue. McGuire and Navarrete
consider the differences between the radical archaeologies of North
and South America, stating bluntly that Latin American Social Archae-
ology demonstrates a more critical and ‘revolutionary’ character than
its simply Tebellious’ Anglo-American counterpart, Marxist Archaeol-
ogy. In fact, Social Archaeology engenders and reflects more political
praxis than its more reflective and diffuse northern partner despite a
similar dedication to social reform and critical knowledge building be-
cause of the intellectual and political history of Latin America, and the
current patterns of funding and political activism in each professional
sector.

Both Ferreira and Pindn, in turn, see archaeology as a tool of the
hegemonic classes during two moments in the formation of the Brazil-
ian nation insofar as it supported oppressive identity regimes that reified
race and class differences. In other words, the subjective nature of ar-
chaeological investigation, if unquestioned, can reflect and enact mod-
ern power imbalances that archaeologists would wish to counteract.
Such is the case explored by Noelli, where the excessive dominance of
one theoretical and methodological framework in Brazil from the 1960s
and 1970s until the present lead to difficulties in articulating archaeo-
logical and ethnographic data, certainly in the case of the Jé&. Noelli
provides a detailed reconsideration of the issue thereby demonstrat-
ing the real dangers of relying on one investigative perspective alone.
In addition, he opens new avenues for research and confirms the



value of proposing multiple interpretive models. It is this intimate his-
torical and political examination of Brazilian archaeology that makes
Noelli's contribution so thought-provoking and complementary to a sim-
ilar analysis provided for Argentina by Podgorny and colleagues. This
last paper not only considers the specific adoption of New Archae-
ological premises in Argentina during the 1960s and 1970s, but it
also attempts a rigorous historiography of the discipline, thus avoid-
ing the more common personalized discussions. As a result, the au-
thors provide an intimate picture of the development of two archaeo-
logical modes—the cultural historic school and American culturalism—
that were actually more integrated that previously thought. Of even
more interest is their consideration of the diffusion of academic texts
and journals which has rarely been considered in the intellectual
histories of Latin America, despite its obvious importance. In fact,
they argue that more texts were available to scholars than usually is
presumed. Finally, Matthew Johnson provides a commentary on all
contributions.

The preceding discussion demonstrates how intertwined much
current theoretical work is in archaeology. It also shows that varied
and apparently contradictory perspectives share similar underlying
interests in political action and scholarly engagement. Theoretical de-
bates are increasingly relevant to archaeologists, and issues of meth-
ods, theory, personal and professional goals, data collection and analy-
sis are all integral to this endeavour. The views of contributors coincide
and contradict, but this is the nature of a pluralistic science. While total
consensus is unlikely, this diversity ensures we are flexible and open to
change and that we are conscious of the necessity of this very quality
for the promotion of politically engaged research and action.

Most papers in this volume explore ‘processes—of representation,
of knowledge construction, of material production and exchange—such
that it seems odd to label them ‘postprocessual. In fact, it would ap-
pear that postprocessual analyses require even more dedication be ap-
plied to archaeological research such that each subjective element, be
that object or person, be it in the present or the past, is fully exposed in
terms of its social and political ramifications. It is within the detailed pro-
cess of constructing, producing, representing, and changing that these
interests are detected. This volume does not undertake to explore these
political underpinnings to excise them and thus attempt a more objec-
tive, uncompromised perspective. Instead, it proposes we identify the
common political commitment (bad and good) found in the prehistoric
and historic production of objects, self and knowledge, such that we
can commitment ourselves in the present, and thereby recognize and
develop our underlying political engagement.

Here action means not just enacting theory in methods and analysis,
but also acting as politically aware and engaged scholars that incorpo-
rate diverse critical approaches to improve understanding of the past
yet also to improve our contribution through knowledge and deeds to
the struggle for the improvement of social conditions in the core and the
periphery.

7
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2That is, Acuto, Alberione, Chevitarese, Ferreira, Funari, Guarinello, Pinén, Sequeira,
Senatore, Stovel, Zarankin.

References

Andrade Lima, T., 1999, El Huevo de la Serpiente: Una arqueologia del capitalismo em-
brionario en el Rio de Janeiro del siglo XIX. In Sed Non Satiata: Teoria social en la
arqueologia latinoamericana contempordanea, edited by A. Zarankin and F. Acuto,
pp. 189-238. Ediciones del Tridente, Buenos Aires.

Buchli, V., and Lucas, L. G., editors, 2001, Archaeologies of the Contemporary Past.
Routledge, London.

Delle, J., MrozowskKi, A., and Paynter, R., 2000, Lines that Divide: Historical Archaeologies
of Race, Class and Gender. University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville.

Diaz-Andreu, M., 1999, Nacionalismo y arqueologia: del viejo al nuevo mundo. Revista
del Museo de Arqueologia y Etnologia Suplemento 3:161-180.

Diaz-Andreu, M., and Champion, T., 1996, Nationalism and Archaeology in Europe. UCL
Press, London.

Funari, P. P. A., 1993, Memo&ria histérica € cultura material. Revista Brasileira de Historia
13:17-31.

1994, Rescuing Ordinary People’s Culture: Museums, Material Culture and Education in
Brazil. In The Presented Past, Heritage, Museums and Education, edited by P. G. Stone
and B. L. Molineaux, pp. 120-136. Routledge, London.

1995, A cultura material e a construcao da mitologia Bandeirante: Problemas da identi-
dade nacional brasilera. Ideais (Campinas) 1:29-48.

Gero, J., and Conkey, M., 1991, Engendering Archaeology: Women and Prehistory. Black-
well, Oxford.

Gilchrist, R., 1999, Gender and Archaeology: Contesting the Past. Routledge, London.



Grahame, M., 1995, The House of Pompeii: Space and Social Interaction. Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Department of Archaeology, Southampton University, England.

Hodder, 1., 1982, Symbols in Action. Cambridge University Press, London.

JenkKins, K., 1995, On What is History: From Carr and Elton to Rorty and White. Routledge,
London.

Johnson, M., 1993, Housing Culture: Traditional Houses in and English Landscape. Smith-
sonian, Washington D.C.

Jones, S., 1997, The Archaeology of Ethnicity: Reconstructing Identities in the Past and the
Present. Routledge, London.

Leone, M., and Potter, M., editors, 1999, The Historical Archaeology of Capitalism. Plenum
Press, New York.

McGuire, R., and Paynter, R., 1991, The Archaeology of Inequality. Blackwell, Cambridge,
MA.

Miller, D., 1987, Material Culture and Mass Consumption. Blackwell, Oxford.

Miller, D., Rowlands, M., and Tilley, C., 1989, Domination and Resistance. Routledge,
London.

Renfrew, C., and Bahn, P.,, 1993, Arqueologia: teorias, métodos y prdcticas. Akal,
Barcelona.

Shanks, M., and Hodder, 1., 1995. Processual, Postprocessual and Interpretive Archae-
ologies. In Interpreting Archaeology. Finding Meaning in the Past, edited by 1. Hod-
der, M. Shanks, A. Alexandri, V. Buchli, J. Carman, J. Last and G. Lucas, pp. 3-29.
Routledge, London.

Shanks, M., and Tilley, C., 1987a, Reconstructing Archaeology: Theory and Practice.
Routledge, London.

Shanks, M., and Tilley, C., 1987b, Social Theory and Archaeology. Polity, Oxford.

uUcko, J., editor, 1995, Theory in Archaeology: a World Perspective. Routledge, London.

Zarankin, A., 1999, Casa Tomada: sistema, poder y vivienda familiar. In Sed non Satiata:
Teoria Social en la Arqueologia Latinoamericana Contempodnea, edited by A. Zarankin
and F. Acuto, pp. 239-272. Ediciones Del Tridente, Buenos Aires.

9

INTRODUCTION






Materiality and the Social

Julian Thomas

In this contribution I intend to consider some problems concerning
material things and social relations, which arguably derive from the
intellectual structure of our own discipline. Archaeologists, obviously,
study the material traces that human beings leave behind them, and on
that basis they attempt to understand past societies. Necessarily, this
means that we are placed in the position of having to reflect on the
relationship between the social and the material, because this directly
affects the Kinds of statement which we can legitimately make about the
past.

It can be argued that our discipline is burdened with a way of think-
ing which is characteristic of modernity, and which we might charac-
terize as ‘Cartesianism’. I will suggest that this actually impedes our un-
derstanding of the material culture of the pre-modern past. But at the
same time I am aware of the irony that archaeology is itself a product of
the modern era. It was the parallel development of commodified, linear
work-time and of the nation-state, that fuelled an interest in the origins
of particular peoples and nations (e.g., Trigger, 1989). However, | do
not wish to argue that there was a particular point at which the west-
ern world became modern’. Rather, 1 suggest that modernity represents
a particular relationship between people and their world which gained
coherence over a long period of time (Foucault, 1984).

AS Bruno Latour (1993) argues, one of the characteristic elements in
modern thinking has been a separation or segmentation of the rich and
complex elements which make up the world into distinct and bounded
categories. And the understanding is that the things which surround
us naturally divide up into classes, which are discouvered by science,
rather than created in discourse. As the range of discursive categories

11
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multiplied, so new analytic fields were generated, and archaecology was
one of these. With its practice of uncovering the hidden past, and strip-
ping away layers of detritus in order to disclose older and more pro-
found realities, archaeology provides the perfect paradigm for modern
thought. Structural linguistics, in its search for the deep generators of
language, or Freudian psychoanalysis, identifying the sedimented strata
of the personality, have both relied on the metaphor of archaeology in
setting up a separation between surface and depth. It seems that as
a means of gaining knowledge of the past, archaeology has a model
of depth and surface, or of ancient truth needing to be recovered from
contemporary ruin, written into its constitution.

[ want to argue that the scientific revolution and the Enlightenment
did not so much discover the order of nature as construct it, and that by
implication modern thought has been involved in a general process of
alienation. This is not simply an alienation of workers from their prod-
ucts, but of human beings from the world of material things. In this re-
spect, recent ethnographic work has been very instructive in demon-
strating the ways in which non-western modes of thought emphasize
the relational character of existence (e.g., Strathern, 1988). As soon as
we are able to divide the world up into bounded categories of things,
many of the relationships in which people find themselves are sev-
ered, or at least obscured. SO people can come to appear as self-
sufficient and internally motivated units, and ‘their environment’ can be
reduced to a series of boxes in a flow-chart. Presented as separate en-
tities, things or units can be valorized against each other (Jordanova,
1989). One entity can be held to be more solid than another, or to
underlie another, or to give rise to another, or to be more fundamen-
tal than another. This is the principle which gives us the logic of eco-
nomic base and cultural superstructure, unconscious and CONscious
self, essence and substance, authenticity and superficiality. It is very
interesting that in this way of thinking we can equally well argue that
biology provides the basis for social life, or that deep generative struc-
tures provide the basis for human thought. So both materialism and
structuralism can be accommodated within these patterns of modern
thought: in either case one entity is being set up as primordial in re-
lation to another. One thing is presented as a given foundation, and
another is assumed to be derived from it. This way of thinking has
been described as a metaphysics of substance or presence, since it
presents particular objects as being so fundamental that they evade
analysis.

From my point of view, the most significant aspects of this way
of thinking are the distinctions between culture and nature, and mind
and body, which are conventionally associated with René Descartes
(Cottingham, 1992). For Descartes, mind and body are different Kinds
of substance, so that the human being is a Tational animal, a bio-
logical entity onto which some ephemeral extra element has been
grafted (Heidegger, 1993). In a similar way, nature is understood as the
given worldly material which is transformed and enlightened by culture.
Culture then represents the cognitive aspects of human progress, which



can subdue or dominate nature, the substantial. Our problem is that
archaeology is implicated in this process by which we turn the world
into objects observed by subjects, but that this process actually ren-
ders our subject matter incomprehensible. Archaeologists study mate-
rial culture: something which is, within the Cartesian scheme of things,
a contradiction in terms (Thomas, 1996). Consequently, I would argue
that archaeology has consistently attempted to reduce material culture
to an essence, which then has to be located either in the realm of ideas
or that of physical presences.

For example, the archaeology of Britain and America in the first
half of this century was dominated by forms of culture-history which
presented artifacts as the material manifestations of internalized norms
and values (e.g., Childe, 1936, 1942). Members of a given culture group
shared the same ways of making and decorating pottery because they
shared the same mental templates. But because these things were
locked away in the sphere of the mind, and because the minds of dead
people are now lost to us, the meanings of ancient artifacts are effec-
tively beyond consideration.

I think that we can start to see the extent of these problems if we
think for a moment about the way in which Karl Marx discussed mate-
riality. Marx, of course, was one of the great theorists of alienation, but
I think that we can argue that his focus on production remained deeply
modernist in character. Marx recognized that under capitalism objects
are severed from their producers through the operation of wage labor,
so that they can circulate freely as alienated commodities. However, he
maintained the distinction between culture and nature, so that raw mate-
rials are seen as having been taken out of an essentially passive nature,
and transformed into artifacts through the application of human labor.
AS Marx (1970: 177) puts it, “man. . . opposes himself to Nature. . . in or-
der to appropriate Nature’s production in a form adapted to his own
wants.”

So Nature constitutes a storehouse of resources, whose utility is re-
alized through the application of human labor. The relationship is an op-
positional one, in that the ‘work’ of nature in producing resources is cat-
egorically different from the human action which frees those resources
for use.

From an archaeological point of view, the disadvantage of this per-
spective is that it presents material culture as no more than a product or
reflection of society. According to this argument, society logically pre-
cedes any material substance which is taken up and transformed into
an artifact. As a result, social relations come to be perceived as meta-
physical and inter-subjective. If we accept this, archaeological evidence
becomes no more than a pale reflection of relationships which are now
entirely vanished. And the most that we can hope to do as archaeol-
ogists to is find the pattern of those relationships somehow preserved
in their material outcomes. However, it is clear that many non-western
communities do not acknowledge any distinction between culture and
nature, and I think that this should prompt us to think more closely about
both social relationships and materiality.
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Now, many recent forms of social thought have replaced a concern
for social morphology (‘the social unit is composed of...such-and-
such”) or social structure (“the social unit is underlain by . ..such-and-
such”) with a framework based on social practice. In these perspectives,
the social becomes something which people do. One way of expressing
this is to say that social life involves the working of relationships. This,
hopefully, conveys a sense of people’s engagement in social conduct.
The notions of social morphology and social structure both tend to
promote the perception of society as something which is thing-like—
a bounded entity, if you like (Laclau and Mouffe, 1987). A shift toward
social practice therefore has significant implications. Firstly, the social
ceases to have any grounding essence, and it is seen instead as repro-
ducing itself through continual performance. Secondly, it is evident that
diverse social practices such as agriculture, exchange, ritual and craft
production will rarely involve exactly the same groups of people, and
need not all be bounded within the same social group. Different activ-
ities may have distinct yet overlapping constituencies. These may cut
across lines of gender, ethnic affiliation, age and class. Indeed, each of
these group identities may be seen as, to some extent, the outcome of
social practice, rather than purely a pre-existing framework within which
social life is conducted. Shirley Strum and Bruno Latour (1987) put this
very nicely, by suggesting that we are never ‘in’ a society so much as
struggling to define one. So the effect of this insight is to remove ‘soci-
ety’ from its pre-eminent position as an object of analysis, replacing it
with ‘the social’, which is an unbounded field or space. As a result, this
concern with practice brings about a shift from a focus on entities to
one on relationships.

Now, one of the better-known examples of an approach to social
life which stresses relationships over entities is Michel Foucault's work
on power (Foucault, 1977, 1978, 1980). Foucault argues against what
he calls the ‘juridical’ conception of power, which sees it as something
which can be held and dispensed by a ruler, principally as a means
of restricting the actions of others. Power, he says, is not a thing or a
commodity, and it cannot be held, stored or monopolized. It is a re-
lational network in which people find themselves immersed. It also is
not separate from other Kinds of relationships—power is immanent in
all forms of relationality. Moreover, power is not a contract that peo-
ple enter into from outside. People do not create power relationships:
power relationships produce people. By that [ mean that we come to
recognize ourselves as human subjects because the language that we
use to talk about ourselves, the ways of acting and communicating,
and the cultural stereotypes that make us intelligible to others are all
imposed on us: they are all effects of power. In this sense, power re-
stricts us, but it also facilitates our actions. All of the things which our
culture imposes on us—{rom means of statement to forms of identity—
become the resources through which we realize our own goals and
objectives.

If we accept that the social is a field of relationships rather than a
bounded entity, 1 think it becomes easier to recognize the inherently



social character of material culture. The social is a hybrid, which mixes
up human and non-human elements (Latour, 1993). Human activities are
rarely conceived and executed by a single person, or brought to fruition
within a single mind. More often, we use ideas and materials which have
been affected by the actions of others, negotiate with others to define
the form that the project will take, and channel our intentions through
material things in bringing about our design. So, for instance, writing an
academic paper involves engaging with books and papers written by
others (which exist in a material form), discussing ideas with colleagues,
and writing on a computer—with much of the content emerging in the
act of writing itself. The process involves the negotiation of a series
of alliances and associations, both with people and with objects. So
you could say that you have a productive alliance with the computer,
which is maintained until the printer ribbon breaks, or whatever. [ would
suggest that all of these connections are social in character, and that
“socialness’ extends to all of the relational involvements in which human
beings are implicated.

Material culture is therefore not simply a product of society, it is inte-
gral to society. It follows that materials which remain from the past are
more than evidence for a vanished entity: they are a part of that entity
which is still here with us in the present. As such, of course, they are re-
contextualized. Back in the 1960's and 70’s, when many archaeologists
were trying to claim a scientific status for the discipline, it was main-
tained that the ‘archaeological record was a Kind of laboratory of human
behaviour. In other words, archaeological evidence was something in-
ert, which was bracketed off from both the past and the present. I am
suggesting quite the opposite: these materials are part of now vanished
social formations, and they have a cultural significance in the present.
A very clear example of this would be Stonehenge in southern Britain,
which both embodies aspects of past social practices, and has a variety
of different modern meanings (Bender, 1998). Stonehenge is implicated
in various notions of ‘Englishness’, and it is claimed and presented in
various different ways by English Heritage, the National Trust, the Or-
der of Druids, new age travelers, earth mysteries enthusiasts, and so
on. To a greater or lesser extent, I would suggest that this is true of all
material culture: it is implicated in a set of social relationships, and yet
those relationships keep shifting as the historical process unfolds itself.
So the task of the archaeologist becomes a twofold one: to attempt to
identify through critique the modern understandings within which the
evidence is now embedded, and to ‘re-animate’ it through interpreta-
tion. Interpretation is an attempt to re-work past relationships, by putting
agency back into the material fragments of the past. Necessarily, what
one ends up with is a reading of the past which is of and for the present,
but I think its also one which is grounded and constrained by the material
evidence.

So far, so good. I am arguing in effect that archaeological practice,
by engaging with material things, provides a Kind of allegory for past
social life. However, I should like to complicate matters somewhat by
thinking a bit further about the character of materiality.
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Philosophically, materiality has often been connected with irre-
ducibility: that which exists materially simply is (Butler, 1993). This, after
all, is the foundation of empiricism. However, it may be a mistake to
imagine that simply because we can see and touch a thing we can
grasp it in its entirety. That much would imply an unmediated transfer of
objective information into the brain. This might be a description of the
way in which a very sophisticated machine might function, but I do not
think that it is how human beings operate in their world. When we appre-
hend the world, we do so through language, symbols, and concepts.
If we were to want to argue that ‘the real world exists independently of
language’, for instance, we still have to do so through the medium of
language. However, this does not condemn us to insisting either that
there is a real material world which can be transparently apprehended
by consciousness, or that there is only language and signification. It is
important to tread a fine line between these two extreme positions. Lan-
guage does not bring the world into being, or create a fantasy existence
which hides reality from us. Instead, language is the means by which
the material world is revealed to us. We can recognize things because
we have the concepts at our disposal to apprehend them. Where our
concepts are inadequate to grasp what we encounter, we create new
ones. So reality is always symbolically mediated, but this does not make
it any less real.

What this means in practice is that when we have an experience of
some phenomenon, we experience it ‘as’ something or other. We hear
birdcall, we taste honey, we feel a walking-stick, we smeel the pine
trees, and so on. The experience and its interpretation are coextensive.
It is only when something is incomprehensible, through its unfamiliar-
ity, that we focus on it analytically and try to define what it might be.
Even then, it tends to be our available stock of language which gives
us the resources through which we rationalize our new experience.
Robert Mugerauer gives a very good example of this process when
he describes the earliest European travelers and colonists entering the
American west. Unable to describe the alien land-forms which they en-
countered in the vocabulary of Old World landscapes, they resorted to
an architectural lexicon of ‘vaults’, ‘spires’ and ‘crenellations’ (Mugerauer
1985).

This suggests that materialization is not just given; it is a process,
in which the physical world is gradually disclosed to us (Hull, 1997).
Of course, we are never aware of all of the objects that surround us at
once: our concern is directed toward things with which we are involving
ourselves at a given time. This is principally a matter of the tasks and
projects in which we are involved. So cleaning the floor directs my inter-
est to the broom that I use, even though my absorption in the task might
mean that this involvement is implicit and unconsidered (Heidegger,
1962). Thus two senses of ‘mattering’ are interconnected: we are aware
of things matter-ing (being material) because they ‘matter to us’, they are
significant. So signification does not merely describe or reflect materi-
ality, it provides the conditions under which materiality can be recog-
nized and make sense. This begins to break down any idealist notion



that language and symbols operate in a rarefied cognitive realm, sepa-
rate from material reality. Signification, or discourse, is something which
happens in the real world, and which articulates relationships between
real things.

Of course, it follows from what I have been arguing already that sig-
nifying practices are implicated in relations of power and knowledge.
Our differential positioning as people, and our differential access to
knowledge provide us with distinct ways of giving voice, and varied
chances of being recognized as an authoritative speaker. Similarly,
inscriptions and material symbols are more or less likely of being rec-
ognized depending upon the conditions under which they are encoun-
tered. So it follows that materialization is an effect of power. Judith Butler
(1993) has documented the way in which human bodies have to per-
form in approved ways, citationally repeating a regulatory norm, in or-
der to secure cultural intelligibility as a ‘man’ or ‘woman’. The alternative
is to lie outside what can be readily comprehended, in abjection. But
even artifacts will be understood in different ways by people who come
to them with different understandings which emerge from different so-
cial experiences. Occupying different positions in the network of power,
people will interpret their material surroundings in different ways. In un-
derstanding my give rise to hegemonic struggles over the definition of
reality. However, it would be a mistake to argue in these circumstances
that one group has a true appreciation of the situation, while another is
laboring under false consciousness.

So, to try to come to some sort of conclusion, I have suggested that
modern thought, which separates the mental and the material, or soci-
ety and nature, into distinct spheres makes the enterprise of interpreting
material things appear both too easy and too difficult. The empiricists be-
lieved that the status of objects was self-evident. [ am suggesting a much
more complex situation, which makes the study of artifacts at once
more challenging and potentially more rewarding. Human social life is
inherently relational:everything we do, and everything we are is realized
through relationship. The material world is not extrinsic to those relation-
ships, and artifacts are implicated in the ways that we create meaning
and carry out our everyday lives. For an archaeologist, this means that
the task of attempting to understand the past becomes more like an-
thropology. We attempt to engage with the material evidence, just as
the ethnographer enters into a conversation with his or her informants.
But at the same time, I am suggesting that the apprehension of the mate-
rial world is a social phenomenon. How things are materialized depends
upon the language, the concepts, the experiences, and the power rela-
tions which converge on a particular experience. So just as we cannot
look back at the ancient past and imagine that those people understood
their own bodies in the same way as we do in the present, we equally
cannot imagine that the significance of material culture is fixed and
changeless. This underlines the point that the conversation between
past and present that is involved in interpretation is one which can never
be fully completed. The more we know about a past material world, the
more we are likely to find that we fall short of a total understanding.
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Archaeology and the
Meanings of Material
Culture

Norberto Luiz Guarinello

Whether considered as a more anthropological or more historical disci-
pline, archaeology is a science of objects, which one nowadays more
commonly calls ‘material culture’. No matter how we define culture,
though, it involves communication and meaning and the archaeolo-
gist’'s task may be defined as that of extracting, or rather of propos-
ing meanings to objects produced by human cultures. That task is
surrounded by great difficulties, quite different from those presented
by written texts or oral tradition. It is now almost common sense
that objects communicate, or are rather means for communication, ei-
ther between contemporaries (their producers and users) or through
time, as monuments from the past that we try to transform into doc-
uments. Since the 60's Semiotics and Anthropology have been trying
to decipher the world of things by imagining it is structured like a
language, with its own grammar, syntax, and vocabulary. In archae-
ology, the most daring experiment in this sense was perhaps that of
David Clarke (1968, 1972), but it had no followers and the parallel be-
tween language and material things seems in fact to lead to a dead
end. More recently, the emphasis in archaeological theory has shifted
from language, understood as a signic system, to symbolic systems,
with all the complexities associated with the interpretation of sym-
bolic meanings. Considering material culture as a symbolic system
opens an extraordinarily fertile field of investigation, but poses new
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problems and difficulties. It the last of these I wish to explore further
here.

The growing interest in symbols is a recent phenomenon. The so
called New Archaeology, still largely predominant in the USA and the
Americas, is a case in point. In the 60's and 70's, new archaeologists
were more interested in establishing what they thought were the sci-
entific foundations of the discipline. They employed a once fashion-
able method—the so-called hypothetico—deductive method—and de-
veloped a view of the evolution of human societies which centered on
ecological or adaptive factors. Even if they did not totally disregard ideol-
ogy or symbolism, they tended to treat them as a sub-system of society,
dependant on technology or adaptive forces. Their interpretation of past
societies was based on models of a universal character: on any given
level in the evolutionary scale, societies in the same adaptive situation
would display the same correlations or regularities between technology,
social organization and social symbols or ideology. Symbols were not
forgotten, but surely they were not the main concern (cf. Binford, 1983).

Since the late 80's, however, things have changed rather swiftly. Ar-
chaeology has entered postmodernity and the focus of innovative the-
ory has moved to England, particularly to Cambridge, where lan Hodder
assembled a group of young, thought-provoking archaeologists whose
work has been most influential. The ‘postprocessual school has some
interesting characteristics (see Shanks and Hodder, 1995) that warrant
further consideration:

1. Their theoretical basis is sought from outside archaeology, mainly
from continental philosophers like Foucault, Derrida, Bourdieu
and even Nietsche (Bapty and Yates, 1990; Tilley, 1990).

2. Discourse is their main theoretical category. Everything is con-
sidered discourse or text, be it material culture or the works of
contemporary archaeologists.

3. Science is regarded with suspicion, as an instrument of power
which imposes a western attitude on the rest of the world, or the
scientists’ own views onto the general public.

4. They tend to disregard technological or adaptive factors as be-
ing less important than symbolic ones, that is to say, than the
meanings of material culture.

So the meaningful character of material culture has come to the
forefront of archaeology. Objects are no longer considered simple and
passive reflections of technology or social organization. Material culture
is considered to be an active, structuring dimension of human societies
and its meanings, as a fundamental dimension of human life. At times,
it seems to appear as the determining one. However, in order to in-
terpret the meanings of material culture, they totally reject the compar-
ative, cross-cultural and evolutionary presuppositions of the old New
Archaeology.

To postprocessual archaeology, every human culture has its own
symbolic structure that can only be understood in its own terms, that



is to say, in the very specific context that produced it. The only way
of interpreting the meaning of material culture would be to recreate the
specific contexts in which the objects were meaningful, thus to make a
contextual analysis of them. Material culture is considered to be struc-
tured much like a text, or rather to be a text, with all the difficulties a
text poses to the reader, with all the infinite readings a text offers to the
readers (Hodder, 1990).

This conception of material culture has some interesting points. On
one hand, it seems very pessimistic in its emphasis on the opacity of
material culture, on the difficulties it encounters in comparing different
contexts, on the multiple possible readings it admits and proposes. On
the other hand, it is also too optimistic in its boldness in exploring the
symbolic dimension of material culture and the robustness of the read-
ings they propose. Their assumption is that the local context would cer-
tainly supply, to the attentive archaeologist, all the Keys to the interpre-
tation of the objects they find.

Nonetheless, their actual interpretations of the meanings of ancient
objects do not always seem convincing. Moreover, they do not ever
keep to the reading methods they propose. In fact, from their theoretical
papers one would expect very thick descriptions of archaeological con-
texts which would be the Key to the revealing of the symbolic meanings
of the objects found therein. In practice, we find little of this. lan Hodder,
for instance, has recently turned his attention to the early Neolithic of
Southeastern Europe and the Middle East (Hodder, 1992). This period
represents to him the domestication of man in Europe. His central idea is
that in order to domesticate plants and animals, these societies had first
to domesticate themselves and that they achieved this by material and
symbolic means. So, the female statuettes abundantly found in early
Neolithic sites are regarded as instrumental to and a statement of this
process of domestication. He appropriately rejects the old interpretation
of them as symbols of the Mother Goddess. But his own interpretation
is not without its methodological faults. How does he extract meaning
from the female statuettes? well, it is a complex operation. His point
of departure is the assumption that these societies were organized by
the opposition between house and wilderness (in his words domus x
agrios). To settle in houses, societies had to be afraid of the wilderness.
So, terrible symbols of the wild were put inside their houses. The stat-
uettes of women are also found within the houses, as opposed to the
terrible images of the wilderness: “the metaphor of the women was a
central part of the idea of domus” (Hodder, 1992: 246) so they are proof
that women were associated with the house, with home, cooking and
agriculture. Hodder oscillates between seeing this association as a sign
of women’s power in that society or rather, of their submission (Hodder,
1992: 257). He really proposes both in successive papers, only to reject
them both and to conclude that his own interpretations were based on
a sexist, male’s outlook (Hodder, 1992: 258). More importantly, when he
does propose an interpretation he employs universal categories and not
contexts! Sheer archaeological context seemed to be unable to reveal
the meaning of the statuettes. And in fact, his interpretation is based on
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a binary opposition (home-wild) very like those of Levi-Strauss (culture-
nature) or even those employed by Leroi-Gourhan in his interpretation
of Paleolithic rock art (Leroi-Gourhan, 1985). It is true that he argues that
this categories are particular to this area and period, but they are not
in any way contextual or particular, but very abstract ones (as Hodder
himself admits, 1992: 251).

By these critical remarks 1 do not intend to deny the relevance
and importance of postmodern archaeology and the significance of the
questions they put to all archaeologists and social scientists. But be-
fore trying to interpret the symbolic meaning of material culture or even
proposing it as the main task for archaeology, we should pay more at-
tention to what symbols are and, above all, to what limits the archae-
ological documents themselves impose on their study. After all, what
do we mean by affirming that material culture is symbolic? That is a
difficult question. The very definition of symbol is debatable. One can
find many definitions of it in the literature of the Social Sciences, among
anthropologists, psychoanalysts, philosophers, semioticians and even
archaeologists. Some people equate sign and symbol with the linguistic
sign, so that symbols seem to have an arbitrary but very precise and
circumscribed meaning; that is, they refer to precise, identifiable things.
The majority however, use symbols in relation to specific Kinds of sign,
which are not completely arbitrary, but are produced by metaphors,
analogies, metonymies, etc. Symbols in this view express things that
may not be precise or rather, they allude to things which cannot be
expressed by words. They communicate in specific ways, quite un-
like the linguistic sign. Such are religious symbols, or those of psy-
choanalysis, either Freudian or Jungian. (Augé, 1982; Dévereux, 1979;
Maquet, 1982).

This second meaning of symbols seems more useful for interpret-
ing material culture; symbol as an allusion, a reference to things not
expressed and not necessarily expressible by words, as signs with a
surplus of meaning. These symbols may be very private and particular,
but they are always a statement of social meanings, of shared beliefs,
common identities or even social conflicts. We are surrounded by these
social symbols, they give us unity and a sense of a common life. In
terms of material culture, symbols are objects especially invested with
emotion, objects that serve to communicate. But is all communication
symbolic? Do all cultural objects function as symbols? I do not believe
so. As | see it, there are many levels of meaning in the objects. Any
object is part of a human transaction, be it in its production, distribution
or consumption, and so all objects are means of communication. But
some of their meanings are unintentional, others are consciously em-
ployed to communicate, others yet are explicitly produced to communi-
cate. If we forget for a moment that objects may be differently invested
in their meanings (from unnoticeable to highly effective), we can reduce
the meanings of objects to different spheres.

The most concrete one is functional. Objects indicate their use by
their material, form, and decoration. The meaning of a cooking pot
is to cook. Form seems determined by function as an almost signic



relationship. That is the way Moles (1972) analyses table services and
the arbitrary meaning of each piece within a set. One may suppose
a code behind the objects which is structured like a language by the
sheer play of opposition in their forms. Of course this is mostly true of
service sets; that is, groups of objects associated with a specific ac-
tivity and with specific functions within it. That is not true of all material
culture. Archaeological interpretation at this level of meaning poses spe-
cific problems given the high degree of arbitrariness in the form/function
relationship found in all human societies. In effect, different cultures em-
ploy different objects to execute similar functions, like forks and chop-
sticks, or similar objects to do quite different things. So frequently we
cannot predict the functional meaning of an object from a foreign culture
just through its form.

On a more general level, objects are a fundamental part of social
communication, joining people together or pulling them apart. They are
everywhere; they constitute the world we live in. They are the products
of humans yet are themselves socially productive. Objects approximate
and differentiate groups of people in the process of their production,
either by the sheer division of labor between sexes or age groups or
through different forms of class exploitation; they create and reinforce re-
lationships through their distribution and exchange within and between
societies and they materialize and express social positions through their
consumption. Objects even unintentionally express and are the materi-
alization of social identities and differences. We can propose to identify
a group, a tribe, a series of tribes by their pottery, haircut, dressings,
funeral practices, houses and so on. At the individual level, we can
sometimes identify a potter by his style, even if this particularization
was unintentional.

Modes of consumption also intentionally express identities and dif-
ferences and the spans of identities and differences admitted in a given
society or between societies. Objects classify human beings, include
or exclude, substantiate and express identity and differences in gender,
age, occupation, religious beliefs, football teams, birthplace, wealth or
lifestyles. Objects offer a range, more or less open to individual choice,
of possibilities to communicate social identities and differences, to large
sectors of society as well as to the individual consumer of modern soci-
eties. The distribution of objects reflects and materializes in this way the
structure of a society. The important point is that their meaning depends
on a code which is not in themselves, but is produced elsewhere, in
the social relationships which constitute a society. Objects are thus not
structured like a text, as the postprocessualist would say (i.e., Hodder,
1990). They have no internal code, no unifying meaning or authorship,
no frozen meaning to be differently read. Different societies will have
different structures of objects, some more egalitarian, some highly dif-
ferentiated in forms, functions, qualities and quantities. The interpreta-
tion of the meaning of material culture depends on the interpretation of
the society producing and using it.

At a more abstract and profound level, objects can loose precise
reference values and signify or communicate a structured code outside
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their meaning. Arrangements of objects may produce very complex sets
of meanings by way of allusion, metaphor, analogy, in a very imprecise,
impressionistic manner. This is an everyday experience. When we en-
ter someone’s house, the objects inside it and the house itself enable
us to classify their owner in a general way, as rich or poor, middle-class,
blue or white collar, and to have a feeling of the tastes of the occupants.
But this perception is not a precise one, it is always open to different
interpretations. The objects themselves and their arrangement produce
an ambpiguous discourse, an almost polyphonic one. As many authors
have already pointed out, from different perspectives, we organize our
world and express ourselves through the use and arrangement of cer-
tain objects, but the structures we find in the objects are more symbolic
than signic (Baudrillard, 1968; Douglas and Isherwood, 1979).

At last, there are specific objects which are produced precisely for
their shared symbolic content, like artistic (aesthetic) and religious ob-
jects, or recently created national symbols. These are the most difficult
for the archaeologist to decipher. Their meanings are not strictly struc-
tured nor fixed but metaphorical, paradigmatically structured, meaning-
ful only to specific partners in often ritualized use. These intentional
symbols have always had a surplus of meaning; they synthesize beliefs
and emotions; they are highly affective and can represent quite differ-
ent things to different people even in the course of a single event or
within the same ritual in which they are employed. Their meanings can
be socialized in very different degrees, from very particular symbols,
impressed in specific objects to which individuals attribute unshared
meanings, understandable only to themselves, to those which can en-
compass the collective emotions of a whole group of people.

Material culture is thus a complex matter. In a sense, it means much
more than its meanings. It is a fundamental part of human existence and
of social relations: it is a means to action over the world and over people,
it enables and forbids people to take part in social practices, it signals
and symbolizes, it expresses, it indicates, it classifies. It, or parts of it,
may have different meanings, from very private to social ones, more
exclusive or more widely shared; meanings that may be contrastive or
even contradictory within a given society; meanings, it must be said, are
never given, they are interpreted, imposed or negotiated. Objects are
thus a matter of power relations, as has been repeatedly stressed by
archaeologists over the last few years. The control over objects, be it in
their production, distribution, or consumption, is a way of controlling the
social practices of everyday life and defining the production of meaning
within a given society. It is part of the permanent self-structuring process
of any society.

The process of interpreting material culture may seem easier to
those who believe in the universal character of symbols, who treat sym-
bols as the statement of the human mind and psyche in general, like
psychoanalysts and structuralists. Some very interesting interpretations
have been made using these assumptions, concerning for instance
myths or religious symbols. 1 {ind them, however, highly speculative
and they do not appeal to my taste.



Be that as it may, the interpretation of material signs and symbols
does remains a major concern for archaeologists. I think we should be
more cautious about our interpretations. Today it seems old-fashioned
to remember the famous ladder of inference proposed by Hawkes in
1954, but it remains valuable. For Hawkes, archaeology would find it
increasingly difficult to understand the meanings of objects as it pro-
gressed from technological questions through economic, social and
finally ideological ones. I think he was essentially right.

AS has been seen, my examples have been drawn from prehis-
tory. That is because prehistorians are confronted with greater difficul-
ties than classical archaeologists in interpreting their materials. After all,
classical archaeologists do have written texts. 1 do not entirely agree
with Moses Finley (1989), to whom prehistory was an almost impossi-
bility, and medieval and contemporary Archaeologies perfectly useless.
But I do agree with him that Classical archaeology occupies a special po-
sition within the various existing archaeologies. Classical Archaeology
has access to a plethora of written sources, together with well known,
published, classified, dated archaeological material of excellent quality,
together with a long tradition of reflection and analysis behind it that
puts it in a very special position within archaeology.

However, while written sources are excellent guides in the study
of material culture, they pose their own problems to archaeological in-
terpretation. In fact, objects and texts, even if produced by the same
society in the same period, are different dimensions of reality and
their relationship is never immediate (Andren, 1998). Material culture
is neither a reflection of literature/written culture, nor its illustration.
AS we saw, it has its own levels of meaning. This is true of objects
in general and particularly of iconography, which 1 take here as an
example.

Iconography, or the imaging of objects, may be decorative or sym-
bolically invested, narrative or paratactic, figurative or abstract. The
important point is that it has its own rules. Mythological scenes, for
instance, are not mere translations of written myths, they are the state-
ment of myths by way of images. Think of Etruscan iconography and
the problems it poses to interpretation: are the images on Etruscan ob-
jects from the VII BC merely decorative, or a banalization of Greek myths
and art, or a precise reference to Greek myths, or to their own mythi-
cal narratives (Camporeale, 1965)? well, we do not have, after all, the
Etruscan texts. But the same uncertainty is present in the interpretation
of Athenian iconography from the V and IV centuries BC. Think of the
women in Dionysian pottery scenes: are they maenads or nymphs?
(Carpenter, 1986, 1997).

In fact, what written sources offer us are just possible interpreta-
tions, by contemporary men, of the meanings of some of the objects
or images they used to employ and see. They can show us some of
the possible or more diffused interpretations, but not the real and only
ones. Think only of the apothropaic meaning of the phallus, which Latin
literature presents either according to its attractiveness or on its aw-
ful ugliness. Sometimes, iconography seems even to contradict written
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sources, as in the case of the recently recovered paintings at the sub-
urban baths of Pompeii, with scenes of lesbianism.

The truth is that material culture is very resistant to interpretation
by archaeologists. Almost by definition, we cannot see the objects in
use, we cannot ask the users about the meanings they attributed to
them, we cannot attain the deep understanding modern Anthropology
would require. So archaeologists have to give them their meaning and
suppose that this was the ancient and prevalent one. How to do this?
To answer this question we must return to our levels of meaning. Pro-
duction and technologies may be studied in themselves. Service sets
present recognizable structures that we may identify, provided that we
establish the right correlation between form and function. On the other
hand, to decipher an object as social classifier we need a model of the
society which produced, distributed, and consumed it. This may seem
a circular argument, but in fact we do need an interpretation of the soci-
ety prior to the interpretation of the objects through which we intend
to understand that society. Finally, to interpret symbols we need writ-
ten sources, but even they give us but a range of possibilities and not
real meanings. The comparative method is important at all these levels,
but understandably more in the first. The interpretation of symbols, as
defined here, is the most difficult and risky. It depends on a hardy combi-
nation of universal and particular contexts. It represents a frontier zone,
where explanation becomes understanding, where a dialogue between
the past and the present becomes possible, including all the uncertainty
of real life. There is no way out; to interpret the meaning of something
we must give it its meaning.
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why Is There Material
Culture Rather than Nothing?

Heideggerian Thoughts and Archaeology

Hakan Karlsson

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to elucidate and discuss a fundamental,
ontological question which appears to have been forgotten and simpli-
fied in the discourses of contemporary archaeology. This question is,
‘Why is there material culture rather than nothing?’ In accordance with
its purpose, and the question just put forward, this paper is quite philo-
sophical in nature. It presents a discussion that is probably unfamiliar to
most archaeologists. Despite this fact, [ would encourage the reader to
continue, because the actual discussion leads to further questions that
are of crucial relevance both to archaeologists and to archaeology.
Irrespective of which theoretical approach we take, we can easily
agree that the past material culture that we deal with as archaeologists
exists before our eyes, but what about its Being? By Being, and this is a
central point, I do not mean the visibility or appearance of phenomena.
In accordance with the later reasoning of the German philosopher Martin
Heidegger, I rather refer to Being as the process that makes everything
that is manifest, that makes it appear. It is Being that renders possible,
and determines, all that is (Heidegger, 1927: 2-15; 1953: 14-15; 1954b:
16-17, 85, 106, 137-149; 1957: 57-67). This argument concerning the
ontological difference between Being and beings is probably unfamiliar
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Figure 3.1. The megalith known as ‘The Dwarfs’ House’, Lindome parish,
Vastergotland, Sweden.

to most archaeologists, because we usually refer to the Being of material
culture as the fact that it is manifest in a physical way. It is there in front
of us, it is present before our eyes, and it can be experienced. We do
not distinguish between Being and beings.

How then do we conceive of the Being of the megalith shown in
Figure 3.1? And how do we conceive of the Being of the illustration
itself? In the fact that they are visible and manifest, or in the process
that renders them manifest?

Traditional Ontology

Probably most of us would refer to the Being, both of the megalith and
of the illustration, in accordance with the first proposal, i.e., as the fact
that they are manifest in a physical way. We, then, approach the Being
of these beings in the same way as the traditional Aristotelian and Pla-
tonic, post-Socratic philosophers. But at the same time we are not aware
of Being as the process that renders phenomena manifest. In this tradi-
tional approach, Being as process becomes just the visible appearance
of phenomena, instead of the crucial process that makes them appear,
i.e., there is no awareness of the ontological difference between Being
and beings.

This traditional view of Being has been with us since Plato and
Aristotle, and it was further developed and strengthened by, for in-
stance, Descartes and Kant. Plato interprets Being as idea, as that which
is seen in the visible, the aspects that are offered by the phenomenon in
its presence (Plato, 1935: VI, VII). Thus, Plato lets the consequences of
Being (the appearance and presence of beings) take the place of Being
as process, and Being and being are considered identical. The ultimate
outcome of the unawareness of Being as the process of appearance is



that the (ontological) difference between Being and beings is forgotten.
Being is interpreted by Plato and his successors as the visible appeatr-
ance of phenomena, while the subjective perception of the present phe-
nomenon becomes central. The idea becomes a paradigm (ideal), and
the appearance of a phenomenon is considered to be the emergence
of a copy that can be judged in accordance with the ideal. The appear-
ance of something is, from now on, a visible appearance in accordance
with an ideal located in human consciousness. This leads to a division
of the world into subject and object, into thinking (consciousness) and
object (of consciousness), i.e., a division between human thinking and
Being as process. Within this framework, the human subject and his or
her consciousness are conceived of as a thinking entity that produces
representational ideas of the world in which it exists, which means that
the world becomes centered on the subject and its production of ideas.
Wwe all know the consequences of this anthropocentric ontology, as it
comes to us mainly through the reasoning of Descartes and Kant: the
objectification and use of human beings and animals, the view of truth
as a correspondence between subjective ideasand the subjective per-
ception of objects, the endeavor to find measurable, secure truths that
develops through the modern project, and the striving for human con-
trol, reason, logic and dominance. In accordance with this, traditional
metaphysics or ontology is anthropocentric in its nature, because it con-
siders the human production of ideas to be the center of the world. From
this it does not follow that all traditional metaphysics is idealistic in its
nature, but rather that the traditions of both idealism and realism argue
solely about the ontological status of beings, while they have in com-
mon the fact that they do not recognize the unity between Being and
human thinking that precedes any distinction between subject and ob-
ject. In a simplified manner, it can be stated that the main reason for this
anthropocentrism is to be found in the unawareness of the ontological
difference and the unity between Being (-as-history) and human thinking
(Heidegger, 1947: 5-52; 1953: 79-80, 91, 137-140; 1954b: 133-136;
1969: 66-70). Is there an alternative, and what does it look like? Is it
possible to conceive of the Being of the megalith in the illustration and
the Being of this illustration, not as the fact that they are visible and man-
ifest, but in accordance with the second proposal, as the process that
makes them manifest?

Pre-Socratic (Late Heideggerian) Ontology

According to Martin Heidegger's later reasoning, pre-Socratic philoso-
phers such as Parmenides and Heraclitus did not work within the
framework of a forgotten-ness of the ontological difference, nor did they
neglect Being as the ultimate foundation for everything that is manifest.
They did not conceive of the relationship between human beings and
Being as contradictory; rather, they viewed the human capacity to think
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as a response to Being (-as-history). Being was therefore conceived of
as the ultimate ground for everything, that is, including our human ex-
istence (Heidegger, 1953: 104—111; 1954b: 175; 1957: 14-17).! Thus,
pre-Socratic reasoning are reversed if compared with the post-Socratic
ones. But what does this imply? Are we, as human ‘beings’, and our
thinking determined by Being (-as-history)?

According to Heidegger, Being is responsible for the crucial call that
gives us something to think about in the first place. Thus, our thinking is
still an activity that takes place in our consciousness, but our Conscious-
ness (and our capacity to think) are grounded in Being. Thinking, then,
is not a question of the production of representational ideas, but rather
of openness towards that which calls upon us to think, an openness
in which we let the truth of Being appear against the background of its
own initiative. In this context, truth is not conceived of as correspon-
dence, but as disclosed-ness (aletheia). This means—something which
is rather unfamiliar to most of us—that it is not we who point to things,
but rather things that show themselves to us in the event in which Be-
ing, as a process, lets them be seen by us. Accordingly, we can have
different opinions concerning a specific phenomenon, but it is Being, as
a process, that is the ultimate foundation for the fact that there is a being
to have opinions about (Heidegger, 1947: 54-57; 1954b: 33-40, 84-90,
147-149; 1959: 19-20; 1962a: 39-40). For instance, we can interpret
the actual megalith as the ‘House of the Dwarfs’, in accordance with the
1 7h-century view, or we can interpret it as a grave. And we can interpret
the illustration as a reflection of the empirical reality or as some black im-
pressions on a piece of paper. The point is that both the megalith and
the illustration are (still) there. This analysis implies that Being, when
disclosed by our thinking, is partly identical to, or rather united with, the
nature and activity of thinking. The relationship between Being and the
thinking of human beings is one of mutual dependence, in which we, as
human beings, ‘dwell' in Being. This is because Being needs our think-
ing as an opening from which it can come forth, at the same time as we
need the openness of Being (Heidegger, 1947: 111-120; 1953: 75-76;
1954a: 187-204; 1954b: 4-5, 33, 146-149, 158; 1957: 18-19, 23-41;
1959: 49-59).

But how is it possible that a human being can be brought forward
in Being, at the same time as a human being resolves for, and receives,
the disclosure of its own ground? Heidegger states that our requirement
of truth is the foundation for the relationship between us and things, and
that this relationship occurs as history (Heidegger, 1957: 64; 1959: 56—
60; 1961: 481-485, 489). Here history is to be conceived of as a mode
of knowing and not as the happenings and deeds of the world or as the
cultural achievements of human beings. The fundamental thing in his-
tory is not its sequential nature, but rather historical thinking. we should
look for history where the articulation of the nature of things occurs.
Such history relates human beings to things, because, through it, things
are sustained by the human requirement that they shall become true
(unconcealed), at the same time as this requirement of truth means a
requirement that the nature of things shall be brought forth. Thus, the



articulation of the nature of things is an aspect of the disclosure (truth)
of Being as process. But, as already mentioned, human thinking and
our possibility of articulating the nature of things is at the same time
grounded in Being as process. Thus, Being as process is the source
and origin of all articulation and all thought, and therefore also the source
and origin of history. In a simplified way, it can be stressed that Being is
history (Heidegger, 1947: 81; 1954a: 277; 1969: 1-26, 1989: 494).

Does this mean that Being (-as-history) is the origin of all kKinds of
thinking about the Being of beings? Is Being the basis for both pre-
Socratic and post-Socratic ideas of Being? According to Heidegger, this
is exactly how it is. Being has a history (in a more traditional interpre-
tation of the concept) that is grounded in the different historical artic-
ulations (ideas) of Being (Heidegger, 1950: 311-317; 1953: 70, 143;
1957: 55-67; 1959: 56-59; 1969: 1-26; 1975). But the point that Hei-
degger means is that Being as a process (in itself) is dynamic in its na-
ture. Therefore, our historical articulations of Being (grounded in our
transcendental structures of experience, i.e. our pre-understanding) is
not the foundation for this history; rather, our thoughts are solely the
opening from which Being comes forth in different shapes throughout
different historical epochs. Therefore both our understanding and our
pre-understanding are grounded in Being (-as-history), and not in our
(anthropocentric) transcendental structures of experience.

But does this reflection on the dynamics of Being (-as-history) not
create a passive human being, who is totally determined by Being and
who cannot influence history? The crucial question is, whether we have
some Kind of freedom within these structures. Heidegger stresses that
we cannot influence the turning of Being and that we do not know when
this turning will come or whether it will come at all (Heidegger, 1962a:
37-47). But at the same time we still have the opportunity to let beings
be what they are. We have the freedom to allow others to become what
they are and to accept our mutual dependence. We also have the oppor-
tunity to pose fundamental questions about Being (-as-history) and the
relationship between ourselves and Being (-as-history). We can prepare
ourselves for the turning of Being (Heidegger, 1943: 16-18; 1953: 16-24,
290-30, 120-121, 124-130; 1962a: 37-47). From my point of view, this
project, directed towards the fundamental structures of our existence,
is the opposite of passivity.

From this, it follows that the actual question (Why is there material
culture rather than nothing?’) ought to be answered by saying “Because
Being (-as-history) lets it appear through our thoughts”.

Contemporary (Post-Socratic) Archaeology

Are these considerations of any relevance to archaeology as a disci-
pline or to us as archaeologists? I believe that they are both relevant and
important. This is primarily because the dominant, contemporary, west-
ern, archaeological approaches (cultural-historic, functionalist, Marxist,
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processual and postprocessual) and the different approaches that can
be classified under these simplified headings seem to be more or less
anchored in post-Socratic anthropocentrism. For instance, it is obvious
that both processualism and postprocessualism conceive of the Being
of past remains as the fact that they are visible and manifest, and not
as the process that makes them manifest. This is the case whether the
meaning that we ascribe to past remains is conceived of as a present,
socio-ideological construction or whether it is viewed as a product of sci-
entific methodology. Thus, both processualism and postprocessualism
work within the frameworks of post-Socratic metaphysics and anthro-
pocentrism. This implies that, whichever of these approaches we use,
we shall be concentrating on beings (things/artifacts) as beings, while
remaining unaware of Being (-as-history), i.e., the process or way by
which everything that is comes forward in our thoughts. In other words,
we are not aware of the (ontological) difference between beings and
Being, nor are we aware of the unity between our thinking and Being
(-as-history). This implies that both processualism and postprocessual-
ism solely pose consciousness-centered questions to past remains and
never answer the questions that emanate from the Being of these be-
ings. This is the case whether we argue from a position where our ideas
(independently produced in our consciousness) can be tested and ana-
lyzed in a methodological manner against the material reality or whether
we claim that our socio-political context forms our ideas and thus the
meaning of the material world. This context is still considered as con-
structed solely as a consequence of our human subjectivity, and thus
indirectly by our human consciousness. It can therefore be concluded
that the primary similarities between processualism and postprocessu-
alism lies in the fact that advocates of these standpoints just argue about
the ontological status of beings, while they have in common the fact that
they do not recognize the unity between Being and human thinking that
precedes any distinction between subject and object.

Needless to say, the dichotomy between subject and object cannot
be deconstructed within the framework of these anthropocentric con-
jectures, nor can the subject become decentered. Processualism fo-
cuses upon the reality of the past that we as (independent and isolated)
thinking human beings must decode through objective methodologies,
and postprocessualism concentrates upon the subjective construction
of the past that takes place in our context-dependent consciousness.
Thus, the dichotomy between subject and object is unaltered in both
approaches, and the anthropocentric concentration upon the human
consciousness cannot be deconstructed, because these approaches
do not recognize the ontological difference and the unity between Be-
ing (-as-history) and human thinking. It may also be stressed that beings,
such as past remains, are treated as a form of standing reserve that is al-
ways at the disposal of our subjective will. This is the case whether we
set them up as independent objects or as subjective constructions.?
From this, it follows that, within the framework of anthropocentrism,
archaeologists seem to use the past and its material culture as just a
form of standing reserve that we can handle in accordance with our



will and our desires etc. In other words, the unawareness of the onto-
logical difference and the crucial power of Being (-as-history), inherent
in both processualism and postprocessualism, implies that these ap-
proaches are carried out within the same, post-Socratic, metaphysical
framework.

To some of us, the proposed question, and the discussion of this
question presented above, seem to be completely irrelevant: there are
objects of material culture (megaliths as well as illustrations) because we
can see them, touch them or use them in accordance with our ideolog-
ical or existential projects, etc. The crucial question rather seems to be
how their meaning is considered, as a past or as a present construction?
Of course, I do not deny the epistemological differences between pro-
cessualism and postprocessualism where these issues are concerned;
the point is that the questions concerning the meaning of material cul-
ture are secondary in comparison with the forgotten question that I have
put forward above.® The question of whether the actual megalith is a
‘House of the Dwarfs’ or whether it is a grave is secondary, as is the
question of whether the illustrations in this paper are some black im-
pressions on a paper or a reflection of the empirical reality. This will be
the case as long as we have not tried to answer the primary question
of why these phenomena are there at all.

From this, it follows that contemporary archaeology, or rather con-
temporary archaeologists, are not aware of, and do not use, the existen-
tial potentials inherent in Being, while most of us seem to have come to
halt in the dead end of post-Socratic metaphysics, i.e. in the dichotomies
between subject and object and in anthropocentrism.

A (Late) Heideggerian (Contemplative Archaeological)
Approach

Having attempted to shed some light on the complexities in late-
Heideggerian reasoning, | would now like to consider how such a rea-
soning could influence and enrich our archaeological practice. Needless
to say, the discussion below is just a brief outline, highlighting some rel-
evant themes in this complex issue, and it ought to be stressed that the
structures of these themes are simplified because they are inseparably
interlaced with each other.*

Awareness of Our ‘Dwelling’ in Being (-as-History)

A contemplative archaeology inspired by late-Heideggerian thought
could enrich archaeology primarily because, in a self-reflective manner,
it lets archaeologists understand the ultimate foundations of our human
existence and our human thinking. It lets archaeologists become aware
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of the ontological difference, and the unity between Being and beings,
i.e., between Being (-as-history) and our human thinking. In other words,
this archaeology is under way on the question of thinking, i.e. it thinks
about thinking and it is open in relation to Being and lets it appear against
the background of its own initiative. At the same time, it follows a mid-
dle path, where we need the Being of beings at the same time as the
Being of being needs us, or rather our thinking.

Deconstruction of (Post-Socratic) Metaphysics

In a contemplative archaeology, Being is not conceived of as a passive
part of beings or as a subjective idea of beings. Being is rather that
which calls upon us to think. Through the awareness of our ‘dwelling’
in Being, this approach presents us with the ability to move beyond
the traditional, post-Socratic view of Being, the secondary dichotomies
between idealism and realism, constructivism and objectivism, subject
and object, and present and past, and to de-center post-Socratic an-
thropocentrism, (i.e., the division between Being and human thinking)
without leaning towards these traditional dichotomies. This approach
prepares us to accept that these dichotomies are secondary in relation
to the fact that it is Being (-as-history) that is the primary origin of our
temporality and our thinking, as well as the ultimate foundation for the
coming forth of Being in our thoughts and in our faculty of speech, i.e.
the foundation for everything that is. In such an approach, one is well
aware of the (ontological) difference, and the unity between Being and
beings, as well as of the power of Being (-as-history), in other words, of
the fact that our ‘dwelling’ in Being precedes all forms of post-Socratic di-
chotomy, as well as post-Socratic anthropocentrism. This means that a
contemplative archaeology also transcends the traditional, post-Socratic
views of the content of concepts such as truth, logic and meaning. Truth
and meaning are no longer conceived of as being produced solely as
a consequence of the ideas and ideals that dwell and are produced in
human consciousness, and the correspondence between these ideals
and some objectified beings. Truth and meaning are instead conceived
of as the coming forth of Being (aletheia) in human thought. Logic is de-
constructed as an instrument for the judgment of correct or incorrect
thoughts and statements, as a consequence of the fact that thinking is
no longer (in the manner of unawareness) divided from Being. In con-
templative archaeology, thinking, Being (as logos) and truth (aletheia)
are re-united. Thus, the actual deconstruction is directed at both ideal-
istic and realistic standpoints and at some processual and postproces-
sual standpoints in contemporary archaeology. The main purpose of
this deconstruction is to stress the ontological difference and the cru-
cial relationship and unity between Being and beings, i.e. to stress that
Being (-as-history) is the forgotten foundation for all forms of thinking, a
foundation that precedes every interpretation of the ontological status
of beings.



Another View of Beings

A contemplative archaeology that lets beings be ought to include a re-
spectful attitude towards other beings (in the form of things or artifacts),
when we conceive of them as something other than just a standing re-
serve that is there simply for our benefit, pleasure or use. The most
fantastic thing about past and present artifacts is not what they are but
rather that they are and that they have the same origin as ourselves. It
is these beings, or rather their Being, that gives us the framework of our
orientation in the world. These beings cannot be conceived of solely as
interpreted objects that stand in a dialectic relation to a subjective inter-
preter, i.e., Being (-as-history) is the foundation of both archaeologists
and their thoughts and for the (past and present) material culture. Thus,
it is also the foundation of our ability to ascribe meaning to other beings.
I do not reject the postprocessual view of the meaning of the past as
a present construction. My point is that this construction is grounded
in the temporality of ourselves and the beings that we handle and that
the ultimate foundation of this temporality is to be found in the Being of
beings (Being-as-history) and not solely in our subjective (or in the post-
processual case, contextualise) choices. To understand these thoughts,
we have to realize that, even though the past and present material cul-
ture does not bear any final meaning in itself, it, or rather its Being, is
still the source of what archaeologists know and do. We can ascribe
different meanings to a specific phenomenon, such as a megalith, but
the main point is that it is and that it is occupying our thoughts. If it had
not been there, its meaning would not have been a problem to us. In
accordance with the previous discussions, these remarks must not be
understood in a realistic way, because it is Being (-as-history) that is re-
sponsible for the fact that there are artifacts, as well as human thinking,
rather than nothing. Needless to say, the situation in which Being lets
beings emerge through our thoughts is an interlacing between human
thoughts and Being.

In other words, Being needs our capacity to think and our ‘dwelling’
in Being. From this, it may be argued that the interest of a contemplative
archaeology lies first and foremost in the coming forth of the Being of be-
ings, through our thinking and our faculty of speech, and not in method-
ological control, in the search for past meanings or in the present, socio-
political use of material culture, i.e., the interest is directed towards truth
as aletheia and our ‘dwelling’ in Being and truth.

Theoretical Pluralism

I want to suggest that a contemplative archaeology is directed towards
the fundamental, ontological grounds for everything that is. Through
this sort of contemplation of our relationship to the Being of beings,
we can achieve a different understanding of the ontological grounds for
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everything that is, including the grounds of our own existence and our
own thinking. This contemplative archaeology, then, is directed towards
the coming forward of Being, not solely in artifacts, but also in theoretical
reflections and thought in archaeology. It pays attention to the grounds
for different theoretical approaches and interpretations, at the same time
as it lets these beings be’. Such an archaeology concomitantly fosters
theoretical pluralism and leads to the ultimate foundation of this plu-
ralism. Contemplative archaeology thinks about thinking and is aware
of and is ready to discuss the anthropocentric standpoints that seem
to be the basis of all contemporary, theoretical approaches in archae-
ology. This is mainly because these anthropological standpoints are at
the same time, and on the primary level, grounded in Being (-as-history).
Consequently, this discussion is directed not only at the processual
and postprocessual standpoints but at all other theoretical standpoints
in archaeology. My purpose is not to destroy these approaches and
their interpretations, but rather to discuss the fundamental grounds
for them.

Preparation for the ‘Turning’ of Being

In his later analyses, Heidegger emphasizes that we should prepare our-
selves and our thinking for the ‘turning’ of Being and that one part of this
preparation is to learn to think in a contemplative manner, i.e. to think
about thinking and its foundation in Being (-as-history). Heidegger also
stresses that we cannot influence the ‘turning’ of Being and that we do
not know when this ‘turning’ will come or if it will come at all (Heidegger,
1962a: 37-40; Poggeler, 1996: 210-212; Stambaugh, 1995: 2090-212).
These ideas seem to create a passive man, totally controlled by Be-
ing (-as-history), but we ought to remember the mutual dependence be-
tween a person’s thinking and Being. We have also seen above that
we can pose fundamental questions about the Being of being and the
relationship between thinking and the Being of beings. Thus, we still
have the freedom to act within the framework of Being, and we may
still allow others to become what they are and to accept our mutual
dependence.

Reflection and Critique

A contemplative archaeology is a ‘path of preparation’ that leads beyond
archaeology’s contemporary anchorage in traditional, anthropocentric
metaphysics. This means that this Kind of archaeology is also ready
to reflect critically on the consequences of anthropocentrism. For in-
stance, archaeology’s calculated connection with contemporary sSocio-
politics, its use of beings as a standing reserve, and its legitimization
of this path towards destruction is a consequence of the unawareness



of the ontological difference and the power of Being (-as-history). This
means that a contemplative archaeology is also directed at questions
concerning the present (ideological) use of beings on the general level,
because it ought to show that this use is not primarily grounded in sub-
jectivity but in Being (-as-history). Contemplative archaeology does not
avoid the political implications of archaeology; it rather strives to stress
their foundations. One of the implications of this is that contemplative
archaeology is connected with wide ranges of existential and political
discourses, at the same time as it is a preparation for the ‘turning of
Being. This archaeology is self-reflective in its nature, because it is an-
chored in a discussion of the ultimate foundations of our existence and
our thinking, as well as of our identities as archaeologists and human
beings. Within its framework we are constantly ready to question our-
selves and our ‘indisputable’ doctrines, as well as all other ‘indisputable’
doctrines, wherever they come from.

Contemplation as ‘Method’

A contemplative archaeology does not make any traditional, scientific,
methodological claims concerning the way to make people understand
the original meaning of the past and its material culture. The thinking
about thinking and the awareness of our ‘dwelling’ in Being (-as-history)
that are the central themes of a contemplative archaeology can be con-
ceived of as a sort of method, a ‘method’ that is directed at the existential
dimensions of our present life as human beings and as archaeologists
and at the grounds of our thinking. If we recognize that our thinking is a
response to the call from Being, it is at the same time to be conceived
of as a non-anthropocentric ‘method’ that discloses both beings and the
foundations of everything that is, i.e., Being (-as-history). For instance, it
can be stressed that, when it comes to a discussion of the contempo-
rary metaphysical views on which we base our existence, the contem-
plative “method” can help us to reflect critically about the sort of thinking
that decides how we view other beings and ourselves. Thus, there is a
deconstructive moment of critical questioning immanent in such a con-
templative ‘method’. This path of contemplation leads us beyond the
post-Socratic dichotomy between subject and object, and beyond an-
thropocentrism and its division between thinking and Being.

conclusion

Until now, we archaeologists, imprisoned in post-Socratic anthropocen-
trism, have argued solely about the ontological status of beings, while
we have not recognized the ontological difference and the unity be-
tween Being (-as-history) and human thinking that precedes this sec-
ondary argumentation. Nor have we been aware of the fact that it is
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Being (-as-history) that lets phenomena (material culture) come forth
through us. In accordance with the reasoning outlined above, our
relationship to material culture should not primarily be conceived of as
a dialectic relationship. My point is that, even if we orientate ourselves
in the world with the help of material culture, the main relationship be-
tween us as archaeological interpreters and the interpreted material cul-
ture is in our common ground, our ‘dwelling’ in Being (-as-history), i.e.,
we orientate ourselves not so much with the help of material culture
as with the help of Being. Being (-as-history) enables us both to experi-
ence and to construct things. Being lets us deal with beings and create
history. We need Being and Being needs us. Thus, the megalith and
the illustrations discussed above are not there solely because some-
one has constructed them in accordance with their (pre)junderstanding.
When it is Being that is the ultimate ground of our (preyjunderstanding of
all phenomena, this includes the (prejunderstanding of our own being
as persons and as archaeologists.

Some may claim that the discussion and the proposals presented
in this text are based upon a theoretical construction or, more precisely,
a linguistic fabrication, concerning the ontological difference between
Being and beings. What is Being if it is not the fact that beings are man-
ifest but rather the foundation that renders everything that is manifest
and that determines all that is? In this context, it would lead the reader
astray to try to answer this question, but let us at least begin to approach
it through the crucial question: why is there material culture rather than
nothing?—I am, you are, the megalith in the illustration is and the illus-
tration is, but why?
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Notes

IHeidgger herer refers, above all, to Parmenides, fragments # 5 and 6 (Parmenides, 1951).

2For these processual and postprocessual standpoints, see, for instance, the analyses of
Binford, Hodder, Shanks and Tilley, etc.

3For a more comprehensive discussion of the common metaphysical foundation of
processualism and postprocessualism, see Karlsson (1998a, b). For discussions of the
epistemological differences between processualism and postprocessualism, see, for in-
stance, Binford, 1982a, b, 1987,1989a, b; Earle and Preucel, 1987; Hodder, 1986, 1991;
Shanks, 1982; Shanks and Tilley, 1987a, b; Tilley, 1990; Thomas, 1996).

4For my discussions of a contemplative archaeology, see Karlsson, 1997a, b and
1998a, b.
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What Conditions of 4
EXistence Sustain a Tension
Found in the Use of Written
and Material Documents in
Archaeology?

José Alberione dos Reis

Reflecting upon the Beginning

A tension will be explored here. ‘Tension’ implies: a quality or state of that
which is tense, stretched with force, extended, stiff. This is the sense
which characterizes the state of tension referred to in this papers title
potentially found between written and material documents in the field
of archaeology. In fact, it speaks of “tired themes of Archaeology versus
History, document versus artifact and whatever it may be” (Johnson,
1999: 23) as unresolved tension leads to tiredness. The situation about
this tension is not an end, a completion, nor a termination, but a pause
and new beginning in order to continue questioning.

The same author talks about frequent tensions and fragmentation that perme-
ate archaeological work. These should be seen, however, “. . . as challenging,
as productive of new insights into the past, rather than as ‘problems’ or limita-
tions” (Johnson, 1999: 31).

43



44

JOSE ALBERIONE
DOS REIS

With this in mind, the present text considers some aspects of this
tired but nevertheless persistent tension. It will explore some authors
that work on these questions and format a summary of their thoughts.
Some observations will be made on what one could think of as a “dif-
ference” hanging over this tension, in the documentary sources used in
archaeological work. As illustrations of this difference, two case stud-
ies will be presented: Espaco privado e vida material em Porto alegre
no século Xl (Private space and material life in Porto Alegre during the
19th century) by Symanski (1998) and A coloniza¢cdo portuguesa da llha
de Marajo: espaco e contexto arqueologico-historico na missao religiosa
de Joanes (The Portuguese colonization of the Island of Marajo: archae-
ological and historical context and space in Joanes’ religious mission)
by Lopes (1999). These cases will be studied by focusing on how this
tension has been resolved. Unresolved elements of the same tension
will provide a conclusion to this interesting debate on fragmentation be-
tween material and written documents.

Two exceptions are evident in this reflection upon a beginning. First,
the tension explored here is a product of the great divide inserted be-
tween Prehistoric and historical Archaeologies.! Only Historical Archae-
ology will be considered here. Second, the style employed in writing this
paper may draw one’s attention. Without deviating from the academic
standards that set the bounds of scientific rigor, such writing conveys
the pleasure found from the research.?

An Attempt to Open the Words

Independence, support, difference, help, equivalence, subordination,
complementarity, and so many other words could be used to attempt
to describe the extent of the tension between material and written docu-
ments in Historical Archaeology (Funari et al., 1999; Kern, 1991). Below
is an attempt to open the paths of these words towards the tired tension,
humming along its reach.

The Words without the Things: Theoretical Prolegomena

Written Documents

To begin, one might reflect upon what a written document can be. Since
the positivist school of thought,3 the written document takes prece-
dence as the sovereign source of historical endeavors. At present, how-
ever, such a premise has its supremacy shaken by so-called ‘source
criticism’ or, as Veyne (1987: 14) points out, “by no means what the
historians call event is seized directly and entirely; it is always com-
pletely and laterally, (...) should we say, through the tekmeria, the
vestiges.”



The written document is thus one among many types of “vestiges”
of the past. Written documents speaking for themselves represent log-
ical, but subjective choices by the historian, owing to their position in
a social structure, their thematic interests, their ideologies. Such an un-
derstanding dismantles the imagined impartiality of the documentary
source, though not including the existence of gaps, for the possible ab-
sence of written documentation of an event is as meaningful as its pres-
ence. Thus, one can say that “for the historian, all evidence, be it writ-
ten, oral, or archaeological, numismatic or epigraphic, is ‘document’.”
(Cipolla, 1995: 43)

There is no document that is impartial, purely objective in its con-
tent, innocuous in its narrative. Written documents are material products
of historical acts and simultaneously reflect choices by the historian. In
this way, Le Goff (1990: 547) points out: “(tjhe intervention of the histo-
rian who chooses the document, extracting it from the set of data from
the past, preferring this to others, giving it a value of testimony that, at
least in part, depends on their own position in the society of their time
and their mental organization, is inserted in an initial situation that is
even less ‘neutral’ than their intervention.”

Thus, the written document is a product from a certain relations of
force and power in the past of a given society. This document then
passes through the historian’s acts, his choices, his silence and occul-
tation, materialized finally as an object embedded in the contextuality
of historical production. “The document, therefore, is nothing more to
History, this idle matter through which it tries to reconstitute what men
have done or said, what past is and what just leaves tracks: it attempts
to define in the documentary tissue itself, units, sets, series, relations.”
(Foucault, 1997: 7)

Material Documents

This is the leitmotiv of any archaeological act, even theoretical. In this
field, even without the smell of earth and the sound of the trowel, one
also works with material documents, even through texts.

Let us wait a little, however. Material documents through an archae-
ological perspective will be considered more fully later. Here, some mis-
taken allegations arising from History’s point of view albout such a source
will be presented. They are mistaken for they are based on a pretence of
completeness, exemption and the supremacy of the written document
as a reflection of human events.

Meneses (nd) presents the following allegations concerning mis-
takes that occur in the study of the human past (and the present) pro-
duced by the nature of material documents: a) material things are in-
complete representations of the phenomena of the social universe; b)
documents are residual, since an archaeological site contains only ves-
tiges that have undergone an assortment of natural and cultural ac-
tions. Such allegations lack a true basis. They just propagate a more
fundamental mistake of separating the material from the non-material.
It is impossible not to recognize the ubiquity of material/immaterial
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things that result from all human action, their vestiges and their
remains.

On this dichotomy, Moberg (1986: 60) comments that, “. . . the notion
of culture is for itself immaterial. Actually, the questions to which the
archaeologist looks for the answers concern exactly the immaterial”.

An interval. Clarification is now needed. A concept, in the foundation
of opening words:

For social appropriateness, it is convenient to presuppose that men intervene,
mold, and give shape to elements from the physical environment, according
to cultural norms and purposes. This action, however, is not aleatory, casual,
individual, but aligns itself according to patterns, among which objectives
and projects are included. Thus, the concept can include artifacts, structures,
changes in the landscape, and animated things (a hedge, a domestic animal)
and also the body itself as it is subject to this Kind of manipulation (defor-
mations, mutilations, signaling, paintings) or, still, its spatial arrangements (a
military parade, a liturgical ceremony). (Meneses, nd: 112)

A broad conceptualization, but almost complete. Almost, since the
material document/culture relationship leads to what Moberg pointed
out above as the “immaterial”, the questions to which the archaeolo-
gist looks for answers: meanings, symbols, readings. It is important to
highlight that not all archaeology looks for answers, let alone formulates
questions.

A theoretical school is still strong in archaeology—the historical-
cultural school—that contemplates the material document with similar
presuppositions as those of the positivist school that sees artifacts
speaking for themselves, for example. Here, the material document/
culture is to be measured, quantified, dated, arranged in series, narrated
and described in a final text of authority based on empirical research.
Such text is compared to other texts already known and published and
one more link is created in a sequence of geographic distribution of
artifacts and their relationship with already identified traditions.*

On par with the historical-cultural school yet in disagreement with
it, the postprocessual school® argues one must ‘reading such culture,
searching through its materiality for symbols and meanings. This al-
leged reading despises this said tired debate, tense in its persistence.

Well, tiredness implies time for a break to catch one’s breath and
keep on walking. As an aside, Johnson (1999: 26) highlights: “It is almost
impossible to present a theoretical basis for an academic argument with-
out some confusion for some people and irritation or unpleasantness
for others.” It is as though from the sacred altar of artifactual empiricism,
representing themselves what archaeological research is, someone ex-
claimed (and it is usually exclaimed): We want to see how it is possible
to read pieces of earthenware!

It is in Hodder (1994) that this emphasis in the real possibility to read
material documents/culture is found. It is not isolated artifacts that will
facilitate such reading. As it has been said and repeated, archaeology
does not dig things, but people. Better still, it digs things from people
who are in a broad interrelated context, as it was suggested above in



the concept of material document/culture. Hodder (1994: 17) stresses
that deduction or inference in archaeology, whatever form it may take,
can only come from the material document/culture tension. Therefore,
the problem is not only how to read symbolism or meaning, but what
Kind of archaeology to do to carry out such reading. For that, Hodder
says (1994: 140) that “tjhe meanings of material culture are influenced
to a great degree by technological, physical and functional consider-
ations. The practical and partially non-cultural nature of these factors
allows reading the ‘text’ of material culture much more simply than if it
were constituted exclusively by arbitrary linguistic signs. The context of
material culture is not only abstract and conceptual, but also pragmatic
and non-arbitrary.” It is a cumbersome challenge, even leading to irrita-
tion or boredom, to make archaeology go beyond formalized empirical
description. We must be obstinate and struggle for more abstraction and
conceptualization, to understand symbols and meanings in a contextual
range of evidence.

Relating material culture to social issues, or what ‘types and ‘ cul-
tures’ mean in social terms, is a principal part of the work of Shanks
and Tilley (1996). For these authors, so-called ‘traditional archaeology’,
among several postures on these questionings, completely avoids the
social meaning of material document/culture. The last 25 years of re-
search is characterized by dispute over simple technical classifications
on the one side, and seeking meaning of social aspects on the other.
Nevertheless, despite the nature of such classifications, the material
document/culture divide does not stand merely as a reflection of so-
cial practices or cognitive systems, but constitutes an action involving
the development and performance of such practices and systems. In
answer to these questions, Shanks and Tilley assert (1996: 114) that:

material culture is structured in relation to a specific social totality and is histor-
ically and spatially constituted. Individual material culture items are concrete
and particular. They are, after all, empirical objects. At the same time material
culture items in the archaeological record are meaningfully constituted and
linked in structural relationships underlying their physical presence, forming

a network of cross-references. (.. .) The interrelatedness of meaning of mate-
rial culture in the archaeological record refers to the inter-subjectivity of human
actions.

The previous sections suggest that the debate between the writ-
ten document and the material document, in spite of being tired, ac-
tually continues to be tense. Perhaps in the current manifestations of
Historical Archaeology, such debate seems dull. Or, maybe it hides a
confrontation without more theoretical-methodological meaning among
the various types of sources (pictorial, cartographic, photographic, oral®
sources etc.) that support archaeological research. Could this confronta-
tion not also be hiding a dispute about knowledge/power between the
different fields that produce knowledge within the human sciences?
Could this not be a razzia between academic discourses, as Foucault
(1998: 9) points out, in order to control, select, organize and redistribute
procedures that aim to conjure and dominate texts with a normative
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materiality? These thoughts lurk behind the tiredness, worrying away at
this tension. Let us go back to the dispute between written and material
documents.

Some Reflections on this ‘Documentary’ Tension

we will now follow the path of some authors who have explored this
tension. While arguing for the impossibility of eradicating the distinc-
tion between ‘artifact’ and ‘text’ in an attempt to dissolve this tension,
Andrén (1998: 113-134) presents five different traditions within Histori-
cal Archaeology on this theme:

1. Aesthetic: material culture is seen as the starting point for textual
productions;

2. Philological: archaeology is regarded as support for Philology and
the resolution of linguistic problems;

3. Historical: where there are insufficient written records, archaeol-
ogy is employed as a complement to textual production;

4. Historical and Cultural: the presence or absence of texts makes
little difference, as archaeology sees the artifact as the main in-
terest and does not seek to fill gaps in written sources;

5. Archaeological: archaeology is used where texts are few of
nonexistent, using historical analogies instead.

In his summary of these traditions, the author (Andrén, 1998: 146)
comments: “Both artifact and text and the relation between them can
be perceived from different points of view, depending on several per-
spectives and traditions. we can see artifact and text as categories, as
objects, as documents, or as discursive contexts and in each one of
these perspectives the relations can be defined differently.” This au-
thor identifies the tension between ‘artifact and ‘text” yet defends any
problems as a product of different ‘perspectives’. In addition to these
relations, he considers similarities as analogies: “The specific context
of Historical Archaeology is so created in a search for similarities be-
tween artifact and text. (. . .) artifact and text as ‘contemporary analogies’
(Andrén, 1998: 156).

In a text-aided book about archaeology, Little (1992) speaks of doc-
umentary myths and archaeological research, saying that the latter can
demolish historical constructions created and perpetuated by written
documents related to human events. Archaeology has the potential to
question the purposes of History, as well as particular narratives of the
past. To illustrate this point of view, one finds the following in Cipolla
(1995: 43): “...a relation between literary testimony and archaeological
documentation is not the one between the lord and the slave, as people
used to say. archaeological data are a primary source on a par with a
text by Tacitus or with an inscription.” The historian must acknowledge
that these can integrate the literary documentation, contradict it (.. .), or



provide information on the subjects in which the historical records are
mute.”

The relations between archaeological documents and data can be
regarded as interdependent and complementary or as dependent and
contradictory (Little, 1992; 1994). As such, Little (1992: 4) says: ‘(.. .) the
adoption of one or another depends on the questions that will be made
or the points of view of the interpretation.” Here ‘relations’, ‘questions’
and ‘interpretation’ all lie in connection with the tension between written
and material documents.

While exploring this “debate about the integration of archaeological
and historical evidence”, Senatore and Zarankin (1996: 115) present two
‘perspectives—historicist and archaeological—which each deal with this
documentary tension in different manners. The historicist perspective
does not give importance to the difference between written docu-
ment/material document; the analysis of the written sources occurs prior
to archaeological work. History is complemented by archaeological in-
formation, “since this theoretical point of view, archaeology, works as
a complement and its contribution to the knowledge of the past is lim-
ited to and dependent on the presence of historical evidence.” (Senatore
and Zarankin, 1996: 118) In the archaeological perspective, it is possi-
ble to use written documentation as a source of hypotheses;? it focuses
distinctively on data obtained from written documents and material doc-
uments; it proposes an evaluation of historical sources related to ar-
chaeological research. For those who work under this perspective, “the
empirical basis is the material evidence. (.. .) the hypotheses must be
contrasted with the data generated from the analysis of the archaeolog-
ical records. (...) the elaboration of hypotheses can be effected by tak-
ing several sources, among which historical sources can be included.”
(Senatore and ZaranKin, 1996: 119)

AS we can see, the tension remains. These two perspectives con-
front each other when one seeks integration between the two documen-
tary sources.® Taking the historicist perspective, we can see archaeol-
ogy as a technique that emulates History. From the archaeological per-
spective, the sources are combined and archaeology is relied upon to
formulate alternate questions to those of History.

In contrast, Pedrotta and Gomés Romero (1998) point out that both
archaeological records and written records are “data” transformed by
the researcher in conceptual constructions and therefore are equally
important for knowing the past. According to these authors, both the
archaeological and written records “...are derived from empirical ob-
jects and according to certain objectives, goals and procedures of the
research.” (Pedrotta and Gomés Romero, 1998: 121)

Seeking neither to prefer one over the other nor for their integra-
tion, but rather epistemic independence, Kosso (1995) claims that His-
torical Archaeology is a field that benefits from this situation. Without
clarifying what he means by ‘epistemic independence’,'° but nonethe-
less constructing a text on the topic, the author deals with binary cou-
ples in tension: archaeology/history, material sources/textual sources,
texts/artifacts, text/archaeology.
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The benefit enjoyed by Historical Archaeology refers to circum-
stances in which textual records are not necessarily independent of
archaeological records. Both play a supporting role for each other, yet
remain epistemically independent (Kosso, 1995: 178). KOosso (1995) fur-
ther points out that both pieces of evidence require the same need to be
seen as conceptual constructions in relation to human events. “Neither
one nor another source of information, text or archaeology, is assumed
as having more epistemic authority than the other. Each one is useful
and persuasive evidence to the other as a result of their mutual inde-
pendence.” (Kosso, 1995: 181) The tension between the two sources is
established by the fact that the texts usually speak of short-term events
of precise significance, whereas material documents more often deal
with long-term events, and/or processes lasting long periods of time.

In conclusion, the author warns against this separation between
written and material documents as determination of independence. At
the same time, he seems to feel confident about the benetfit to Histori-
cal Archaeology of this possible epistemic independence: “Using texts
and archaeology as complementary evidence does not assure indepen-
dence, but it is a good place to see it. (...) It is possible, although it is
not certain, that texts and archaeology can benefit each one of them as
independent evidence.” (Kosso, 1995: 194)

Ah! A proposal to open words. When one thinks of words as a
means of facilitating the opening of overlap, they form endlessly woven,
viscous webs, just like the mysteries of black holes. Even so, let us go
back to what has been said above about the tension and find what refer-
ences arise from it. Tiredness of debate, enlargement of concepts, the
tension between written document/material document seems insoluble.
It passes through epistemic independence, integration, confrontation,
equality, submission, relationship, complement, distinction, all words
that attempt to cope with, even encompass, such tension. They do
not! Artfully among them, however, one is hidden that may, once the
web is disentangled, bring some understanding to the tension. It is
about ‘difference’ as a concept of contradiction between written doc-
ument/material document; about how Historical Archaeology works in
a field where the ‘difference’ between these two documentary sources
remains—sometimes more so than others—in terms of their represen-
tation of the same events or evidence of human actions (Leone and
Crosby, 1987).

Let us go back to the words. To ‘differ: to be different, to distin-
guish, to diverge, to disagree. To ‘differentiate’: to establish difference
or distinction between, to distinguish, to make diverse. Two similar and
contradicting verbs, with the noun difference!' between them: diversity,
dissimilarity, divergence.

The tension between the two documentary sources is established
by a difference in itself. The same event will be understood on one
side by the written document and on the other side by the material doc-
ument. The difference appears in the production of knowledge about
that event. They are independent sources because they are different in
this production. All that is different, is different by virtue of something.
There is something in the event, transformed and created as textual



and material evidence. In this way, Deleuze (1997: 43) points out: “The
difference is the state of determination as unilateral distinction. Of differ-
ence, it is necessary to say what makes it, or that it is made, as in the
statement ‘to make the difference’.

The word difference designates two fundamental meanings
(Lalande, 1996: 1) a relation between objects of different thoughts—
written document/material document; 2) the characteristics that consti-
tute the difference in itself—material text/culture. Therefore, beyond the
independence between written and material sources, an epistemic dif-
ference is established between them when they aim at sustaining the
production of knowledge in the field of archaeology.

Finally, a closing remark with the help of Derrida (1991: 43): “(...) On
the other hand, the differences are effects themselves. They have not
fallen from the sky entirely ready; they are so little inscribed in a topos
noetos as they are prescribed in the brain.”

So, these prolegomena come to an end about such a theme that is
said to be tired, dull and irritating. As we can see, it still has a long path in
its inevitable tension towards the haze of differences and contradictions.

The Cases: The Words with the Things

Two cases are presented below that show how this tension between
the sources has been dealt with, by passing through their differences.
A paper on ‘Private Space and Material Life in Porto Alegre in the 19"
Century’ (Symansky, 1998) was originally presented as a Master’s the-
sis in History a PUCRS in archaeology, under the title “Domestic groups
and Consumption Behaviours in Porto Alegre in the 19th century: So-
lar Lopo Gongalves” (i.e., Lopo Gongalves Manor). In general, it con-
sists of archaeological research on residential units occupied by family
groups. The author analyzed the material elements that had been rou-
tinely used and, after having lost their usefulness, were discarded as
garbage in the backyard of a house. The author had the possibility of
recovering facets of the routine of two domestic groups of a society. The
unearthed'? material items of a 19th century house in Porto Alegre, the
Solar Lopo Gongalves, were analyzed from a structure of consumption
behavior, aiming at verifying how social and cultural variables, such as
the socioeconomic status of a certain group, are manifested in the ar-
chaeological record. In addition to the archaeological research, a broad
study of the written documentation'® was conducted, providing infor-
mation on the lifestyle of the family groups that inhabited Porto Alegre
in the 19th century.

For SymanskKi (1998), the archaeological material represented a
source that, in opposition to written records, had not suffered distortions
according to the interests and values of the people who produced it. '+
Written documents are regarded as allied with material documents. The
written sources were researched privileging information on the material
culture. Among them, post-mortem inventories received the most atten-
tion because the objective of the research was the study consumption
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behavior and how variable socioeconomic status is manifested in the
archaeological record.

Historical Archaeology, according to Symanski (1998: 16), repre-
sents a potentially fertile field that presents a confrontation between
“...what was written (documentary sources) and what was done (mate-
rial sources) (. ..).” In this way, the author explains a certain discrepancy
between the documentary source that is most used in the research—the
post-mortem inventories—and the unearthed material items: “There are
clear distinctions between the domestic chapters described in invento-
ries and what is commonly found in archaeological records (. ..). Most
of the material found in the archaeological records, in its turn, either is
not listed in the inventories or, if it is, its description is so superficial that
it hardly allows an identification that is valid for purposes of research for
archaeologists” (SymanskKi, 1998: 122).

The tension between written document/material document, in this
case, was approached under alliance and confrontation. Alliance, for
the hypotheses where archaeological and the written documentation
was regarded as support for its verification. The confrontation came
from the discrepancy between the information of the inventories and
the information obtained through the unearthed material items. Expecta-
tions about the archaeological evidence, that is, that it would reflect the
socioeconomic status of the family groups in the researched domestic
unit, were not mirrored by the information gathered in the written doc-
uments. This was the ‘discrepancy’: that the inhabitants corresponding
to the first domestic group of the researched unit were prosperous mer-
chants and the unearthed material items did not correspond to such an
elevated status. This situation required additional exploration of the writ-
ten documentation. It turns out that the Manor had been considered a
rural residence since the beginning of the last headquarters in Porto Ale-
gre, in the 19th century. The author (Symansky, 1998: 247) concludes
that: “However, it seems to have been common, in the country area, the
maintenance of a way of living more traditionally rustic, even among
families with greater purchasing power.”

Well, it looks as if there is tension indeed in present Historical Ar-
chaeology investigations; either by alliance or by confrontation. It also
looks like the difference between written document/material document
in the production of knowledge, besides being epistemic, has hidden
differences according to the archaeologist’s theoretical and methodolog-
ical expectations and choices; whether in the historicist or archaeologi-
cal perspective, as Senatore and Zarankin (1996) assert.

‘The Portuguese colonization on the Island of Marajo: archaeologi-
cal and historical context and space in the religious mission of Joanes’
was completed as a Master’s thesis in History at PUCRS, with a ma-
jor in archaeology. According to Lopes (1999), this paper studied so-
cial relations between the Portuguese conquerors and native American
societies located near the mouth of the Amazon River. For this end,
the author used the exploratory-inductive and theoretico-inductive meth-
ods, focusing on written documentary analyses, material culture from
an archaeological site and field survey.



The archaeological research was conducted at a site with prehis-
toric and historic elements, located on the island of Marajo. It is char-
acterized by two different occupations of the same space: a religious
mission—{irst Jesuit (17th century) and then Franciscan—constructed
on an indigenous settlement; and then a military-administrative settle-
ment by the Portuguese Crown (second half of the 18th century). Lopes
(1999) carried out archaeological excavation himself for this study. Only
one test pit, the result of an archaeological rescue mission carried out in
1986 (Sitio PA-JO-46: Joanes), provided archaeological material for this
dissertation.

The archaeological data are preceded by consideration of historical
sources,!'® geographic charts, radar images, iconography, photographs
and the analysis of archaeological material'® collected from the afore-
mentioned rescue event. As no excavations were conducted, the re-
search involved survey and mapping of the archaeological site exclu-
sively. This circumstance led to a reformulation of the objectives of the
research, “aiming at also establishing the hypotheses that arose from
the consultation with the written historical sources (primary and sec-
ondary) and from the analysis of the archaeological material of Joanes
(Lopes, 1999: 12). Well, tension has come up in this research, creating
modifications to the initial objectives.

AS one of the objectives included understanding the political, eco-
nomic, social and cultural roles of the missionaries when contacts were
made with the indigenous people, “the archaeological posture of analy-
Sis” (Lopes, 1999: 15) written documentation was brought in to corrobo-
rate and deepening “explanations to the phenomenon studied” (Lopes,
1999: 15). Another approach to resolving the tension between sources
involves bringing written document/material document together to sub-
sidize “archaeological posture” and its explanatory constructions. In
other words, according to Lopes (1999), the written documentary
sources can be seen as providing analytical support to Historical Ar-
chaeology. Others would be iconography, photography and maps.

For Lopes (1999), the written document must be considered from an
archaeological perspective that not only confirms or contests other doc-
uments, exXposes gaps, or is used as guidance for the geographical loca-
tion of an area to be researched. On the contrary, the written document
can be compared with the material document/culture, with an archaeo-
logical perspective from the beginning, to infer more about the spatial,
social and cultural organization of the researched area. In addition to
‘subsidize’ and ‘ support, the tension referred to here is also described
as ‘compare’. This game of amassing words is appetizing, twisting and
turning the difference between written document/material document.

Speaking of “verbal meanings” as a statement of symbols and func-
tions, Lopes (1999: 56) has the following conclusion about how he
understands the tension of sources form his research in Historical
Archaeology: “From a historical-archaeological perspective, our analy-
sis will consider the historical documents and the archaeological ves-
tiges as texts that can be read and interpreted according to their speci-
ficity: the historical documents can be approached in a critical way that
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contemplates the context in which they were produced; the archaeolog-
ical record, pre-historical and historical text by excellence, must be read
coherently from an appropriate theoretical and methodological posture,
(...).” In addition, Lopes (1999) states that the research concentrated
on making an inventory of the written sources as subsidiary sources to
archaeological survey and laboratory analyses of material culture from
the archaeological salvage endeavor.

In this way, a reading of the tension requires coherence, appropriate-
ness and specificity between written and material documents, interject-
ing a subtle conceptual veil between differences in the sources, just like
the thin and transparent pellicle that separates the layers of an onion. It
is always there, making us cry when we peel it, marking the difference
in its transparency and limiting the relation to a single event, that is, the
onion. Well, we now finish this presentation of words with things. They
are mere examples permeated by distinct openings to the words that
stress, or better, highlight the continuity of the tension between written
document/material document, just like the different tides move towards
the same ocean, the same seasons always bring different autumns.

Not to Conclude

Now, at the end of this writing, the author encounters the bitterness of
not concluding. Why is this so? It is quite clear that this tension has no
conclusion in archaeology. Could it? Considering the peculiar situation
of a field where this tension is manifest: Historical Archaeology.

Separating into  intrusions:  Historical (written  document)
Archaeology (material document/culture). In the denomination and
conformation, the defenselessness that causes the tension of the
sources inexorable. It passes by and confirms the difference between
them, not of identities nor between identities, but difference between
Kinds of sources in the production of knowledge about the same
happenings with different records for dissimilar events.

In not concluding, perhaps the historical archaeologist can be re-
garded as a reader-author-producer of texts. A reader of material culture
who aims to identify the meanings and symbols held within factors such
as genus, class,!'” ethnicity, choices, behaviors, contexts and so on.
Consider this: the archaeologist as the reader of the site, an entity cre-
ated over so many years, through several intentional and non-intentional
human actions, through different and active natural processes. Now
consider this: the archaeologist as the author-producer of texts about
such a site. Such a text is the climax of a long and complicated pro-
cess beginning with the first visit to the field, the first contact with the
written documents, followed by, after several stages, breaking the soils
from which the material documents will come, be cleaned, classified,
analyzed, synthesized, interpreted, and, finally, published in a text of
archaeological authorship.

It is an artful game, that of the site-text, where the representa-
tive and different or converging roles of the archaeologist-reader/



archaeologist-author-producer of texts circulate. In this sense, Dyson
(1995: 35) suggests the following: “The final result of this entangled
combination of human and natural processes has been the creation
of a basic archaeological text with its complex combination of distortion
and meaning. That is where the archaeologist-reader comes in, whose
purpose is to create a new type of text intended for several audiences.
(...) the archaeologist becomes not only a reader of the site, but also,
since the beginning of the research of the field, as well as from the mo-
ment the first report is written, the author of the site.”

From the authors presented, as a panorama of the tension, Andrén
(1998) states that it is impossible to cease the distinction between writ-
ten document (text) and material document (artifact). He even suggests
that such confrontation is innocuous to the field of Historical Archae-
ology. Little (1992) mentions the potential archaeology possesses to
question presuppositions of History. The tension of the sources takes
place through relations that can be interdependent, or complementary
and contradictory. Two perspectives—Historicist or Archacological—are
shown by Senatore and Zarankin (1996) when they consider the ten-
sion of sources in Historical Archaeology. In opposition to this, Pedrotta
and Gomés Romero (1998) sustain an equality of the sources, owing
to the fact that they are both conceptual constructions. Finally, Kosso
(1995) highlights that an epistemic independence exists between writ-
ten and material documents. Such a conceptualization was also seen as
a difference, possibly epistemic, focusing on the production of specific
knowledge of Historical Archaeology.

Through the game of opening words—such as confrontation, rela-
tions, support, independence, difference—to explore the tension herein
presented, we end up not concluding. Like the field where this knowl-
edge is created even expresses such tension in its peculiar name—
Historical Archaeology—where the pressure of the sources is constant
throughout, without conclusions. Historical Archaecology accommo-
dates the tension, either through tiredness of the debate or through an-
noyance.
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Notes

'A concept: “Historical Archaeology is a text-aided archaeology that uses a combination
of archaeological and historical methods, sources, and perspectives to study the recent
past.” (Fagan, 1996:279)
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2See, for example, the savory scientific text by Pacheco and Albuquerque (1999: 115-
133).

3« .., the positivist history considers scientific an inductive method based on absolute
empiricism. In the case of history, the historical fact substitutes the experiences. As
the facts speak for themselves, their reconstitution is sufficient; (...)" (Burguicre, 1993:
614).

4+Tradition: “A sequence of styles or cultures that develop throughout the time,
starting one from another, and forming a choronological continuity.” (Souza, 1997:
124)

5This school varies from hyperrelativists to moderates. It includes several current theo-
retical trends arising from Sociology, Semiotics, Structuralism, Philosophy, Marxism, and
Feminism, and other disciplines. Emphatically, it has brought to archaeology the dimen-
sion of symbolic meanings whose salience and substance vary with different cultural
contexts. It upholds the relevance of archeologists as ‘builders’ of the past according to
their own social class, ideology, culture and genre as a good starting point from which
they formulate their questions of archeological evidence.

SFor this source, consult Purser (1992) who interlaces Oral History with Historical Archae-
ology.

“It can be added that ‘inscription’ refers to all materiality of culture for archaeology.

8In this sense, a good suggestion or an example of hypothesis of work from archaeology
on ‘silences’ and ‘gaps’ in written documents is found in Hall (1999).

9Besides the conilicting points that have been presented, a further difficult topic con-
cerns ethnicity in historical Archaeology. On this theme and its inclusion in the tension
between written document/ material document, consult Jones (1999).

104t is possible to use ‘epistemic’ in lieu of ‘epistemological’. Epistemic refers to knowledge.
We can employ ‘epistemic’ to characterize a certain type of questions and certain notions
that are put forward and used, respectively, when expressions that involve propositional
attitudes are studies” (Mora, 1994:1040). On this theme, epistemic/epistemological, con-
sult Audi (1997), Dancy and Sosa (1996), and Japiassu (1976).

' Difference is mentioned here in the epistemological sense, in the production of knowl-
edge. For other ‘differences’, be them ethnic, cultural, religious, economic or social dif-
ferences; consult Canclini (1999) and Semprini (1999), among others.

2The items were as follows: chinaware, glass, bones, metal, ceramics; all acquired
through archaeological excavation.

I3post-mortem inventories, memories, accounts by travelers, descriptions by chronicles
and informants; historical and historiographic sources about Porto Alegre. Architectonic
data was used in addition to this documentation.

14Seen like this, it would seem as if there were an exemption of conflicts or ‘interests’
in possible defenselessness of archaeological remains. In this way, it is possible to
compare the existence of identifiable relations of power in these same remains which
arise from social processes or from the social production of space. In this latter sense,
Vargas Arenas and Sanoja (1999) are an important source.

'5Codices from the Public Archive of Para were consulted, containing regulations, cen-
suses, several official letters, indexes of royal charters, royal charters and provisions,
writs, and orders.

16Comprising molded indigenous caboclo pottery; bones; metal (coins); earthenware,
porcelain and sandstone. The material documentation also contained the ruins of an
old religious mission on the site.

17Class is still/also a subject for Archaeology. Consult, for example, McGuire and Walker
(1999) and Wurst (1999).
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The Reception of New
Archaeology in Argentina

A Preliminary Survey

Irina Podgorny, Maria Dolores Tobias,
and Maximo Farro

The aim of this chapter is to raise a number of questions that may con-
tribute to the future understanding of the impact that the New Archaeol-
ogy had on archaeological research programs developed in Argentina
during the 1970s and 1980s. Far from attempting to define or to criti-
cize of the movement identified as New Archaeology, our intention is
to contribute a study that may help to clarify how this movement was
understood in Argentina.!

Historiographies of Archaeology in Argentina

Most historiographic work of Argentine archaeology has been con-
ducted under the assumption that its research methods and problems
are to a large extent the consequence of a demarcation of archaeologi-
cal sub-areas of study (Podgorny, 1999a). There is convincing evidence
suggesting that this has been the case (cf. Gonzdlez, 1985; Politis, 1990),
and we have elsewhere discussed the moment at which this criterion
emerged (Podgorny, 1999a, b). In fact, during the twentieth century, ar-
chaeological research began to be organized on the basis of geographic
and regional criteria, following research programs and exhibits in mu-
seums. In other words, the division of Argentina into archaeological
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sub-areas was the result of the local history of archaeological practice
and was not derived from its object of study or a methodology defined
from the beginning (Podgorny, 1999a).

The research methods and problems may in the first place be re-
lated to a specific training in scientific practice and only then to the object
of investigation. Methods and techniques are learned before being ap-
plied to a specific region. For this reason, the methods do not derive
from the region in which they are applied. The object of study, how-
ever, could instead be considered as reflecting a relationship between a
scientist’s training and education and the circumstances of the discipline
in which the problem is formulated. Thus, the history of an object of
study would be better understood from the perspective of the history
of the institutions where disciplines are practiced and taught. Since at
least 1919 to 1921, when the Universidad Nacional de Tucuman and del
Litoral were founded, three research centers prevailed in Argentina: La
Plata, Buenos Aires, and Cordoba. Without going into too many details
concerning all events between 1920 to the present, it was only in the
1960s that central and regional universities had their own archaeolog-
ical research programs. Most archaeological research was conducted
from Buenos Aires and/or La Plata, and the area of focus of a particular
academic center did not necessarily involve the region of the center’s
location (i.e., the Valle de Santa Maria Project run by the Universidad del
Litoral in the 1960s, cf. Garbulsky et al., 1993).

Several historiographical accounts have assumed that the history
of a scientific discipline is a mere consequence of general politics. For
the case of Argentina, Guber and VisakKovsky (1997, 1997/98) have sug-
gested that one characteristic of the anthropological and archaeological
historiographical analysis published in Argentina subsequent to 19832
is that explanations of what had occurred in the academic sphere can
be found by mere looking at political changes at the national level. In
fact, several anthropologists in Argentina, such as Ratier and Ringuelet
(1997), claim, with regard to the history of social anthropology, that gen-
eral social and political conditions determine local academic practice.
Along the same lines, it is claimed that these conditions were to be
brought to an end and that in 1983, when democracy was restored, a
new era opened in the various fields of social research. In the words
of Guber and VisakovsKky (1996, cited in Visakovsky et al., 1997) “the
origins of the degree in anthropology were abridged and subordinated
to the memory of the degrees in anthropology during the ‘proceso®.”
In this narrative context, the year 1983 inaugurated not only an era of
democracy but also a new era for Argentine Anthropology. This way of
writing about the past leads to a moralistic speech about history and
does not help in understanding the multiple and complex links which
connect science and politics.

Let us remark that there is a tendency among the practitioners of all
disciplines to explore the history of the disciplines by drawing from one’s
own memories or by using the testimony of witnesses from secondary
sources or a vague historical frame. This type of work probably bears
witness to the groups that by then needed to consolidate after years



of exile or that disputed the vacancies now open to them in institutions
(Podgorny, 1997/1998), but does not provide a complex nor complete
enough picture of the historic process.

As indicated by classic pieces of work in sociology and the history of
science, the articulation of political processes and the foundation of aca-
demic groups is never direct (cf. Marchand, 1997 for a recent analysis of
the development of the classic archacology in Germany; Vazquez Leon,
1996 for the anthropology of Mexican archaeology; Martinez Navarrete,
1989 and Garcia Santos, 1997 for Spain; Podgorny, 1998). Moreover,
foundational speeches are frequent in the history of sciences: some sci-
entists rise in a situation defined by them as finished, and announce a
new science. Although these manifestos can be considered landmarks
of a change in a material sense, they do not necessarily contain any real
change. Whether they fail or become institutionalized, the conditions for
this phenomenon should be more closely analyzed. These may include
the extant institutional organization, the role played by smaller commu-
nities, and in particular the process that leads to the dominance of spe-
cific academic groups. Binford's opening speech in the United States of
America constitutes a good example of this phenomenon.*

In 1994, Orquera (1994: 107) laid out two hypotheses in Argentina
to explain the types of investigations in the regions he had studied, and
concluded that much of the archaeology of the Pampa, Patagonia and
Tierra del Fuego was conducted in response to New Archaeology inno-
vations in the United States (focusing primarily on the work of Binford,
Shiffer and, to a lesser extent, Flannery). The nature of this intellectual
relationship varied, however, “from militant affiliations to the collective
use of certain concepts, and certainly, a skeptical resignation in the face
of such dominance”. With respect to other schools of archaeological
thought, Orquera (1994: 107) asserts that they:

do not seem to have had an influence on researchers that work in the area,
or at least their results cannot be perceived, neither Hodder's contextual post-
processualism, nor Shank's and Tilley's hermeneutics of power, the Marxist
approach, or an examination of symbolism and ideology. Perhaps the nature
of the local materials does not lend itself to such speculations, or the reason
may be a strong collective preference on the part of the archaeologists for
materialist-positivist trends.

It is worth identifying three aspects of this analysis: first, by the mid-
1990's the New Archaeology—in its multiple forms—appeared as a con-
solidated movement that would have developed as a ‘collective optiorny
and that would have determined the reception of other movements in
vogue in the international sphere. A second aspect that was not de-
veloped by Orquera, who restricted his work to the above mentioned
area, is that this “option” appears in relation to other investigations in dif-
ferent regions where the materials are completely different from those
of the hunter-gatherer societies of Patagonia. A third aspect arises from
this latter point: it would seem as if when studying complex societies
that belong to different historical moments both in Patagonia/Pampa and
the rest of the country, the practice of archaeology would have to adopt

NEW
ARCHAEOLOGY IN
ARGENTINA



G2

IRINA PODGORNY
ET AL.

the language of the New Archaeology to be ‘contemporary’, modern or
scientific.®

In this chapter, we intend to present a number of issues that will con-
tribute to a better understanding of the processes that led to the above-
mentioned hegemony of the New Archaeology in archaeology done in
Argentina. We will only consider certain aspects of its institutionaliza-
tion such as the incorporation of themes of the New Archaeology into
courses at Buenos Aires and La Plata universities, and into archaeo-
logical investigations. The libraries of anthropology and archaeology at
both universities are also considered to determine the arrival of journals
and books that discussed New Archaeology.

The analysis of archaeology and sciences of this period in Argentina
considers the country to have been isolated from main schools of
thought because of the lack of updated material in institutional libraries.
It is our interest to test this idea through an examination of the time
of arrival of publications in order to detect possible discontinuities and
changes in the politics related to the acquisition of books and journals.
Some of the ideas and adherence to Argentine and international trends
in archaeology will be presented by the authors. The aim of this chap-
ter is to start to build an empirical basis with which we can achieve a
more complex understanding of the history of our discipline. Archives,
documents, and libraries contain valuable information worthy of use.

Archaeology and Research at the University Level

Although the first university courses in archaeology in Argentina date to
the turn of the twentieth century (Fernandez, 1979/80: 53), the structur-
ing of the degree of anthropology with archaeology as a specialization
at the Universities of Buenos Aires (Facultad de Filosofia y Letras) and La
Plata (Facultad de Ciencias Naturales) was only carried out in 1958 and
1959, respectively. While in the beginning archaeology in Buenos Aires
was part of the department of Geography of the Facultad de Filosofia
y Letras (Buchbinder, 1997: 197), in 1974 it became—together with
anthropology—a Historical Sciences degree. During 1974, the latter was
composed of three sections: History, Geography, and Anthropological
Sciences.®

The close union between archaeology and geography in Buenos
Aires was consolidated by the work of archaeologist Félix Outes (1879-
1939) at the beginning of the 1930s. Outes was then the director of the
Museo Etnogrdfico of the Facultad de Filosofia y Letras at the Universidad
de Buenos Aires after having been in charge of the Geography section
in the same Facultad (Podgorny, 1999a, b). Although the inclusion of
archaeology as a discipline within anthropology and not within history
was influenced by the model of current institutions in the United States,
it was also linked to the configuration of these fields in Argentina. Be-
fore 1930, archaeology was referred to as ‘prehistory’ in the meetings of
Argentine history, and in the basic educational syllabi and textbooks of



national history (Podgorny, 1999b). By the end of that decade, an inter-
est on the part of historians to restrict the object of study, leaving out the
past of indigenous societies, had developed. In fact, in 1937 during the
Second International Congress of the History of America that was held in
Buenos Aires, the ‘History of America’ was defined in the following way:

... from the moment of the discovery which meant the exclusion of the study
of the indigenous civilizations considered in their own terms but not in those
aspects that closely related them to the historical development that began
with the conquest of the continent. (Nosotros, 1937: 3)7

On the other hand, although Ferrnando Marquez Miranda (1897-
1961)—as well as other archaeologists- resorted in practice to common
methods of historical inquiry, he also depicted himself and his disci-
pline as part of the natural sciences. In fact, for Marquez Miranda, the
foundational image of Ameghino linked the practice of archaeology to
naturalism and to a supposed grudge certain groups in the government
held against the sciences (Podgorny, 1997). Let us consider two further
aspects: first, during the first years of Peronism, both Marquez Miranda
and Francisco de Aparicio were estranged from their academic posi-
tions at La Plata and Buenos Aires. Second, in 1947 the Museo Argentino
de Ciencias Naturales de Buenos Aires released 72,000 objects from ar-
chaeological and anthropological collections that had been held in the
museum since the nineteenth century (Podgorny, 2000) to the Museo
Etnogrdfico (Facultad de Filosofia y Letras, Universidad de Buenos Aires)
to be directed by José Imbelloni, who had been previously in charge of
the anthropological section of the Museo Argentino de Ciencias Natu-
rales de Buenos Aires.® Imbelloni's perspective was questioned in jour-
nals by the Argentine Communist Party where Ameghino was consid-
ered a representative of the scientific view of culture and humanity.
On the other hand, during Peronism and outside of university institu-
tions, historians and archaeologists jointly took part in projects such
as Imago Mundi, a journal of the history of culture interested in debat-
ing intellectual problems that were excluded from the education at uni-
versity. Anthropology, archaeology, ethnology, and ethnography were
illustrated in this journal as a separate section of the book reviews.®
In 1948, Oswald Menghin (1888-1973) arrived in Argentina. Menghin
joined the universities of Buenos Aires and La Plata, and when the
Peronist government fell, he founded the Centro Argentino de Estudios
Prehistoricos at the Museo Etnogrdfico in 1956 (Fernandez Distel, 1985:
90). Menghin linked the study of the indigenous past to the European
tradition of Prehistory and World History!© (cf. Kohl and Pérez Gollan,
2002).

Before 1959, archaeological research was mainly promoted by uni-
versity and national museums. The former included the museums of
La Plata (Universidad de La Plata) and the Etnogrdfico de Buenos Aires
(Universidad de Buenos Aires), and the latter included the Museo de
Ciencias Naturales Bernardino Rivadavia. National universities in the
Litoral and Northwestern provinces were also involved in archaeological
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research (cf. Politis, 1992). Furthermore, investigations conducted by
private collectors or university post graduate students educated in ar-
eas not directly related to archaeology participated, until the 1950s,
within this sphere and network created by the museums. With grow-
ing professionalization, the disciplinary limits gradually narrowed down
(cf. Podgorny, 2000 for a discussion of the situation at the beginning of
the twentieth century).

In 1959, CONICET (Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Cientificas
y Técnicas) was created and sought to form a body of government-
employed scientists organized into the different disciplines according
to the French model, the CNRS. Due to working conditions, the major-
ity of researchers in Argentina hold in addition to this job, a teaching
position at a university that in most cases, especially in the social sci-
ences, provides a space to work as well as libraries. The ‘comisiones
asesoras’ of the CONICET took charge of the evaluation of research
projects and the professional and educational training of young peo-
ple who wanted to be initiated into scientific practice. Not long after
its creation in 1960, the Commission of Social Sciences and Humani-
ties was replaced by three other commissions—among which the vast
sphere of the ‘Human Sciences’ is distributed—with the aim of allow-
ing for a greater consideration of the problems related to them. As a
consequence, the committees of Economic Sciences, Legal Sciences
and History created in 1959, were eliminated and the three comisiones
asesoras that still exist today were formed. These are the Commission
of Anthropology, Archaeology, and Historical Sciences; that of Social,
Economic and Legal Sciences; and the commission of Philosophy, Psy-
chology, Philology, and Education.!! The presidency of the comision as-
esora that includes archaeology was held by the Ingeniero José Babini
from 1960 to 1966, by the archaeologist Dr. Rex Gonzalez from 1966 to
1967, by Alberto Espezel Berro from 1967 to 1968, and by the anthro-
pologist Dr. Marcelo Bérmida from 1969 to 1978.12

During the decades of interest to the present discussion, the XXXVII
Congress of Americanists was held in 1966 in the city of Mar del
Plata. The congress had local investigators as its main speakers. It was
presided over by Alberto Rex Gonzdlez, with Victor NUinez Regueiro
as its General Secretary'3 and had members from Europe, America,
and Asia. This congress represented a shift for its main organizers that
consolidated a generation: on the one hand, figures such as Oswald
Menghin, José Imbelloni, and Antonio Serrano (presented by the orga-
nizers as the heritage of the past, inherited by the younger generations)
were given honorary recognition; on the other, the future was identified
with the trends followed by young North American researchers such
as Betty Meggers and Clifford Evans. In fact, after Imbelloni's eulogy
(see endnote 13), these two American investigators—present in Mar del
Plata- were also acknowledged as representing “a different generation,
still young, with an open and promising future” and that had “already
accomplished very respectable scientific work”. The speech not only
emphasized “the image of a couple united through their love and
science” but also the



...renovation and change that some of your ideas have meant to archaeol-
ogy. Especially in regard to the breakage of the traditional molds, with new
interpretations that will allow for a review of old concepts, whatever the end
results will be (...). We must as South Americans add something that can-
not be overlooked: the affection that Mr. and Mrs. Evans has had for all Latin
American things.'#

The speech also emphasized the support that the Evans were giv-
ing to local young people who wanted to be trained with them at the
Smithsonian Institution. Alberto Rex Gonzalez, at 50 years of age, repre-
sented not only the bridge between the older and future generations but
also the connection between the young and local generations, and what
seemed as a promise of renovation in North American archaeology. It
is important to emphasize that despite the coup of 1966 which caused
the conference to be held in Mar del Plata (as indicated by Gonzalez
in “Jornadas de 30 anos de la Carrera de Antropologia’, see Secondary
Sources), the discussions of the organizers appealed to the identity of
the scientists as a whole that, despite any differences, identified the en-
emy not in colleagues with different objectives but in the lack of support
from institutions and the state. Furthermore, the closing speech of the
architect Jorge Enrique Hardoy insisted on the possibility of transform-
ing society by means of knowledge of the Americanist disciplines, and
on the problem of the lack of political engagement of Latin American
sciences.!®

Gonzdlezs role as an organizer and a mediator is particularly evi-
dent in the Primer Congreso de Arqueologia Argentina, held in the city
of Rosario, province of Santa Fe in May of 1970.'¢ Of the twenty seven
presentations at this congress, eight were given by Gonzdlez's disci-
ples or corresponded to work done by Gonzdlez alone or together with
other members. Only two presentations quote Meggers or Evans’ work
directly (one by Nunez Regueiro and another by Bernardo Dougherty).!”
At the opening speech, Gonzdlez made reference to the ‘naturalist’ ori-
gins of the local archaeology and the need to abandon the ignorant
speculations of fieldwork. He also put emphasis on the moment of re-
definition that the discipline was going through, and on the promising
future offered by new analytical options such as cybernetics and struc-
tural analysis. Gonzdlez presented the emergence of the New Archae-
ology’ as a result of these changes and emphasized the need for the
specialization and formation of work teams (Gonzdlez,1970: 26-27).

Oral testimony from different sources and the documents on which
these are based from the 1980s and 1990s describe two trends: the
cultural historic school, lead by O. Menghin at the Facultad de Filosofia
y Letras de la Universidad de Buenos Aires, and American cultural-
ism, lead by Alberto Rex Gonzdlez at the museum of the Universidad
de la Plata and the graduate program in History at the universities of
Cordoba and Rosario. However, the different schools had many pro-
fessors in common and were not characterized by extremely opposing
points of view (see Table 5.3 and Appendices 1-3). In fact, some of the
course programs at the Universidad de Buenos Aires included several
references to the work of Meggers and Evans. Moreover, the translation
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of archaeological literature published in English, French, and German
was common in Buenos Aires at the Facultad de Filosofia y Letras, a
task principally undertaken by two teaching assistants, who later be-
came professors: Osvaldo Chiri and Luis Abel Orquera.'® Because of
the mass production of translations and mimeographed reproductions
by companies that survived as a result of the industry of the ‘apunte’,
students had access to a bibliography in Spanish that was bigger than
the one translated by the medium or large editorials of other Spanish
speaking countries or than many institutional libraries had.

The translation of material from Europe and English speaking coun-
tries into Spanish during the time of our interest has already been indi-
cated by Martinez Navarrete (1989). In Argentina, we must also include
the translation of French archaeological and anthropological material by
the Eudeba publishing house of the Universidad de Buenos Aires, Nueuva
Vision (with translations of North American material), and the distribution
of English and North American archaeological material published by the
Fondo de Cultura Economica. The lecture notes reproduced at the Uni-
versidad de Buenos Aires do not seem to have extended beyond the
university sphere, with the exception of cases in which the professors
worked concurrently at more than one university and would carry their
views of translated materials with them. This material was incorporated
into institutional libraries in the same way as a journal or a book would
be, and could be borrowed or read at the library like any other document
from the collections.

Let us discuss the formation of university libraries and investigation
in Latin America. Discussions about the scientific and intellectual prac-
tice of peripheral countries suggest an isolation of the latter due to the
lack of updated material at institutional libraries, as well as an ambigu-
ous relationship generated by an ideal ‘Master’s library’. The situation in
which the investigator subsidizes its own work in order to remedy the
lack of updated material by buying or exchanging books gives shape to
peripheral work and ultimately leads to that Kind of autodidactic pride
of not knowing what is produced outside one’s own sphere. This may
also result in an agreement with other streams or ways of working, or
finding one’s self trapped in an idealized ‘core’ library. The lack of acqui-
sition of books on the part of institutions is often used to explain igno-
rance of or the absence of bibliographic references. This situation, how-
ever, does not characterize the real circulation network of material that
is primarily based on individual private libraries rather than on univer-
sity libraries (Podgorny, 1997/8). It would seem that it was mainly in the
privately held libraries of professors and investigators where material
could be found. The analysis of subscriptions of Argentine institutional
libraries to journals reveals a different panorama than those coming from
oral testimonies (see Tables 5.1 and 5.2).

The anthropology libraries of Argentine educational institutions de-
veloped more with the establishment of a broad exchange network with
similar institutions in Europe, the United States, and other countries
in the American continent (Lopes, 1997). The reciprocal exchange
of publications among academic establishments of South America



Table 5.1. Subscriptions at Museo de La Plata
Library (UNLP)

Year AAnth  AAnt CA LA  Arch  Antiquity

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964 X
1965
1966
1967
1068
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975 X
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

X
X

X

KR KK
KR K X

KK KK KR K KX

b b
b b

KK K XK X X

e
b

b
KA ARKAAKAAAKXAAAAAAXAAARXAAXA XA XX XX
KA K XK X X X X

KA K K K XK X X
KA K K XK X X
XK KK

b

AANth: American Anthropologist

AANt: American Antiquity

CA: Current Anthropology

L'A: LAnthropologie (Paris)

Arch: Archaeology (Archaeological Institute of America,
Boston)

allowed the dissemination of written work and the provision of publi-
cations for the local libraries regardless of the libraries’ budgets. There
is still a lack of research focusing on the development of Argentine uni-
versity libraries that would allow an assessment of the impact of poli-
tics within the academy as well as of economic crisis on the acquisi-
tion of books, subscriptions and/or the exchange of journals. The data
presented in the tables are fragmentary and only intend to give a pre-
liminary view of what happened during those decades, regarding the
acquisition of archaeological journals. It can be noted that journals con-
tinued to arrive in Argentina with some regularity and that the arrival of
new material depended on the mail delivery periods among countries.
The prohibition of the use of institutional libraries to professors who had
been dismissed during the last military government, especially at the li-
brary of the Museo Etnogrdfico de la Universidad de Buenos Aires, is
Known from oral testimonies.

Nevertheless, library collections do not constitute sufficient evi-
dence to allow for an assessment of what materials were read or who
the readers of the different chapters were. However, this would not be
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Table 5.2. Subscriptions at Museo Etnografico (UBA)

Year AANth AANt CA LA Arch Antiquity

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1082
1983
1984

e

RKAX KX

Or

><><><><><><><\Z
w
KA K K XK XK X XXX XK
KA AR KK AKX AKX K XXX
KA K XK XK X X X AR AR K KX X

KA AR AR AKX AKX AAXA AR AKX AXKA XXX XX AKXX
KA K K XK XK X X X XX

KA ARKAAKAAAAAAAXAAARXAAXKX AKX AKX AKX AKX XXX

KA K K XK XK X X X XX
KA K K XK X X X X

an impossible task as in most cases the books contain a stamp with
the names of their readers. On the basis of these sources, Binford's first
readers’ were quite a few in number. Binford’'s work is cited for the first
time by Nunez Regueiro and Tarrago in 1972. As it was previously men-
tioned, Rex Gonzdlez presented the New Archaeology at the Primer Con-
greso de Arqueologia Argentina in 1970. Binford's (1962) manifesto was
included in Ana Maria Lorandis course programs at La Plata (see Table
5.3). Luis Orquera (personal communication) admits to have first intro-
duced Binford's work on the European Mousterian in 1972. As noted by
Orquera, information about New Archaeology was not introduced by
those who would later most vigorously follow this current as a mark of
identity or in their research programs.

Several questions emerge for future investigation. It would be in-
teresting to see if New Archaeology falls within a perspective that at-
tempted to stay away from the European traditions imprinted onto
Argentine archaeological practice by Menghin. This possibility could be
traced in some of Gonzalez's presentations. It would also be interest-
ing to determine the degree to which the translation of material and the
lack of English, French, and/or German knowledge, made the presence
of a translator and a mediator between the local reality and the neces-
sary productions from the core. The degree of communication among
the different research centers in Argentina should also be investigated
to assess whether or not each university acted as an island. Perhaps
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isolation would have mainly occurred among disciplines within univer-
sities rather than among institutions as is the case of the literature that
circulated through sociology and history. Other factors in the society that
may have stimulated or inhibited the reception of the New Archaeology
cannot be ignored.

To conclude, we would like to emphasize that Argentine archaeo-
logical practice is currently perceived as constituted by two opposing
sides, such that each one must cancel the other out for the good of sci-
ence (Boschin, 1991-1992; Boschin and Llamazares, 1986). This view
of two opposing groups—in conflict until a final victory is achieved—can
be traced even to the origins of the discipline. This language is based,
as noted by Guber and Visacovsky for social anthropology, on a recon-
struction of the history of the science based on the events that occurred
during the military dictatorship. Therefore, it is common to find histories
of the disciplines tinted with moral values where modern actors fight
the conflicts of the past. To confront this rhetoric would be an excel-
lent first step towards a practice of archaeology in Latin America which
acknowledges its true conflicts.
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Appendix 1: References Quoted in Syllabi

Ana Maria Lorandi

1969: Binford, L., 1962, Archaeology as Anthropology. American Antiquity 28(2).

1973: Binford, S., and Binford, L., editors, 1969, New Perspectives in Archaeology. Aldine,
Chicago. Chapter 1, Part 1.
Clarke, 1968, Analytical Archaeology. Methuen, London

1976: Watson et al., 1974, El método cientifico en arqueologia. Alianza, Madrid.

1977: Flannery, K., 1973, Archaeological Systems Theory and early Mesoamerica. In Con-
temporary Archaeology: A Guide to Theory and Contributions, edited by M. Leone.
Southern lllinois University Press, Carbondale.

Cardich, Augusto

1975 to 1978: Binford, L., 1973 Post-Pleistocene Adaptations. In Contemporary Archae-
ology: A Guide to Theory and Contributions, edited by M. Leone, Southern lllinois
University Press, Carbondale.



Austral, Antonio G.
Binford, S., and Binford, L., editors, 1969, New Perspectives in Archaeology. Aldine,
Chicago.

Appendix 2: Calls for New Faculty Members (Source:
Acervo Historico de la Facultad de Ciencias Naturales y
Museo de la Universidad Nacional de La Plata)

1959

“Profesor adjunto en la Catedra de Prehistoria 1 (Paleolitico)”
Committee: O. Menghin, A. Rex Gonzdlez and Marcelo Bormida
Candidate: Eduardo M. Cigliano.

1969

“Profesor Ordinario (adjunto, con dedicacién simple para la catedra de Prehistoria Gen-
eral’” Committee: A. Vivante, A. Serrano and A. Zapata Gollan
Candidates: Delfor Chiappe and Pedro Karpovickas. No results.

“Profesor Ordinario (titular, con dedicacion simple para la catedra Prehistoria del Viejo
Mundo)”

Committee: Vivante, J. Schobinger and A. Serrano

Candidates: Antonio Austral.

1971

“Profesor Ordinario (adjunto, con dedicacion simple para Prehistoria General)’
Committee: Schobinger, M. Bormida and Marcelino
Candidates: Antonia Rizzo y P. Krapovickas (selected),

“‘Auxiliar de investigacion para la catedra de Antropologia general”

Committee: Chiappe, Vivante and Austral

Candidates: Maria Borrello, R. Raffino, Héctor Pucciarelli, Raquel Saffores de Pabon, Su-
sana Ringuelet, Héctor Calandra y Luis Carbonari. Selected: Raffino, Calandra and
Ringuelet.

“‘Auxiliar de Investigacion para la catedra de Arqueologia Americana (Culturas Pre-
ceramicas)”’

Commiittee: Cardich, Austral and Ana Lorandi

Candidates: R. Raffino, L. Carbonari and Antonia Rizzo (selected)

“Auxiliar de Investigacion para la Division de Antropologia”
Committee: Vivante, Cardich y Austral
Candidates: Carlota Semp¢ and H. Calandra (selected).

“Auxiliar de Investigacion para la catedra de Arqueologia Americana, culturas Agroalfar-
eras”

Commiittee: Austral, Cardich, Krapovickas

Candidates: Marfa A. Borrello, Carlota Sempé, Héctor L. D'’Antoni and Bernardo Dougherty
(selected)

1972

“Jefe de Trabajos Practicos para la catedra de Técnicas de la Investigacion arqueologica”
Committee: Cardich, Austral and Chiappe
Candidates: R. Raffino.

NEW
ARCHAEOLOGY IN
ARGENTINA



72

IRINA PODGORNY
ET AL.

Appendix 3: Syllabi from Faculty Members of the School
of Philosophy and Letters, Buenos Aires University,
some examples.

Prehistory, American and Argentine Archaeology, 1975
(Source: Biblioteca Museo Etnografico. FFyL-UBA)

Translator Year Author Source Language Country
O.Chiri 1966 Willey An Introduction to English USA
American Anthropology
O.Chiri Rowe English USA
O.Chiri 1966 Master The American Naturalist English USA
LAO 1971 Willey Journal of Quaterny English USA
Research
O.Chiri 1973 Bryan An Introduction to English USA

American Anthropology

Prehistory and American Archaeology

1971: Professor Ciro René Lafon
Note 1554: Biblioteca del Museo Etnografico de la FFyL UBA

Translator Year Author Source Language Editors Country
O.Chiri 1963 ARG SMC English Meggers- USA
Evans
O.Chiri 1964 Brieger, EG. Enc. USA
Intelectuais
O.Chiri 1048 Bennett, W. Yale U.P in A English USA
O.Chiri 1963 Altenfelder SMC English Meggers- USA
Silva F Evans
O.Chiri 1963 Angulo SMC English Meggers- USA
Valdés, C. Evans
O.Chiri 1967 Lanning, E. Peru before English USA
the Incas
1958 Collier, D. Revista Spanish Colombia
Colombiana
de Arq.
1962 Mason, A. Las antiguas Spanish México
culturas del
Pert
O.Chiri 1963 Estrada, E. SMC English Meggers- USA
Evans
O.Chiri 1963 Meggers SMC English Meggers- USA
Evans
O.Chiri Kidder, English
Lumbreras
1972
LAO 1949 Willey BAE, English Steward USA

Handbook




Sources not Quoted in the Text

Revista de la Sociedad Argentina de Antropologia, Buenos Aires.

1989, Treinta anos de la carrera en Buenos Aires (1958-1988). Jornadas de
Antropologia. Universidad de Buenos Aires, Facultad de Filosoffa y Letras, Buenos
Alres.

Nunez Regueiro, V., 1971, Conceptos tedricos que han obstaculizado el desarrollo de
la Arqueologia en Sudamérica. Estudios de Arqueologia (Museo de Arqueologia de
Cachi, Salta) 1.

Notes

'For an analysis of Argentina of the 1960s, see Hora and Trimboli, 1994; Terdn, 1991;
Halperin Donghi, 1969; Caldelari and Funes, 1997; and Sigal, 1991.

2The year 1983 marks the end of thirteen years of military dictatorship, and the beginning
of Raudl Alfonsin’'s presidency.

3‘El Proceso’ refers to the ‘process in which the Nation was reorganized, a term that the
military governments used to define themselves.

4Binford, L.,1962, Archaeology as Anthropology. American Antiquity 28(2).

5The criticisms of the New Archaeology should also be taken into consideration. In 1983,
the CAEA published Bayards criticism of this school as a way to compensate for its
increasing importance among young Argentine archaeologists.

Ssyllabus of the career of Anthropological Sciences, file 35.307/74. Archive of the Facul-
tad de Filosofla y Letras.

“This omission can be considered unique, particularly when considering that twenty
years earlier the Congreso Americano de Bibliografia e Historia that took place in Buenos
Aires and Tucuman in 1916 included in its two sections ‘the pre-Columbian period
(Archive of the Facultad de Ciencias Naturales: carpeta de 1916). In 1937 congresses
were divided into those dedicated to pre-Columbian societies and those of the Colonial
period: “The Congreso Internacional de Historia de America is an institution designed
to promote and relate the activities of academies and historians of the New world. It is
primarily a scientific institution that stimulates original research in the areas of American
History from the time of the Conquest to the present (Prehistoric and Protohistoric times,
and the Discovery are themes that belong to the Congress of Americanists)” (Levene,
(1937) 1938:13).

8Although the museum had abandoned the model of ‘Natural History Museum’ since
1930, in favor of one of ‘Natural Sciences’, the section of anthropology and archae-
ology was about to open its new exhibition halls when its dissolution was decided.
In 1945, the scientific section of the Museum of ‘Anthropology, Ethnography and
Archaeology’ was second—after Zoology—in staff numbers. Head of Archaeology was
Eduardo Casanova and honorary head of Ethnography Enrique Palavecino (Universi-
dad de Tucuman). In charge of Numismatics was Anibal Cardoso, assistants in Al-
chaeology and Anthropology Santiago Gatto, Pablo Haedo, Luis Chillida, and Osvaldo
Paulotti. Carlos Vega was the head of the Institute of Native Musicology and his as-
sistants were Isabel Aretz-Thiele and Margarita Silvano de Regoli. There was also a
sculptor and modeler (Joaquin Da Fonseca), an assistant in Taxidermy (Secundino Da
Fonseca), and two draftsmen (Ismael Astarloa and Eduardo Rios) (Anales del Museo
Argentino de Ciencias Naturales “Bernardino Rivadavia”, 61. Buenos Aires, Imprenta de
la Universidad, 1943-1945). The technical staff was moved to other sections in the
museum.
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9Salvador Canals, Esther Hermitte, and Jorge Graciarena. The cited references were
taken from publications of the Wenner Gren Foundation (New York), the American An-
thropological Association, Hamburg, Mexico, Paris and were published the year before
the reviews appeared in Argentina. Hermitte in “*An Introduction to Anthropology’ by
Ralph Beals. H. Hoijer (1953)" sustained that the authors “approach the study of culture
with a non-historical criterion. On the contrary, their analysis is structural and specialized
in the comparison of contemporary cultures, including ours. The value of this publication
increases by its discussion of the most important and recent anthropological theories.”
(Imago Mundi, 6, diciembre de 1954:108-109).

10“The final objective is the world history of primitive times, that is, of the most ancient
period of human development in which the cultural, linguistic, and racial foundations
were created, from which humans achieved a historical perception of themselves, and
a rational understanding of the cosmos” (Menghin, 1957:1, cited in Fernandez Distel,
1085: 91).

'Memoria del CONICET, actividades del ano 1960. Resena general de la labor realizada
desde febrero de 1958.

2Ipid. and “Informaciones del Consejo Nacional. Boletin Mensual de Investigaciones
Cientificas y Técnicas, enero y febrero 1966".

13Dr. Bernardo Houssay, president and founder of the CONICET, was the honorary presi-
dent and one of the speakers who inaugurated the Congress. Honorary vice-presidents
were Padre Guillermo Furlong, S. J.; Maria H. Holmberg, widow of Ambrosetti; and José
Imbelloni, who despite his absence due to health reasons was recognized by the orga-
nizing commission as ‘the most significant Argentine Americanist of his time’ (cf. Actas y
Memorias del XXXVII Congreso Internacional de Americanistas, vol. [:LV, Buenos Aires,
1968). The members of the honorary comission were E. Casanova, H. Greslebin, O.
Menghin, and A. Serrano. The vice-president of the organizing comission was Julidn
Caceres Freyre.

14 Actas y Memorias del XXXVII Congreso Internacional de Americanistas, vol. I:LV, Buenos
Aires, 1968.

'S1pid., pp. LX and LXI. For more information on the meaning of the speeches of homage
and praises for the History of Sciences, cf. Farro and Podgorny, 1998.

16The committee was constituted by Gonzalez, Antonio Austral, Juan Schobinger,
Mario Cigliano, Fernando Gaspary, and Agustin Zapata Gollan (Actas y trabajos del
Primer Congreso Nacional de Arqueologia Argentina, Publisher in Buenos Aires in
1975).

17During the mid-1980s Bonnin and Laguens (1984/85) did a bibliometric survey of the
type of references used by researchers based on the journal of the Sociedad Argentina
de Antropologia (Relaciones). Their aim was to prove—from the standpoint of a scientific
archaeology—the persistence of ‘traditional archaeology’ in a context where scholars
claimed to have abandoned the past. This study, however, has not been used or cited
in later works and it reflects the references used in the 1980s.

18Cited in the tables as LAO.
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NetworKk Theory and the
Archaeology of Modern
History

Charles E. Orser Jr.

Introduction

In my book A Historical Archaeology of the Modern World (1996), 1 out-
lined a general approach intended to help forge a truly global historical
archaeology. The gist of my argument was that after about A.D. 1500,
conscious agents of colonialism, capitalism, Eurocentrism. and moder-
nity created a series of complex, multidimensional links that served to
tie together diverse peoples around the globe. My arguments were, in
essence, that it was the interaction of these diverse peoples that cre-
ated the many historical manifestations of the modern world, the world
which we in fact now inhabit. Central to my argument was the idea that
men and women, in the course of their daily lives, create and main-
tain the connections that precipitate both cultural change and cultural
continuity over time.

I argued then that historical archaeology, to have a truly significant
place in today’s scholarship, should embrace the issue of global connec-
tions, providing empirical studies demonstrating the origin and earliest
development of globalization, modernization, and colonialist expansion.
I still believe in the essential validity of my general research program
(Orser, 1998c¢), but having outlined the general approach, it is now ap-
propriate to devise a concrete framework for conducting archaeological
studies of the sort | advocate. Among the many approaches that might
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be selected or devised, I believe that my research goals can best be ac-
complished by adopting an approach that is overtly rooted in network
analysis adapted both from contemporary anthropology and sociology,
and from geography. The purpose of this paper is to present an out-
line of this approach and to argue for its strength and interpretive po-
tential. 1 believe that the use of such an approach will permit historical
archaeologists to collect, evaluate, and interpret information in new and
informative ways. As part of this argument, I also present a brief exam-
ple from Brazil, focused on the seventeenth-century slave kKingdom of
Palmares.

A Central Tenet and Its Implications

A central proposition of the Kind of analysis I propose rests on the un-
derstanding that men and women hold themselves together socially
through a series of complex interrelationships that can be modeled as
a web. This understanding of human society has a long pedigree in
anthropological thought. For instance, early in the twentieth century,
French sociologist Emile Durkheim (1915: 426) argued that social units,
often identified by analysts as tightly bounded, discrete entities, were
in fact broad and farreaching. As he put it, “There is no people and no
state which is not part of another society, more or less unlimited, which
embraces all the peoples and all the states with which it first comes
in contact, either directly or indirectly”. The theme of social intercon-
nectedness was later adopted by British anthropologist A. R. Radcliffe-
Brown (1940) and American anthropologist Alexander Lesser (1961).
Both scholars took Durkheim's idea further, focusing on the notion of
the social network. Radcliffe-Brown (1940: 3) wrote that every individ-
ual was part of “a wide network of social relations, involving many other
persons”, and Lesser (1961: 42) argued that human groups were “inex-
tricably involved with other aggregates, near and far, in weblike, net-
like connections.” During this period, other social scientists adopted the
concept of the social web to develop an explicit “social network analy-
sis.” In anthropology, J. A. Barnes (1954) and J. C. Mitchell (1974) were
early leaders in developing this approach, and today a full-blown field of
social network analysis exists in anthropology and sociology (Wasser-
man and Faust, 1994). Most recently, anthropologist Michael Carrithers
(1992: 11) has used the term ‘mutualism’ to refer to the idea that social
relationships are “the basic stuff of human life”.

Following on the heels of Barne’s (1954) pioneering study of the so-
cial networks created and enacted in a tiny Norwegian fishing village,
a number of researchers refined and broadened the idea of the social
network by attempting to discover how networks operate, how they
are constructed, and how men and women—and social collectives—
produce and reproduce the links between them. Further research has
shown, for example, that connections can include a wide variety of fac-
tors, including Kinship, class loyalties and perception, environmental



understandings, economic strategies, relations of power, and cognitive
understandings (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982: 15; Schweizer, 1997; Wolf,
1082, 1084).

One of the implications of adopting a network perspective is that
it allows investigators to downplay the mysterious effects of culture. In
the purely “culturalist” point of view, individuals do things because of
their culture. Culture appears to float above them as an ethereal cloud,
invisible yet present, inescapably exerting itself on everything people
do. The culturalist perspective helps to explain, for example, how colo-
nizers could move from one part of the world to another and create an
image of their homeland in a different environment.

Culturalist explanations have been particularly prevalent in archaeol-
ogy, especially in historical archaeology. Archaeologists studying post-
Columbian colonialism have been drawn to the culturalist position be-
cause of its apparent ability to explain the transference of culture from
one place to another. Accordingly, James Deetz, an accepted leader
in the field, has given this perspective a prominent place in the histor-
ical archaeologist’s interpretive toolKit. Thus, for him, a “cultural land-
scape” is “that part of the terrain which is modified according to a set of
cultural plans” (Deetz, 1990: 2). Within this understanding, human-built
landscapes look the way they do ‘because of culture’. People shape
their physical landscapes in accordance with what makes them com-
fortable. In colonial situations, then, the transference of culture from
one part of the world to another has meant, quite literally, that “At the
southern tip of the African continent, one finds a little piece of England”
(Deetz, 1990: 1). Given that men and women who traveled the globe
took their cultures with them, it only makes sense that they would con-
struct environments that fit their cognitive models of what is proper and
right. Thus, the culturalist view neatly explains why structures in one
part of the world can look just like those in another. Fort Orange in
New York State resembles Forte Orange (Forteleza de Santa Cruz de
Ttamaraca) in northeast Brazil because the colonial Dutch built both for-
tifications. The forts’ engineers and builders obviously raised structures
that made sense to their cultural understanding of the proper appear-
ance of a fortified place. Another way to say this is that the builders of
the forts, in effect, lived under their culture’s all-pervasive cloud, a fact
that the physical things they constructed appears to reflect extremely
well.

The culturalist's conception of the cultural landscape seems to make
abundant sense, and many historical archaeologists have used this
model in their research (see, for example, the papers in Kelso and Most,
1990, and Yamin and Metheny, 1996). Many archaeologists, trained in
the anthropological tradition, find comfort in using culture as the final ex-
planation for understanding the way the world works. The built environ-
ment, like everything else, reflects culture. This conclusion is perhaps
in some measure adequate, but is it enough? Even Deetz (1991: 8) said
that historical archaeology will often refute Occam’s Razor, meaning, of
course, that the simplest explanation may not always be the best. Such
is the case with the culturalist explanation.
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The culturalist position has indeed found a ready audience among
many historical archaeologists, but it contains two significant problems
that cannot be ignored. In the first place, the position incorporates a
vague notion of culture and gives it explanatory power. Most archaeol-
ogists are indeed careful, exacting scholars, but the culturalist position
makes it too easy to end an investigation with a simple culturalist ‘ex-
planation’: “Their culture made them do it”.

In other words, the culturalist point of view promotes facile expla-
nations and interpretations to explain otherwise exceedingly complex
historical situations. The presentation of simplistic interpretations does
no service to the archaeological profession, especially at a time when
archaeological budgets are in danger of being reduced or disappear-
ing altogether. The second deficiency with the culturalist perspective is
that it tends to downgrade, or even to hide, mutable, historical social
relations and to create in their wake seemingly synchronic pictures of
the past. Thus, the culturalist may envision a built landscape to rep-
resent a cultural imprint that in fact lasts for many years as if frozen
in time. Accordingly, when the utopian Harmony Society created their
“cultural landscape” at Economy, Pennsylvania, it “symbolized the Ger-
man homeland from which they were forced to flee” (De Cunzo et al.,
1996: 11 1). While no archaeologist, regardless of interest, is unmindful
of diachronic change, the culturalist perspective makes it possible, and
indeed easy, to accept some degree of synchronicity. Germans create
a timeless little Germany in Pennsylvania, while the English recreate a
little England in South Africa. This statement is true to some extent, but
overall culture change is difficult to model within a landscape when the
entire landscape is viewed as culture’s creation.

A network approach openly rejects the culturalist position and pro-
poses instead that landscapes are conscious creations based, not
strictly on culture, but on the interactions and associations of male
and female agents. An individual's associations and connections are
conscious creations that are free to change situationally. In thinking of
a physical place, rather than to perceive a cultural landscape—a space
created through the vagaries of culture—the network approach under-
stands that physical creations require an intimate knowledge of time
and place, built around two interconnected dimensions, the sociohistor-
ical and the socioenvironmental structures. These structures are com-
posed of human-to-human and human-to-environment relations. If we
wish, we may refer to the structures as cultural, but only in a nomi-
nal manner; the use of ‘culture’ in this instance has no final explanatory
power.

Networks in Archaeology’s Past

Interest in the past use of space is not new in archaeology. Beginning
with Willey’s (1953) pioneering settlement studies in Peru, archaeologists
have considered and evaluated where ancient peoples have built their



sites and monuments, and many archaeologist have conducted spatial,
or locational, analyses in the attempt to explain ancient site distributions
(for some examples, see Clarke 1977a; Hodder and Orton 1976; Kent
1984; Zimmerman 1977). It has emerged from these studies, and from
those of scholars in other fields, that the notion that where things are not
is as important as where things are. Though archaeologists of necessity
focus their excavations on the discrete locations where past activities
have occurred—where things are—they also understand the signifi-
cance of where things are not. A classic example can he found in the
prehistoric Hopewell Interaction Sphere, a model proposing that prehis-
toric Native Americans in the midwestern United States (from about 100
B. C. to A. D. 300-350) carried on economic activities within a series
of expanding networks. The operating networks included intra-local,
inter-local, intra-regional, interregional, and even trans-regional mani-
festations, eventually tying together sites hundreds of Kilometers apart
(Struever, 1964; Struever and Houart, 1972). This model was created
to account for the presence of similar artifacts found great distances
from one another, but its creators had an intuitive understanding that
the objects moved through space in order to be deposited where they
were found. In other words, in order to reach their final resting places,
the artifacts had to have occupied a series of different spots along the
route.

The need for archaeologists to understand the interconnection be-
tween space and place was explicitly noted several years ago by David
Clarke (1977b), who described what he termed ‘spatial archaeology’. As
he defined it, spatial archaeology is:

... the retrieval of information from archaeological spatial relationships and the
study of the spatial consequences of former hominid activity patterns within
and between features and structures and their articulation within sites, site
systems and their environments: the study of the flow and integration of ac-
tivities within and between structures and resource spaces from the micro to
the semi-micro and macro scales of aggregation. (Clarke, 1977: 9; emphasis
added)

Clarke’'s somewhat dated use of the totalizing structures of micro
(within structures), semi-micro (within sites), and macro (between sites)
levels can be excused, but his basic understanding is generally
consistent with the network approach I advocate. Clarke explicitly un-
derstood the difference between ‘spatial archaeology'—as a pursuit
intended to understand the significance of places and spaces—and ‘set-
tlement archaeology—an archaeology directed toward living places. An
archaeology directed toward understanding the networks of the past
has several similarities with Clarke’s spatial archaeology, with the excep-
tion being that my approach leans much more heavily on social network
theory, a topic not as well formulated twenty years ago as it is today.
Though Clarke did not make detailed use of network theory, even as it
was then formulated (Haggett and Chorley, 1969), he nonetheless did
have an avowed interest in understanding networks in archaeological
research (Clarke, 1968: 469-472).
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Examples showing the importance of social networks in historical ar-
chaeological analysis are not prevalent, but they do exist (Orser, 1998b).
Two studies deriving from recent research at Annapolis, Maryland, are
illustrative (Shackel et al., 1998). In the first example, Mark Warner (1998)
investigates two houses inhabited by African-American families in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Examining social status
and its identification with artifacts is a persistently important topic in his-
torical archaeology. Warner observes that the African-American commu-
nity did not represent a monolithic culture. On the contrary, the residents
of the community appeared to make conscious choices that were so-
cially charged and situationally meaningful. Individuals took certain ac-
tions within their community, not because their culture directed them to
do so, but because some situational opportunity had presented itself
at the time. Warner uses the consumption of tea as an illustration to
show that some African Americans consciously selected tea drinking
as a strategy to produce direct social benefits. Men and women drank
tea, not because tea drinking was some Kind of cultural marker, but
because its consumption fostered and maintained certain relationships
that the consumers deemed helpful to their specific situations. Tea, in
essence, helped to create and maintain certain sought-after social con-
nections. In historic Annapolis, then, there existed distinct networks of
tea drinkers. One implication of this finding is that the presence of tea
cups and saucers at sites associated with African Americans serves to
indicate a possible social strategy of real living men and women, rather
than the operation of some cultural norm. In another study, Christopher
Matthews (1998) shows that the most important architectural designs
of Annapolis’s elites were those inspired by Andrea Palladio. Matthews
argues that because Palladio was an extremely significant creator of the
built environment within this prominent Chesapeake city, we must un-
derstand the man himself before we can begin to understand his style
of architecture. As part of this understanding, we should recognize that
Palladio and other prominent architects designed buildings that were id-
iosyncratic to a certain extent. Though we may suppose that the build-
ings were idiosyncratic in somewhat culturally constrained ways, it is
difficult to argue that the architects produced buildings simply as prod-
ucts of their culture. Palladian architecture is clearly European in form,
but is the use of the culturalist's perspective here, as an explanatory tool,
truly satisfying? On the contrary, it seems much more interesting and
potentially more enlightening to argue that the buildings designed by
architectural luminaries were intended to symbolize, create, and main-
tain social relations between people, and to create boundaries between
individuals (see also Leone, 1995; Leone, et al. 1998). As large ob-
jects seeking to communicate profound messages, the buildings and
the creators behind them were integral elements of social networks.
They worked to create social and physical distance between real men
and women. In both examples, then, a culturalist interpretation would
fall short of providing satisfactory explanations and promoting histori-
cal understanding. 1 believe that much more interesting and powerful
interpretations will result from adopting an explicit network perspective.



Situating Networks in Archaeological Thought

Clearly, to make network theory useful to archaeological interpretation,
archaeologists must devise frameworks that have direct archaeological
relevance. Whereas earlier attempts by prehistorians to adopt network
approaches in their research have drawn largely from geographic mod-
els, the use of written records and oral testimony by historical archae-
ologists makes it possible to apply some of the approaches from social
network theory to studies of post-Columbian history.

The relations put into operation in a sociohistorical setting—encom-
passing both human-to-human relations and human-to-environment
relations—comprise networks. Networks are easy to conceptualize
as graphs composed of points connected by lines. In formal network
analysis, points are termed ‘nodes’ or ‘vertices’, and connecting lines are
termed ‘links’ or ‘edges’ (Haggett and Chorley, 1969: 5; Wasserman and
Faust, 1994: 93). The archaeologist’s job is to discover the nature and
composition of these relations, to learn how they were expressed in
material terms, and to understand these expressions through time.
The archaeologist’s first task is to develop a conceptual understanding
of both kinds of relations, acknowledging the significance of their
historical manifestations and accepting that a framework created for
one sociohistorical setting will not have universal application.

For archaeological analysis, it is important to rememlber that human-
to-human relations, like human-to-environment relations, are social and
spatial at the same time. It is also necessary to understand that many
of the relations that archaeologist study will incorporate power in some
fashion. This understanding is particularly pertinent for historical archae-
ologists because the societies they study are usually capitalist in nature
or at least have some involvement (willing or unwilling) with the capitalist
enterprise.

Capitalist relations necessarily incorporate issues of power. Though
it may be easier to conceptualize the enactment of power relations
between individuals, we may also observe from our vantage point
in the late twentieth century, in view of the destruction of diverse bi-
otic communities during the modern era, that power is also exerted
by humans on plant and animal communities (Mander, 1996). Thus, in
both human-to-human and human-to-environment relations, we may ac-
cept Foucault's statement that “space is fundamental in any exercise of
power” (Rabinow, 1984: 252). Where there is space, particularly in a
capitalist setting, there is also power. And, the conduct of capitalism is
necessarily a spatial pursuit as well as a social and economic endeavor
(Scott, 1998; Sheppard and Barnes, 1990).

The introduction of relations of power necessarily raises the issue
of ideology. Ideology has been, and most likely will continue to be, a
hotly debated topic by scholars, including archaeologists. In this paper,
it is not my intention to provide a lengthy discussion of ideology, and
for present purposes it is enough to use the classic understanding that
ideology serves to misrepresent and to hide social relations between
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diverse men and women, either individually or collectively. Rather than
constituting an immutable force exerted by one class on another, the
most sophisticated analysts imagine that ideologies are constantly be-
ing redefined both historically and situationally by real historical actors.
Most scholars also now accept that ideologies are not created solely
by society’s elites, preferring instead to argue that every social unit is
free to construct and promote its own ideologies. Given this reality, it
is pertinent to consider the characteristics and consequences of the
clash of ideologies within a society. For historical archaeologists, this
clash usually occurs within a capitalist society or in situations where
capitalism is being introduced and actively promoted, accepted, and
resisted (Orser, 1996: 160-178). Thus, understanding the clash of his-
torically constructed ideologies in capitalist settings necessarily incor-
porates some knowledge of how power relations are created, enacted,
and maintained within complex webs of interaction.

Social relations, power relations, and the construction of ideologies
are important archaeological topics because each always occurs at a
particular place and at a certain historical time. And, given the nature of
archaeological research, the historical manifestations of these relations
can be evaluated over time. But before we can make such diachronic
studies, we must have a method and a terminology for understanding
the synchronic characteristics of the networks themselves. These mod-
eled networks must be firmly rooted in the social and historical realities
of the situation under investigation.

AS a start, we may say that the locations where social connections
are given expression are ‘places’ While the distance between the places
are ‘spaces’. In network language, places are nodes or vertices, while
spaces are links or edges. Places and spaces can be either actual,
physical entities—courtyards, houses, roads—or they can be cognitive
structures—Kinship ties, associational, memberships, and so forth. In
both cases, the humanly constructed places and spaces represent ‘spa-
tiality,” a consciously created sociophysical landscape. Spatiality is thus
not a naturally occurring phenomenon, simply a place where a culture
lives. Rather, it is a “constituted objectivity, a lived reality” (Soja, 1989:
79). Spatiality is ultimately “about the ordering of relations between peo-
ple” in space and place (Hillier and Hanson, 1984 2).

Spatiality can be the expression of ideology imprinted on the earth's
surface to show that humans “are not so much self-aware as self-and-
other aware” (Carrithers, 1992: 60). What this means is that the con-
struction of modern landscapes is a function of the network of relations
people maintained both with one another and with the natural environ-
ment around them. In constructing their landscapes, men and women
are not simply agents of their culture, they are self-and-other aware. Men
and women create social and environmental relations within a complex
series of interconnected networks, each of which has specific historical
meaning. Therefore, added to the idea that ancient roads and transporta-
tion routes were “ties that bind” (Hassig, 1991), we may also say that
the social connections represented by the roads also bound men and
women together. The social ties and the physical links work in tandem.



Basic Principles of Network Analysis for Historical
Archaeology

Scholars from several disciplines have conducted network analysis for
many years, but archaeologists in large measure have been reluctant to
follow suit. Though many reasons may exist for this lack of application—
some of which may be purely personal—at least two reasons immedi-
ately spring to mind to explain the archaeologists’ general disinterest in
network analysis.

In the first place, archaeologists who study prehistory are usually
reluctant, often for good reason, to adopt research methods and ap-
proaches originally designed to interpret modern settings. Many archae-
ologists may consider the often great time lengths between the subject
of their study and the subject of the model weakens the model’s ap-
plicability. For example, some archaeologists may be reluctant to use
information on the rail systems on nineteenth-century New England in
their study of the road system of the ancient American Southwest. Es-
tablishing the relevance of the analogy in this case could be extremely
difficult. Prehistorians, of course, are well aware of the problem here,
and this understanding is probably what lead Clarke (1977b: 28) to argue
that “archaeology must develop its own related range of spatial theory”
that could articulate with other disciplines examining the use of space.

The second reason why archaeologists may have largely rejected
network analysis in their research may stem from the practical consider-
ations of data collection. Simply put, the collection of adequate informa-
tion is often unrealistic or even impossible when large-scale networks
are the intended focus of study (Gorenflo and Bell, 1991: 80). Archae-
ologists, often facing severe shortages of time and funding, usually do
not have the luxury of collecting data from large regions. The collection
of information from a large area may take years of research. As an ex-
ample, Struever's study of the Hopewell Interaction Sphere noted above
was only possible after at least two decades of serious archaeological
work had preceded him. Archaeologists have always confronted the
problems of inadequate data collection, and the problem is acute for net-
work analysis, even when conducted by cultural anthropologists (San-
jek, 1996: 397). The problem only grows more acute when archaeolo-
gists begin to think in trans-regional or global terms. Geographer Peter
Haggett (1990: 28) nicely summarized the problem when he observed
that the “problem posed by any subject which aims to be global is sim-
ple and immediate: the earth’s surface is so staggeringly large.”

The concerns of archaeologists over the collection of adequate infor-
mation and the application of appropriate models are clearly important
to consider. But, though these concerns justifiably trouble prehistori-
ans, they need not be of equal worry to historical archaeologists. The
presence of written records and other sources of textual and even oral
information makes network analysis considerably more appealing to
historical archaeologists. The presence of textual documentation, which
may include maps, plats, plans, and written and verbal descriptions,
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may even decrease the need to conduct large-scale reconnaissance
surveys. Every historical archaeologist knows that written records must
not be used uncritically, even where physical features are concerned
(Milanich, 1998), but most would agree that such materials can be excel-
lent sources of information. In fact, the presence of textual information
has often been used as a defining characteristic of historical archaeol-
ogy. One of the great advantages of using textual and verbal informa-
tion in historical archaeology is that, where researchers have used them
to construct settlement models, they often provide a one-to-one corre-
lation between the model and the archaeological entity under study.
Even in cases where direct association does not occur, justifiable con-
fidence in the applicability of the model is often possible because of
the similarity in time between the model and the unit of study. Thus, a
geographic model of nineteenth-century settlement in Maine, based on
written records and field survey, may be applicable to an archaeological
study of nineteenth-century settlement in Massachusetts.

Without question, the advantages offered by the presence of textual
information give network analysis in historical archaeology great poten-
tial. Documents, carefully considered and evaluated, can increase the
validity and power of an archaeologist’s spatial interpretations. Beyond
this simple practical concern, however, network analysis in historical
archaeology is even more significant because it can provide empirical
grounding to issues that interest many anthropologists and archaeolo-
gists today: “layered contexts, multiple voices, and historical processes”
(Houseman, 1997: 753). In this sense, the application of network anal-
ysis to archaeology, and particularly to historical archaeology, is timely
and pertinent.

Network analysis begins with the simple notion, stated above, that
men and women create and maintain relationships. Networks of interac-
tion or association exist because individuals have many relationships.
These relationships can take the form of ‘vertical and ‘horizontal’ linkages
(Schweizer, 1997: 740). Vertical linkages are those that are hierarchical,
and which relate to social units of increasingly larger size. Horizontal
linkages, on the other hand, relate to the interconnectedness between
various domains within a social unit.

Both horizontal and vertical links are important to consider, but an
interest in hierarchical links is especially pertinent to historical archaeol-
ogy because vertical linkages tie men and women to interregional, ex-
traregional, and even transnational networks of the Kind that operated
after 1492 (and which still operate). Given the nature of these links, his-
torical archaeologists must adopt a multiscalar approach to study them
(Orser, 1996: 184—-190). A multiscalar perspective is also needed to ex-
amine the horizontal linkages because these connections tie together
the political, economic, social, communicative, and other elements of a
social body.

A network model and multiscalar analysis go hand in hand. In the
course of their daily lives, men and women conduct their actions along
a number of different scales and within a diverse number of networks.
Out of the infinite number of scales that can exist in any social entity,



individuals “comprehend patterns, recognize homogeneity, plan for the
future, and operate in the present at specific scales” (Marquardt, 1992:
107; see also Marquardt, 1985). An ‘effective scale, the level at which a
pattern or meaning may be discerned, exists for each conscious deci-
sion made by the individual (Crumley, 1979: 166).

Wwhen conducting an overt multiscalar analysis, a researcher begins
at one effective scale and seeks to understand it. Once the analysis is
satisfactorily completed, the knowledge is transcended as the analyst
moves to another scale. This process is repeated until the investigator is
satisfied that all possibilities have been exhausted. As one moves from
one scale to another, it often becomes clear that the social entities un-
der investigation maintain their connections across time and space. His-
torical archaeologists examining the modern world should understand
that the agents of colonialism, capitalism, globalization, and Eurocen-
trism created links that cross-cut several effective scales, both social
and physical.

Network analysis gives initial prominence to people and places as
nodes and the links that connect them. The resultant network analyses,
which clearly must be multiscalar, can be used to model relationships
between people and people, people and places, and places and places
in both synchronic and diachronic dimensions.

Several Kkey concepts lie at the heart of formal network analysis.
In social network analysis, these concepts are, in ascending order:
actor, relational tie, dyad, triad, subgroup, group, relation, and social
network (Wasserman and Faust, 1994: 17-20). In an archaeological
analysis modeled on social network analysis, the analytical concepts
might be site, connector, dyad, triad, area, region, relation, and network
(Table 6.1).

In social network analysis, the actors are discrete individuals or so-
cial units that work collectively. Depending upon the scale of analysis,
the individuals can be single men and women in a group or nation-states
within a world network. For archaeological analysis, however, it may
be most appropriate to consider the actors to be individual men and
women since this conception would be consistent with the geographic
notion of the site. Though it may be difficult or impossible to conduct
research on individual men and women in prehistoric settings, this fo-
cus need not cause overwhelming concern for historical archaeology

Table 6.1. Core Concepts of
Network Analysis

Social Archaeological
actor site

relational tie connector
dyad dyad

triad triad

subgroup area

group region

relation relation

social network physical network
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because of the presence of supportive, non-archaeological documenta-
tion.

Actors are linked together by relational ties. These social connec-
tions can be rooted in personal evaluations (such as friendship, respect,
a sense of empathy), an association or affiliation (through shared labor,
organizational membership), Kinship (either real or fictive), or through
a power relationship (owner to worker, ruler to ruled). In a geographic
sense, the relational ties will be actual physical features that serve to
link sites together, such as rivers, roads, causeways, and bridges. The
importance of such features in archaeological analysis is “that they can
provide tangible evidence of cultural links across geographical space”
(Trombold, 1991: 8); they are, in essence, connectors. A dyad, in both
social and physical space, refers to the relationship established be-
tween two actors or sites. In network analysis, the tie between the two
entities is perceived as an integral property of the pair rather than as
a feature of either individual (Wasserman and Faust, 1994: 18). Thus,
the tie between father and son is a property of both individuals at the
same time, just as a road linking two sites originates from both at the
same time. In social analysis, it is possible, however, to have “asym-
metric dyads” (Wasserman and Faust, 1994: 510-51 1), where a relation-
ship is only chosen by one of the individuals. As an example, a son
who feels abandoned may reject a relationship promoted by his father.
Asymmetric dyads may also appear in the landscape, though proba-
bly with less frequency. A swiftly running river, connecting two villages,
provides an example. In the absence of motor boats, only the villagers
living upriver could use the river as a relational tie. The villagers living
downstream would have to use another relational tie (a road or path)
if they sought interaction with the upriver villagers. The triad, like the
dyad, has been the subject of much network analysis. It consists, as the
name implies, of three actors, or thinking archaeologically, of three inter-
connected sites. Following this line of reasoning, a subgroup in social
network analysis is comprised of sets of dyads and triads. For archae-
ological analysis, | have chosen to term the subgroup an ‘area,” and the
group—composed of several subgroups—a ‘region.’ This usage is con-
sistent with the notion of the region in geographic network analysis as
being an area enclosed by relational links or edges (Haggett and Chorley,
1969: 5).

Elsewhere (Orser, 1996: 131-144), 1 have explored the problem
posed by physical boundaries when using a network approach in ar-
chaeology. To paraphrase, I argued that when archaeologists explicitly
think about the relational ties between sites and people they may be
forced to forget their traditional understanding of what constitutes an ar-
chaeological area or region. In line with the proposition that site dyads
and triads are distinguished by their connection, I argued that histori-
cal archaeologists may be able to consider parts of different continents
within the same area or region. Thus, for a certain period of time, it
may be argued that colonial Portugal and colonial Brazil, or colonial
England and colonial South Africa, were part of the same area or region
because of their relational ties. This understanding is quite distinct from



the cultural landscape, where what ties areas together is the cognitive,
cultural processes of colonizers.

A Brief Example

Given the requirements of a rigorous multiscalar network analysis in
archaeology, much more space would be needed to present a com-
plete example here. Nonetheless, it is still important to provide a brief
specific example to demonstrate the interpretive power and potential of
network analysis in archaeology. Space limitations prohibit a full exam-
ple, and I understand that my example will be necessarily incomplete
and sketchy. But, to demonstrate the value of network analysis 1 focus
on the seventeenth-century Kingdom of Palmares in northeast Brazil.
AS | have pointed out elsewhere (Orser, 1994b, 1996), Palmares pro-
vides an excellent case study for an archaeologically informed network
analysis.

Palmares was a kingdom built in the present state of Alagoas in
northeast Brazil by a number of runaway slaves around 1605. The colo-
nial Portuguese government destroyed the settlement in 1694, but at its
height, Palmares is thought to have had as many as 20,000 residents.
In 1992 and 1993, I collaborated on an exploratory archaeological study
of Palmares with Pedro Funari, and information about this research ef-
fort can be found elsewhere (Funari, 1995a, b; 1996a, b; Orser, 1992,
1993, 19944, b; 1998a; Orser and Funari, 1992).

Palmares was a unified kingdom designed around resistance to en-
slavement and debasement. At the height of its development, Palmares
was composed of ten discrete villages: Amaro, Arotirene, Tabocas (two
villages), Zumbi, Aqualtene, Dambrabanga, Subupira, Macaco and An-
dalaquituche, with Macaco being the seat of the King (Figure 6.1). Re-
search is not advanced enough to indicate precisely how the individual
villages were connected. Historical records do clearly show, however,
that the Palmarinos maintained continual relations with their environ-
ment. One observer who knew the condition of the territory of Palmares
in the 1670s described it as “a naturally rugged place, mountainous, and
dry, sown with all varieties of trees known and unknown” (Drummond,
1859: 304). The dense forests and the surrounding mountains helped to
create Palmares, just as they sheltered and hid the Palmarinos from the
invading colonial armies from the coast. At the same time, the environ-
ment sustained the people. Historical documents make it abundantly
clear that they grew a variety of crops, caught fish, and domesticated
fowl. They used the foliage for their homes, their basketry, and their de-
fensive stockades, just as they used local clays to make pottery. Without
question, the Palmarinos created and maintained a complex network of
relationships with their environment.

At the same time, a series of complex social and power relation-
ships helped to hold the Kingdom together. The King of Palmares was
a man named Ganga Zumba, and his brother, Gana Zona, ruled the
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Figure 6.1. The Kingdom of Palmares.

Kingdom’s second city. The ruler of another town was the King’s nephew,
and that of another town, was his mother. Zumbi, the last great King of
Palmares, was the King's nephew. Without question, Kinship and power
relations enacted as a series of interconnected dyads and triads helped
to hold the kingdom together, even in the face of armed attack. This
complex series of confederation and tributary relations helped to define
Palmares both internally and externally (Anderson, 1996).

It would be relatively easy to argue that these relationships sim-
ply constitute cultural expression. All available evidence indicates that
the Palmarinos busied themselves with building a new culture in the
New World. But even this understanding allows for the presence of two



effective scales: the individual villages and the kKingdom itself. It is only
when we combine a multiscalar perspective with a network approach
that we can see other effective scales. For instance, within the kingdom
itself existed a stark division between those Palmarinos who sought ac-
commodation with the Portuguese and those who desired a constant,
continual armed resistance. This conflict eventually caused Zumbi to
murder his uncle the king, and to assume the reins of leadership. Sim-
ilarly, a schism existed among the colonial Portuguese, because some
Portuguese settlers living on the colonial frontier chose to support Pal-
mares over their own colonial government. Thus, both in Palmares and
outside on the frontier, power relations were constantly being enacted
and redefined. Clearly, a full understanding of Palmares requires more
than simple knowledge of the syncretic culture the fugitive men and
women built among the palm trees of northeastern Brazil. A more com-
plete understanding can be gained by adopting an explicit relational
network model.

Further increasing the scale of analysis permits asking another
question that otherwise may not be apparent: Why did the Dutch attack
Palmares during their years in northeast Brazil? The answer to this
question at first may seem too obvious to address. Caspar Barleus
(1923: 315), a contemporary of Palmares, described the people who
lived there as a “collection of robbers and fugitive slaves.” Barleus was
not alone in his perception of Palmares; most of its colonial enemies
described it in the same terms. To them, the men and women of
Palmares were simply thieves who robbed their coastal plantations.
Knowing their perspective, it only makes sense that the colonial Dutch
would seek to destroy the kingdom. But does this really make sense
once we understand that the Dutch and the Portuguese were, in fact,
deadly rivals in Brazil? Each superpower sought to control the native
people and native riches of this part of South America. Keeping in mind
the network model, we must ask why the colonial Dutch, enemies of
the colonial Portuguese, did not create an alliance with Palmares, also
enemies of the colonial Portuguese? Merely asking this question leads
us to other questions: were the Dutch so appalled by the actions of
the Palmarinos against another European nation that they sought to
destroy it out of a sense of European solidarity? Or were the Dutch
merely so racist that they simply sought to destroy a group of renegade
Africans? Understanding a network model makes us wonder whether it
was the connections the Palmarinos had made with Native Americans,
with Portuguese settlers, and among themselves that really offended
the Dutch (for details of these connections, see Orser, 1994b and 1996:
41-53). This multifaceted, interconnected web was a serious imped-
iment to Dutch colonial expansion in the South American hinterland.
Assuming that the Dutch believed they could wrest Brazil from the
Portuguese, they may have decided to remove Palmares when the
time seemed right. In any case, if the Dutch were simply racist, it would
have made sense for them to unite with the Portuguese to destroy
Palmares and, once this task was accomplished, to begin the quest for
an empire against their former European allies.
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The history and culture of Palmares was indeed complex, and it
will take many more years of research before a new, truly meaningful
reanalysis can be completed. Our initial archaeological research has
only provided the briefest understanding of what is clearly an extremely
deep and meaningful history. The application of a network perspective,
however, permits archaeologists to ask new questions about Palmares
and to approach an old topic in an entirely new way.

conclusion

Network analysis opens up exciting opportunities for archaeologists, es-
pecially those studying modern history. The presence of written docu-
mentation and even oral testimony means that historical archaeologists
have the potential to learn about the connections that held men and
women together in ways that may not be readily apparent simply from
archaeological deposits. The true advantages of using network analysis
in historical archaeological research have yet to be demonstrated in a
large-scale study. Network analysis, when combined with a multiscalar
perspective, however, has the potential to permit archaeologists to ask
new and interesting questions about the past, and to provide important
new interpretations.
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The Comparative Method in
Archaeology and the Study
of Spanish and Portuguese
South American Material
Culture

Pedro Paulo A. Funari

The use of the comparative method in archaeology is still in its infancy in
Latin America. This chapter explores differences in settlement patterns
between the Hispanic and Portuguese worlds and tries to show how a
comparative approach enables a better understanding of two contrast-
ing ways of ordering the material world (Nassaney, 1998; Orser 1997).
Furthermore, comparison, as a strategy in contextual archaeology, con-
tributes to recognizing archaeological inquiry within its own historical
and social context (Shanks, 1994: 32; Zarankin, 2000). Long ago archae-
ology was recognized as much more than ancillary to history (cf. Childe,
1956, first sentence of the book; contra Meneses, 1965: 22). To a global
audience, it is probably amazing to discover that there are meaningful
differences between Hispanic and Portuguese America from which a
comparative archaeology can gain a lot.

Urban archaeology is an obvious field for comparative study, as ur-
ban development in South America has been very important and will
continue to be so in the future. Diverse urban sites have been exca-
vated, and even if in most cases it is not possible to try to reconstruct
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the urban setting as a whole and its changes over time, excavations
have certainly produced archaeological evidence which can provide a
better understanding of city life in South America. Furthermore, thanks
to non-destructive techniques, such as field surveys and the study of
ancient maps and other iconographic materials, it is possible to pro-
pose ways of understanding urban material culture in a variety of differ-
ent historical and geographical contexts. In general terms, we should
differentiate Hispanic cities, characterized by their planned location of
streets and public building based on a checkered square-grid scheme,
from Portuguese towns, first and foremost a medieval assemblage of
houses, following curves and slopes (Hollanda, 1984; Marx, 1989). To
explore the antecedents of practices in the New World, one must move
not just in time but also in space, back across the Atlantic to Old World
medieval origins (Johnson, 1999: 223).

The cultural importance of this difference can be judged by the sub-
jective sense of being outsiders felt in the Americas by the Portuguese
in Spanish cities and by Spaniards in Portuguese towns. Colonial
documents often describe how these two different Weltanschauungen
organized the perception of social life in the two parts of South Amer-
ica/Hispanic America had an orderly urban setting, where cities were
regularly reproduced in different places, in flat areas where possible;
Brazil, as the Portuguese colony soon became known, had a land-
scape which contributed to the scattering of houses around hills, with
curved and narrow streets producing towns as varied as the topography
of different areas. The Portuguese colonial land and streetscape were
the result of human action framed by nature (Mrozowski and Beaudry,
1990: 205) and by a medieval outlook (Castro, 1996; Weckmann, 1993),
so that still today “streets look like the Medieval Portuguese”, as a re-
cent newspaper piece stated (Martins, 2000). There was thus an official
Portuguese policy to stress the Portuguese features of colonial towns,
such that that the population identified themselves as Portuguese (Reis,
2000). Hispanic cities were built through the regular addition of man-
zanas (‘apples’), or blocks of houses and squares felt to be as natural as
apples. The Portuguese have no blocks; their town plan was conceptu-
alized as an arruamento, a term which could be translated as “creases
or wrinkles in the face of the land”, as the term rua (street) itself connotes
a “wrinkle” (from the Latin ruga, found also in the English “corrugation”).
These differences are still important to this day, as there is a strong op-
position to urban planning in Brazil and even the very few examples of
planned cities desperately try to avoid right angles and squares, prefer-
ring curves and non-symmetric designs, as is noted in the case a the
capital city, Brasilia, founded in 1961. Hispanic Americans are still un-
comfortable in Brazilian towns, always looking for a missing order in
the chaotic ‘wrinkles’, while Brazilians cannot avoid deriding the lack of
creativity in the reproduction of squares and blocks in Hispanic cities.

Hispanic America was grounded on cities, so that within the first
one hundred years of colonization, there were already 225 Hispanic
cities, reaching the impressive number of 330 cities by 1600. These
cities obeyed the rules established by Spanish laws in relation to their



features, most of them reproducing a checkered frame around central
squares where the main legislative, administrative and religious build-
ings were located. The distribution of the population within the city
was also regulated, so that vecinos, or citizens, and habitantes, or in-
habitants, would settle in different areas. Downtown, around the main
square or plaza central formed by the prestigious public buildings, were
found the dwellings of the most important colonists, even though nat-
urally their servants, Indians and African slaves, inhabited the same
area. Most inhabitants in this hierarchical society, were classified as ple-
beian, and included a variety of ‘races’, as established by differences
in status, skin color and general appearance, while ordinary people
lived in peripheral blocks. The Spanish Crown wanted to keep Indians
separate from Spaniards and enacted legislation towards this end, en-
forcing the segregation of Indians, black slaves and Spanish settlers.
However, there were factors encouraging the breakdown of barriers,
and colonists, blacks and Indians intermarried against the law (Wade,
1994: 60). A complete account of urban material life should include the
parallel rise in vernacular buildings in the periphery, so that we could bet-
ter understand the way in which the middle and lower orders expressed
their view of the past and present through the layout and appearance
of their own homes (Johnson, 1992: 54). A dialectical epistemology can
reflect an interest in the lived experience of past people, their actions
within fields of social relations and cultural meanings, and their roles as
conscious creators and negotiators of culture (McGuire and Saitta, 1996:
198) so that ubiquitous domination and resistance can be studied by ar-
chaeology (Frazer, 1999: 5). The quarters occupied by ordinary people
are often absent from historical documents and historians’ discourses
(cf. SKimore, 2000: 572).

Santa Fe la Vieja is probably the best example of an early Hispanic
city in South America which has been the focus of archaeological re-
search. It was the first city founded near the Rio de La Plata in 1573,
and its blueprint was reproduced by Buenos Aires when it was founded
definitively in 1580, such that, in a way, studying Santa Fe la Vieja is like
looking for a lost Buenos Aires. The checkered outline introduced to His-
panic America by Nicolas de Ovando in Santo Domingo in 1502 served
as a model for most Spanish cities, including Santa Fe la Vieja, and was
established as a statutory rule by Phillip the Second in the same year of
1573. Three main structures were established by law: the Plaza Mayor,
or Main Square, the Iglesia Mayor, or Main Church, and the Cabildo, or
Town Council House. Santa Fe la Vieja reached a peak of some five
hundred inhabitants, but was affected by frequent floods and the town
council decided in 1660 to move the whole town to a better site, sub-
sequently reconstituting the original grid system, and thereby founding
the modern Argentine city of Santa Fe (Zarankin, 1995).

Santa Fe la Vieja is thus a unique opportunity for archaeologists to
study an abandoned town, in a way which would be impossible in a
city which has been in normal use for hundreds of years, as is the case
with most other Hispanic cities. As the city was abandoned, the build-
ings were gradually destroyed by the wind and the rain, but in the last
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Table 7.1. Ceramic Distribution, Santa Fe la Vieja

Local ware  Hispanic imports  Other imports

Central Blocks 48% 51% 1.2%
Periphery 100% — —

decades of the nineteenth century there were remains still visible at
the old site. Later, the site was no longer identifiable and in 1948, the
Provincial Assembly enacted a law ordering the identification of the old
city, and Zapata Gollan found and excavated Santa Fe La Vieja in 1949.
From then on, excavations have produced abundant archaeological ma-
terial, including first and foremost human remains and pottery (Senatore,
1905).

The study of the spatial distribution of pottery shards enabled ar-
chaeologists to distinguish the central and peripheral quarters of the
city as shown in Table 7.1. Fourteen different wares were found in the
central blocks, but only three in the periphery, and apparently the local
pottery was shared by people living downtown and at the periphery. The
archaeologists who studied Santa Fe la Vieja have interpreted this as a
result of a specific Hispanic colonial way of life, in opposition to a British
colonial one, represented an Iberian tendency towards incorporation,
characterized mostly by the inclusion of local women in elite houses,
as servants, but also as wives. It is likely that natives, blacks and mixed
mestizos were supposed to behave like good Spaniards, speak Castil-
lian, make the bed, sew European clothes, prepare Spanish foods in
a traditional Spanish fashion, and thus use European material culture.
However, the study of pottery in Santa Fe la Vieja does not present us
with clear enough evidence to the extent of this ‘acculturation’, and there
is good reason to suggest that the ubiquitous use of local wares could
indicate the importance of native material culture for urban dwellers in
general. If the city itself was very much characterized by Spanish mate-
rial culture, and the streetscape a grid framing the minds of every His-
panic town dweller, the local pottery could equally relate to a counter-
discourse, produced by ordinary people, informing and expressing an
overwhelming feeling of belonging to a colonial society, through the use
of non-European pots to cook and eat different foods. Archaeology can
thus shed much-needed light on the dispossessed, the downtrodden,
and the disenfranchised (Orser, 1999: 143-145). Perhaps the most strik-
ing feature of archaeological inquiry in the recent past has been the
way in which it has broken the association of subordination with stasis
and passivity (Scott, 1988: 424), so that attention has been paid to the
daily lives of ordinary people (Paynter and McGuire, 1991: 13; Trigger,
1908: 16).

Buenos Aires, from its conception, was a Hispanic city in a good
position to become an important seat of the government, taking on
initially the Governorship and later the Viceroyalty of La Plata, from
1776. The city grew continually, and during the 1880s, Buenos Aires
experienced a building fever, in the course of which most the Spanish
colonial architecture was replaced by Parisian style buildings, in the



first decades of this century. The capital of Argentina underwent fur-
ther interesting changes, such as the construction of one of the earli-
est underground metropolitan subway rail systems in the world. It is
now one of the largest cities in the Southern Hemisphere, and although
most urban archaeology must be restricted to limited excavations, there
is still a lot that can be said about the historical features of Buenos
Aires and the way it changed over time. As was already mentioned,
it followed the grid pattern established by the Spanish authorities and
even though it expanded significantly, it always respected the same
checkered logic. Even small brooks, historically the main hindrances to
the expansion of the city, were continually integrated into the planned
streetscape.

The archaeological study of Buenos Aires has developed more so
since the restoration of civilian rule in the 1980s, mostly as a result
of interested architects, and therefore within a conceptual framework
derived from architecture and urban studies (Schavelzon, 1992). From
the start, then, “Urban Archaeology” was the term used to describe a
growing interest in the material culture of the city and, even though
it should include the study of smaller urban settlements, like pueblos
(“towns” and “villages”), urban archaeology paid particular attention to
large and complex cities, first and foremost to Buenos Aires, whose
vitality has been impressive since the early days and whose architec-
tural heritage is monumental, rightfully recognized as the most impres-
sive city in South America. Furthermore, Buenos Aires has been for
centuries the intellectual powerhouse of Latin America and its intelli-
gentsia remains outstanding today. This goes a long way to explaining
the conflation of historical archaeology with urban archaeology and the
overwhelming importance of the search for historic Buenos Aires. Exca-
vations of historical buildings and the publication of monographs focus-
ing on typological studies of artifacts, like pottery and smoking pipes,
were the main results of scholarly research, and several books were
published on Buenos Aires, establishing urban archaeology as a very
popular archaeological field in Argentina.

Buenos Aires has been considered a large, single city-site, studied
mostly through limited rescue excavations, so that the excavation of a
small area of 1469 Defensa Street, looking for early colonial remains, for
instance, and the excavation of a nineteenth century publishing house,
Imprenta Coni, are considered as part of the same overarching study of
Buenos Aires. The general subject of interest remains Buenos Aires the
results of which over the last fifteen years of archaeological research
deal primarily with the character of the city and its changes over time.
Probably the best way of assessing the advances in the field is to out-
line the study of pottery and its contribution to the understanding of
the urban context. At Imprenta Coni, a well-known site in Buenos Aires,
a specific archaeological survey produced the figures concerning six-
teenth and seventeenth century ceramic styles shown in Table 7.2.

In other surveys, in the same area, Native style pottery could reach
even higher percentages (i.e., 23.04%) and Schavelzon (1994: 41) has or-
dered differences in ware assemblages chronologically (see Table 7.3).
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Table 7.2. 16th and 17th C.
Ceramic Styles at Imprenta

Conti
Ceramic style %
Native South American 10.6
Mixed 25.7
Majolica 38.2
Cream and Pearlwares 16.5
Ordinary (form Spain?) 6.7

Table 7.3. Chronological
Sequence of Ceramic Ware
Assemblages

Native South American 1580-1800
Mixed Pottery 1590-1800
Majolica 1580-1800
Olive-oil vessels 1580-1850
Creamware 1750-1800
Pearlware 1800-1850
Stoneware 1830-1900
Whiteware 1890-1900

As such, the occupation of the area can be divided into four suc-
cessive phases: the first with no clear architectonic remains (1580-
1730), followed by the construction of a humble dwelling, the so-called
Casa Rodriguez (1730-1822), whose destruction allowed for the build-
ing of the Casa Goyena (1822-1884); and subsequently the Imprenta
Coni, established in 1884-5, all demonstrating the change in the use of
the site from domestic to industrial. In the earliest period, Native South
American pottery prevailed by and large, succeeded by cheap, locally
made wares which exhibited mixed Indigenous and European features,
with a few imported wares. The upper-class Casa Goyena, with nicely
glazed tiles, produced fine Pearlware, while the factory is largely known
for its architectural remains, particularly the construction of sanitary facil-
ities in the late nineteenth century. There is a clear trend in the ceramic
remains from Native to Mixed to European, from pre-modern to modern,
from local to international, providing good material proof of the Euro-
peanization preached by the ruling elites since the nineteenth century.
However, it is also true that the area was continually enhancing contacts
with the city center and so we should not read this change as a simple
adoption of European traits, but as the result of a succession of occupa-
tions increasingly marked by upper class people (on the use of class in
archaeology, see Saitta 1992: 889). It is symptomatic that the publishing
house signals the heyday of European identification in Argentina as it
was a national industry comparable with the most modern in the world
at that time and printing itself was a symbol of modernity and intellec-
tual strength. Schavelzon’s emphasis on the changes brought about by
the nineteenth century in this area could be extended to Buenos Aires



as a whole, as Native South American and mixed peoples and cultures,
who prevailed in the colonial period, were being subjected to a process
of ‘acculturatiory, sponsored by the new National State (for a criticism of
‘acculturation’, see Jones, 1997 and Carman, 1998: 135). Apparently the
material remains seem to confirm that this policy was successful, but
the continued use of oil jars from the beginning up to the mid nineteenth
century could indicate that the negotiation process was more complex
than presently envisaged, as ordinary people could have produced a
syncretic culture. In this case, there could have been a mixed semiotic
code in which Native, Mixed and European were indistinguishable as
part of a continuum. The use of oil jars, from inception, could thus be
interpreted as the maintenance of some mixed habits for a long period,
uniting Natives and colonists, and their probable mixed offspring, into a
specific pattern of cohabitation.

The archaeology of cities in Portuguese America has not developed
as fast as one would expect for several reasons, not least because of
two main prejudices: one against old things in general, and another
against humble old things in particular. Cities are by definition pow-
erful symbols and the history of Brazil in the last one hundred years
or so has been dominated by a rush for so-called progress, so much
so that the Republican flag carries the slogan “Order and Progress” (cf.
Verissimo and Bittar, 2001 for an architectural standpoint). If it is true
that the country, since the proclamation of the Republic in 1889, has
been mesmerized by modernity, this is particularly evident in the cities,
as cities represent modern life par excellence. Any modern building is
considered better than an old one, as a paved road is better than a dirt
road. There were several reasons for transferring the capital from Rio de
Janeiro to a newly constructed city, Brasilia, in 1961, but whatever the
economic, social or even geopolitical considerations, it would not have
been possible without a mindset prone to constant movement towards
modernity. The most appropriate image of Brazilian society could not
be the historical buildings in Rio de Janeiro, nor even the natural land-
scape of Guanabara Bay and the Sugar Loaf, but a most modern city.
Even the most humble rural dwellers in the backwoods would be able
to look forward to Brasilia, a city with no past.

The clearest example of this fight against material rememibrance
is the huge megalopolis, Sao Paulo, the economic capital of South
America, a position established in less than forty years, having sur-
passed Rio de Janeiro in the sixties and Buenos Aires soon afterwards,
in the 1970s. In this process, old remains suffered a constant ideologi-
cal and physical degradation; new buildings were constructed to create
a completely new city. The historical buildings are the Cathedral and a
Modernist Park planned by Niemeyer, the renowned architect, both inau-
gurated in 1954. The main public buildings, like the Governor's Palace,
or the State Assembly building, are also quite recent, and the most im-
portant avenue, Paulista Avenue, founded at the end of last century as
a bastion of elite mansions, was completely remodeled as late as the
1970s to become the Latin American headquarter for multinationals,
banks and business enterprises in general. In this context, interest in
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historical remains has been at best marginal, and traditionally restricted
to important elite buildings, with high style architectural features, most
of them of fairly recent date, as the city was very small and peripheral
up to the end of the nineteenth century.

Historical Archaeology would thus develop very late and restricted
itself to rescuing artifacts excavated by bulldozers in the process of con-
structing streets, avenues, underground train lines, buildings and other
urban facilities, like sewage systems. In a recent paper (Aradjo, 1994:
382) describing archaeology in Sao Paulo City, we are informed that
even nowadays there are only five archaeologists in charge of all city ar-
chaeological research, prehistoric and historic alike, covering an area of
1,493 square Km and ten million people in the state capital alone and res-
cuing what is possible. Even though there is no body of archaeological
evidence comparable with that available for Buenos Aires or Colonia del
Sacramento, the historical archaeologist can profit a lot from the study
of maps and iconographic material, like paintings and photographs. Sao
Paulo was originally a typical Portuguese town, as the streets adapted
to the landscape. The last decades of the nineteenth century though
saw the inception of the modernist resolve which would transform the
urban setting. Nature should be tamed and so principal efforts were di-
rected to constructing new river beds, as later would happen with the
emphasis on tunnels and viaducts. “Sao Paulo is magnificent because it
is an artifact, not at all natural” (Bresciani, 1999). This huge artifact awaits
proper analysis by historical archaeologists.

Colonial towns are not, however, unknown in Brazil, and some of
them are well known even abroad, as is the case with Ouro Preto,
declared a World Heritage Monument (cf. Funari, 2001). The material
culture of colonial towns in Minas Gerais has been studied first and
foremost by architects and art historians (Machado, 1978). All of these
colonial towns were established on the slopes of hills and the curves in
the streets did not allow people to see much more than a few meters
in any direction, so that the streetscape was not felt to be a distinguish-
able urban feature. The real town shape was given by the location of
several church buildings, most of them used by white people, some of
them used by black brotherhoods (Oliveira, 1990). The church buildings
were composed of two basic structures: the rectangular chapel and the
bell tower, the former with a ridge and two slopes of a roof, the latter
being preferably two towers on the right and left of the main building
(Arroyo, 1954). Society was ruled by the Church, in both senses, as the
institution whose rules were overwhelmingly accepted as natural, and
in its visible re-enactment in several Church buildings, shaping mental
frameworks and physical landscapes at the same time (Machado, 1978;
Pifano, 1996).

The comparative method, when applied to the Portuguese and
Spanish settlement in South America, proves useful to contrast two
different ways of ordering the material world (cf. Funari, 1999). Iberian
colonists, considered by outsiders as very similar, built two different
material culture settings, and archaeology can use a comparative ap-
proach to better understand the continent (cf. Funari, 1999b for a more



comprehensive study). This study demonstrates the similarities and dit-
ferences that characterize the various contexts of colonialism and testi-
fies to the importance of a comparative framework which is at the same
time attuned to the specificities of particular historical situations (Funari
et al., 1999).
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Bodies in Prehistory
Beyond the sex/Gender Split

Benjamin Alberti

Introduction

My paper is about the theorizing of bodies in archaeology. Bodies are
an important archaeological resource—{rom mortuary remains to figura-
tive art, they reveal a great deal to us about people in past societies. In
gender archaeology the visibility of bodies as archaeological evidence
has lead to questions being asked of the very formulation of gender as
a concept, of how gender is understood to operate through bodies and
in society. The point I will argue in the course of this paper is that the
sex/gender split naturalizes a binary division of bodies and hence nat-
uralizes the exclusive division of bodies into male and female. Such a
binary division may be a pertinent description of current ideals of the
structure of bodies. Its establishment as a natural fact, however, is im-
peding the investigation of bodies in prehistory, preventing the ques-
tioning of how bodies gain significance, how bodies become sexed.

It is not my attention to do away with all the work that has been done
to date using the sex/gender split in gender archaeology. Such work
has been, and continues to be, invaluable because it frees gender from
biological determinism. What I would like to demonstrate, rather, is that
in some instances the formulation of gender as radically distinct from
sex may be blocking potential interpretations of archaeological material.

This paper proceeds by firstly outlining how the concept ‘gender’
has been understood by gender archaeologists and what exactly the
potential problems with that formulation are. Secondly, 1 will offer a
critique of the sex/gender split based on the work of some so-called
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post-structuralist feminists. In particular, I will discuss Butler's (1993) cri-
tique of social constructivism and her understanding of how bodies gain
significance through their materialization. Butlers work is useful for ar-
chaeology because she focuses on the surface of bodies; on the visible
and mutually generative relationship between bodies, material culture,
and coherent identities. She also offers insight into the relationship be-
tween sex and gender is in contemporary society.

Towards the end of the paper I will present a brief case study in
order to demonstrate the possibilities of exploring sex, gender and bod-
ies in a different way through archaeology. 1 will discuss the figurative
imagery from the Palace site at Late Bronze Age Knossos in light of the
arguments made in the first half of the paper. The Bronze Age Aegean
may not seem particularly relevant to a conference on Latin American ar-
chaeology, but I believe the results have implications for archaeological
interpretation in many areas. Nonetheless, the approach I adopt empha-
sizes the non-universal status and contextualised the production of bod-
ies, and, as such, is not a universal theory.

Previous interpretations of the imagery from Knossos presented a
rigid binary structure to gender. Such interpretations, however, are not
fully substantiated by the evidence. It quickly becomes apparent on re-
examination that the bodies are not rigidly divided into male and female.
In fact, bodies are rarely shown with what we understand as physical
sexual characteristics. Moreover, they are never differentiated from the
opposite sex on the basis of such characteristics. It is apparent that sex,
gender, and other means by which we categorize people are interpo-
lated. In some cultural contexts particular aspects of bodies gain more
significance than others. Sex—male and female—may not always be
considered a natural means of categorizing bodies, nor may genitalia
always be thought of as central to a body’s identity.

Archaeologists Question the Sex/Gender Split

Archaeologists’ understanding of gender as distinct from sex devel-
oped through contact with feminist research within anthropology (see
di Leonardo, 1991; Moore, 1988; Strathern, 1988: 22-40). The crucial
development was the splitting of gender into biological and cultural di-
mensions. Sex came to mean biological sex, whereas gender referred to
the cultural component of women's and men's identity. Some archaeolo-
gists have pointed out the difficulties for archaeological interpretation in
maintaining such a distinction between sex and gender. Their criticisms
are based on two observations: firstly that the archaeological visibility of
gender as opposed to sex is suspect (Claassen, 1992; Marshall, 1995;
Sgrensen, 1992) and, secondly, that sex is as much a cultural construc-
tion as gender (Claassen, 1992; Moore, 1994).

The first observation has lead to the question of whether an archae-
ology of gender is in fact dependent on an archaeology of sex. Marshall
(1995: 5) has pointed out that the majority of remedial feminist research



within archaeology has taken place in areas where there is greater ac-
cess to biological sex, including burial studies, art, and human origins re-
search which bases its models on primate societies. Similarly, Claassen
(1992) has argued that many archaeologists assume that burials provide
the best data for addressing questions of gender. However, she points
out that if there has to be some unique combination of material for each
gender, then those items will be attributed to the particular sex of the
sexed skeleton with which they are found, and then to the gender at-
tributed to that sex. Consequently, any possibility of identifying gender
independently of sex is eliminated.

The second observation, that sex is as culturally constructed as gen-
der, is a more fundamental challenge to gender archaeology. It broad-
ens interpretative possibilities considerably, but it is also a lot harder for
many archaeologists to accept. Much of this work stems from Foucault’s
(e.g., 1978, 1985, 1986) research into sex as a construct of discourse.
The general assumption in presenting sex and gender as separate is
that gender is social and sex is innate; gender is contingent, whereas
sex is stable. A circularity in much gender archaeology has been to ac-
cept gender as cultural, yet explain it as the social elaboration of the
supposedly obvious facts of biological sexual differences. There is a
growing recognition—again, stemming from anthropological and femi-
nist inquiry—that such differences may not in fact be so obvious. It will
become clear in this paper that the first issue, one concerning method-
ology, loses its relevance once the second observation is properly
addressed.

The Post-Structuralist Feminist Challenge
to the Sex/Gender Split

The sex/gender split leaves bodies under-theorized. In such a formu-
lation, gender is culturally and historically specific, subject to change
and manipulation, while the body remains a transcultural, transhistori-
cal common denominator—a blank slate onto which culture is inscribed.
Cultural constructivism would appear to allow a freeing-up of gender
from the constraints of “biology-is-destiny” type arguments. The sub-
stance of the blank slate, however, is not seen as subject to variabil-
ity. Gender becomes a free-floating index, with no actual meaning other
than the social embellishment of an androgynous body.

Butler (1993: 3-11) offers an incisive critique of the types of mod-
els of social construction that underlie such understandings of gender.
Central to her critique is the observation that these models are based
on the premise of a pre-social sex, of sex as somehow prior to cultural
understanding and discourse. She argues that if sex were pre-social,
then how would we have access to it? How would we know what sex
was if it is always already gendered upon our entry into society?

Butler (1993: 5) argues that the distinction between sex and gen-
der can be criticized for degrading the natural. The natural is cast as
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that which is before intelligibility, as that which is need of the mark of
the social in order to gain meaning and value. The natural assumes its
value at the same time as it assumes its social character. The social
construction, and therefore transtormation, of the natural presupposes
the cancellation of the natural by the social.

The sex/gender split can be similarly criticized. If gender is the so-
cial significance that sex assumes within a given society, then what is
left of sex once it has assumed its social character as gender? In other
words, sex does not gain social meaning, but rather is replaced by the
social meanings it takes on. Sex becomes replaced by gender—the only
access to that sex is through gender. Sex, then, is a fantasy to which
there is no direct access. In other words, how is it possible to know
what sex is, if it is always already subsumed by gender? As a conse-
quence, it makes no sense to search for such things as the ‘origins’ of
gender (e.g., Whelan, 1991). Neither can we hope to know the ‘true’ sex
of past peoples through their skeletal remains or artwork, yet believe
we can determine their gender.

Butler (1993: 6) outlines the main positions in the debate over con-
struction, in which either linguistic construction is understood to be
deterministic (everything is produced by discourse); or, construction pre-
supposes a subject who is doing the constructing, which leads to the
question: ‘If the subject is constructed, then who is constructing the sub-
ject?. In the first case construction takes the place of a figure of God’
type agency. In the second case a voluntaristic subject is presupposed
who manipulates construction. In the first case, Butler (1993: 7) states
that it is unclear whether there can be an T or ‘we’ who has not been
subjected to gender, and that the subject neither precedes nor follows
the process of gendering but emerges as the matrix of gender relations
themselves. Such a position, she claims, does not do away with the
subject, but rather asks after the conditions of its emergence. She ar-
gues that such gendering cannot be an act of human agency as it is
the matrix through which agency becomes possible, its ‘enabling cul-
tural condition’. Therefore, the matrix of gender relations is prior to the
emergence of the human.

Furthermore, the existence of a matrix of gender relations does not
mean to say that the maitrix acts in a singular, deterministic way to pro-
duce genders as effects. That would be to install the matrix in the subject
position, a simple reversal of the subject and discourse, a personifica-
tion of such edifices as ‘discourse’, ‘culture’ or ‘power. In such a case,
construction is still understood as a unilateral process initiated by a prior
subject: it is an act which happens once and whose effects are firmly
fixed.

Substantial Bodies

Rather than thinking of sex and gender as distinct and believing we
know what one is and can reconstruct the other, it seems more useful



to think of the way bodies become understood as substantial and signif-
icant in the first instance. What we understand as biological sexual char-
acteristics may not be similarly understood in other cultural contexts.
The distinction made between sex and gender has a particular place
within Western discourse. Butler (1993: 5-6) argues that sex is a fiction,
but a necessary fiction. Positing sex as pre-social hides the causality
between sex and gender. Gender, therefore, is complicit in maintaining
the ontological integrity of the categories male and female in contem-
porary thought. Again, Butler offers us a way to think about how such
a process occurs. She urges us to return to the notion of matter and
the idea of materialization; not matter as a surface, but rather, ‘... as a
process of materialization that stabilizes over time to produce the effect
of fixity and surface we call matter (Butler, 1993: 9).

Butler (1990: 136) suggests that the gendered body has no ontolog-
ical status apart from the acts and gestures which constitute its reality.
The reality of the body, its naturalness, consists of the stylization of the
body. Butler's thesis denies the possibility of a ‘real body, of a ‘pure’ body
untouched by discourse or language. Her argument, however, does not
entail that the body disappears altogether, that the body is entirely imag-
inary. Rather, the body sets limits to its conceptualization, but does not
govern the system of meaning that it precipitates. The conceptualiza-
tion of the body cannot be understood in relation to a real’ body; it can
only be understood in relation to another cultural idea of the body (Butler,
1990: 71). Butler does not deny biological differences, but questions the
way they are thought of and how certain features become perceived as
central to sex. For example, men’'s bodies cannot be impregnated and
cannot produce children. However, positing impregnation as a founda-
tional difference between men’s and women’s bodies ignores the fact
that children, older women and other women for a variety of reasons
also cannot be impregnated (Butler, 1994: 33-34). Rather, Butler asks
why it is that certain biological differences become the salient charac-
teristics of sex and not others.

A body in contemporary western society, Butler (1990: 8) argues, is
always already gendered—it gains intelligibility through that gendering.
There is no recourse, therefore, to a natural, sexed body as distinct from
a culturally elaborated gender. Through the workings of gender, sex and
the body are established as immutable facts. The acts and gestures of
gender hide the production of sex, therefore rendering it beyond culture.
Furthermore, the constitutive link between sex and gender is hidden in
this process; hence, Stoller (1964: 220-221, 225) was able to suggest
a discontinuity between the two. That suggestion of discontinuity, how-
ever, works to reinforce the gendered production of sex by denying
access to the body, by casting it beyond the social.

In order for gender to create the illusion of a substance, it must
be continually repeated. Gender, therefore, is not an ‘act’, but rather a
series of ‘acts’, a constant citation of prior practices. De Beauvoir (1988
(1953): 295) argued that, ‘One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman'.
Butler (1990: 8; 1989) takes this formulation further by proposing that
this becoming is a constant process, one that cannot be said to have
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a beginning or end. Gender has no teleology, but rather is ‘an activity
incessantly renewed (Butler, 1989: 255). ‘Man’ and ‘woman’ cannot be
thought of as nouns, as descriptions of a substantive being (Butler, 1990:
24). This constant imitative reiteration of acts, gestures and words Butler
(1990: 34) describes as a ‘ritualized repetition’. Gender reality is created
through sustained social performances; the acts of gender are public
and collective actions (1990: 140-141).

Moving beyond the sex/gender split means that what archaeologists
are exploring, or have access to, is the materialization of a particular
concept of sex through normative regulatory powers, rather than a cul-
tural code placed onto an ontologically intact, ‘natural’ sexed body. Ob-
viously, how bodies were understood as natural in past societies need
not rely upon a distinction between sex and gender. However, recog-
nizing that the stylization of bodies produces the effect of a particular
form to those bodies can provide clues to how past societies conceived
of and gave significance to their bodies. Whether male and female ex-
isted, or physical sexual characteristics were afforded the same weight
in categorization, will be dependent upon each particular archaeological
investigation.

The Figurative Art from Late Bronze Age KNnossos

The particular archaeological context I will now discuss in relation to
the production of bodies, is that from Late Bronze Age Knossos, on
Crete. The type of figurative imagery from Knossos which has been
used to substantiate arguments about gender include the well-known
fresco material, relief sculpture, glyptic art, and several ornate figurines.
Since soon after their discovery nearly one-hundred years ago, the figu-
rative images have used as evidence of a rigid binary structure to gen-
der relations in Minoan society (e.g., Cameron, 1975: 52-54; Castledon,
1990; Evans, 1928; Evasdaughter, 1997; Immerwahr, 1983) and, in fact,
as evidence for a single gender regime based on the distinction between
male and female throughout the Aegean Bronze Age and beyond (Im-
merwahr, 1990; Marinatos, 1993; Morgan, 1988).

More recent accounts have further strengthened the male and fe-
male dichotomy (e.g. Alexandri, 1994; Marinatos, 1987, 1993, 1995).
Structuralist accounts of Minoan religion have resulted in men and
women having opposing activities in most aspects of their lives. Binary
oppositions such as sacred: profane, celestial: terrestrial, and reproduc-
tion and stasis versus virility and change proliferate in the literature. The
resultant view of Minoan society is one in which sex is the most impor-
tant means of differentiating between peoples; physical sexual charac-
teristics and reproductive potential become the lynch-pins of Minoan
social organization and social meaning.

In most cases the figurative imagery is the primary, and sometimes
only, source of evidence for these interpretations. At first glance, the ma-
terial does appear to offer a neat, easy division of bodies into male and



female. It has been observed that the figures in the fresco art are divided
into white and red. This would appear to follow on from a similar Egyp-
tian color convention for gender-coding the people in the images, where
red denotes men and white denotes women (Figure 8.1). Furthermore,
a great deal has been made of supposedly sex-specific clothing in the
art. Typically, loincloths and codpieces are considered the prototypes
of male dress (Figure 8.2), whilst the ‘flounced sKirt’ and open bodice are
the equivalent women’s attire (Figure 8.3).

Hence, according to previous interpretations one would expect the
opposition of penis to breasts—of virility to reproductive capacity—to be
a central feature of bodies in the art. That is not actually the case. In fact,
the figurative imagery itself continuously presents evidence to the con-
trary. Such contradictory cases are well known to Minoan scholars and
are most frequently referred to as ambiguous uses of the color conven-
tion. For example, the bull-leaper panels have both red and white figures
with loin-clothing leaping bulls (Figure 8.4). The panels should challenge
the binary oppositions used to describe gender in Minoan society. In-
stead, they are usually fitted into one scheme or another (e.g. Damiani-
Indelicato, 1988; Evans, 1928: 35; 1930: 212; Immerwahr, 1983: 145;
1990: 91; Younger, 1995: 515). Furthermore, the appearance of a third
color in the representations, such as the black figures in a fragmentary
fresco from a fresco heap just outside the Palace confines (Figure 8.5), is

Figure 8.1. White and Red Figures, Great Tribune Fresco, Knossos (after
Schachermeyer).

113

BODIES IN
PREHISTORY



114

BENJAMIN
ALBERTI

rarely discussed. These figures, however, challenge the basis of a clear-
cut binary division of bodies based on sexual characteristics. Clearly, dif-
ferences other than a simple male-female binary are being represented
in the imagery.

I will argue that such ambiguous cases are only ambiguous if we
assume an over-arching classification of bodies into a strict male-female
binary division. The difficulty with the color convention stems not from
its possible applicability, but in the attempt to see in it a clear binary
division of bodies (see Alberti, 1997 for a more in-depth explanation of
the arguments presented here).

Physical sexual characteristics are almost entirely absent from the
imagery. The only bodies that can be comfortably sexed are those with

Figure 8.2. People with Kilts, Fragment from Knossos (after Evans).
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Figure 8.4. Human Figure Playing with a Bull, with a Party of Red and White
Figures with Kilts.
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Figure 8.5. Fragment of a Fresco with Black Figures, from Knossos.

breasts. As a result, maleness has been assumed by the absence of
breasts on particular figures. Yates (1993) has argued that a similar
methodological mistake occurs in the interpretation of figures in rock
carving from Goteborgs och Bohuslan in Sweden. The figures from
Sweden include some with penises and a majority without. Those with-
out have been assumed to be female because they lack penises, even
though there are other variables that crosscut those two particular cate-
gories of figures. The juxtaposition of male identity to one of ambiguity
has been assumed to be a methodological problem rather than a ‘tangi-
ble aspect’ of the carvings. Similarly, the ambiguous applications of the
color code and the lack of depictions of genitalia in the Knossian im-
agery should be understood as an important part of the images, rather



than a methodological problem of identification. Once a binary division
of bodies into male and female is no longer an a priori for the Knossian
imagery, then how can we understand their representation of bodies?
What happens to sex and gender? To go back to the theory—What types
of bodies are materialized, given form, substance, and value through the
imagery? How are the features of biological sex understood in Knossian
palatial art? Are such features a salient part of bodies in the imagery?

The most striking feature of these images is the consistency with
which bodies are portrayed and not the distinction between figures on
the basis of physical attributes of the body. There is a single body-
shape that crosscuts all media and all recognizable sexual distinctions
in the Knossian imagery. The body-shape is approximately hourglass in
form—broad shoulders, very narrow waists and broad hips. Only rarely
are the figures distinguished from one another by physical features.
Rather, style of clothing, color, activity and body position are used to
make a distinction between them. The larger groupings so established
are then sub-divided by the detail on the figures—the patterns on cloth-
ing and ornamentation, such as jewelry. Such detail allows figures in the
same compaosition to be individuated from one another.

The result of these means of distinguishing between figures is to
set up a play between the universal body-shape and single figures. The
larger groupings, such as color, do not automatically exclude particular
types from representation. For example, a figure in the images will al-
ways adhere to the common body-shape, but within that template any
number of ways of differentiation are possible. A white figure may have
a particular style of clothing and body position; that does not, however,
exclude a red figure from using the same clothing or body position (for
example, see the figures from the bull-leaper panels).

Already it should be apparent that a binary division of bodies is not
operating in these images. To illustrate the potentially different role that
past societies attribute to physical sexual characteristics in the produc-
tion of bodies, 1 will briefly contrast two groups of figurines found at
the Palace site of Knossos. The first group consists of the remains of
several ivory figurines. The one almost complete figure is white, but
has always been considered to represent a male bull-leaper. The figure
displays the typical hourglass body-shape, but no physical sexual char-
acteristics at all (Figure 8.6). In contrast, the second group of figurines
show an explicit depiction of breasts. The figures are faience with poly-
chrome glaze. They are elaborately decorated with a great deal of de-
tail, especially on their garments (Figure 8.7). The presence of this type
of clothing on the figurines—the flounced sKirt and bodice open at the
front—is crucial. In fact, in the few instances where breasts are shown in
the imagery they are always accompanied by this type of elaborate gar-
ment. In a way, breasts are a part of the clothing. Breasts and clothing
in combination are mutually productive of a particular idea of the body.

The ivory figurines represent the normal body of the Knossians—
unsexed, unclothed, with an hourglass shape. The clothing and breasts
on the faience figurines are the cultural elaboration of that normal tem-
plate. In our terminology, the Knossian idea of the ‘natural’ body is an
unsexed body. Physical sexual characteristics only come out with what
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Figure 8.6. Ivory Figurine of a Bull Player, from Knossos.

we would understand as a cultural mark—the clothing. In other words,
in the imagery breasts are the cultural elaboration of a cultural idea of a
natural body.

In conclusion, it is apparent that in some cultural contexts particular
aspects of bodies gain more significance than others. Sex—male and
female—may not always be considered a ‘natural means of categorizing
bodies, and genitalia may not always be thought of as central to a body’s
identity.
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Children’s Activity in the
Production of the
Archaeological Record of
Hunter-Gatherers

An Ethnoarchaeological Approach

Gustavo G. Politis

Introduction

Archaeological studies have generally considered populations as a
whole; only in complex societies has attention been given to differences
in class and/or status. In general, archaeologists have felt little attraction
for studying “individuals” in particular, considering them methodologi-
cally inaccessible (Shennan, 1991). This archaeology “without people”
has been criticized recently and the possibility of recovering individ-
ual lives throughout alleged “narrative windows” has been proposed
(Hodder, 1999; Knapp and Meskell, 1997). Nonetheless, between the
population and the individual exist factions and segments that are rec-
ognizable in the archaeological record: specialist groups (i.e., ceramists,
workers in metals, etc.), elites, men, women, and so on. The recognition
of the heterogeneous structure of society and of multiple social actors is
founded to a certain extent in gender studies. Moreover, recent attention
has also been paid to age groups, especially children, and their contribu-
tion to the archaeological record (Lillehammer, 1989; Sofaer DerevenskKi,
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1994'). Explicit recognition has been given to something that is, in fact,
entirely obvious: children are both producers as well as consumers of
material culture.

In the interpretation of the archaeological record of hunter-gatherers,
as well as that of other more complex societies, it has generally been
assumed that all of the remains (artifacts, the debris and by-products of
food processing and consumption) were generated by adults. Agents
are adults by default. Many inferences about past behavior have been
based on this almost universal assumption, and a variety of models re-
lated to technological organization, activity areas, sequences of lithic
artifact production, and so on, have also been proposed. Within this
framework, the shape, size and technology of a number of different arti-
facts (a typical example is projectile points) are considered to be idiosyn-
cratic expressions. They are used for culture-historical reconstruction or
to serve as a type of “unit of measure” in examining cultural distance and
variability among different human groups. In these reconstructions, chil-
dren have not been considered as social actors and their material pro-
duction has only rarely been recognized (see, for example, Bodu et al.,
1990; Dawe, 1997; Fisher, 1990; Park, 1998). In most cases, the orig-
ination of lithic clusters by children is distinguishable by the game-like
and non-utilitarian character of poorly knapped pieces, displaying even
less sKill in their production than those created by novices (Finlay, 1997:
207). In other cases, children have been identified in mortuary contexts,
where age has been treated as a variable and not a fundamental prin-
ciple of social organization (Sofaer-DerevenskKi, 1994). In spite of these
exceptions, however, little attempt has been made to develop a method-
ology that would allow for the recognition of children’s contribution to
the archaeological record of hunter-gatherer societies.

In South American archaeology the association of children with as-
semblages and objects is even rarer. An examination of the existing
bibliography revealed only a few exceptions. For example, Gradin and
Aguerre (1983) attribute black and white painted negatives of hands on
the walls of several caves in the Area del Rio Pinturas in Patagonia
(Argentina) to children. Miniature clay figurines were found at Aconcagua
sites on the central coast of Chile that were interpreted as children’s
toys (Rivas and Ocampo, 1997). At various sites in the Pampas Region
of Argentina, some projectile points, boleadoras and rounded pieces
of basalt may have been produced and/or used by children of the
pre-Hispanic hunter-gatherer societies that inhabited the region (Politis,
1998). Finally, during the Terceras Jornadas de la Arqueologia de la
Patagonia (Third Patagonean Archaeology Conference’), a round ta-
ble entitled Actores en escena: comportamiento social y registro ar-
queologico (Actors on stage: social behavior and the archaeological
record) included a discussion on children’'s agency in the generation
of archaeological sites (Mengoni Gonalons, 1999). Although there are
assuredly more examples, these few serve to illustrate the scarcity of
references that assign objects to children.

Moreover, in spite of these thorough studies, there has been
even fewer systematic research programs directed toward building



knowledge about child agents in past societies (i.e. Dawe, 1997; Park,
1998; Politis, 1998). Neither have attempts been made to identify chil-
dren’s activity in the creation of domestic spaces or in site formation.
Some authors have drawn attention to the action of children on deposits,
but from a narrow perspective where they are seen as distorting and
disturbing agents of materials deposited by adults (Bonnichsen, 1973;
Hammond and Hammond, 1981). In this approach, children are con-
ceptualized in the same way as any other post-depositional, pre-burial
biological agent; that is, as modifying a “normal” archaeological record
produced by adults. This approach errs by assuming that children do
not generate the archaeological record but only disturb it; they are con-
sidered to be neither producers nor consumers of material culture nor
social actors.

AS a consequence of the contributions of postprocessual archaeol-
ogy, a vision of the past that is socially more inclusive and allows for the
recovery of the internal variability of the archaeological record resulting
from the participation of different genders and age groups is more and
more common. This nascent archaeological interest in detecting chil-
dren’s activity is derived from considering children as significant social
actors (James and Prout, 1990). Some recent work has even empha-
sized that: “. .. children contribute to the archaeological record, whether
or not we are competent in recognizing them” (Chamberlain, 1997: 249,
emphasis in the original). One way or another, this attempt at consid-
ering children as social actors and endowing them with archaeological
visibility resembles the beginnings of gender archaeology which, more
than fifteen years ago, sought to identify the protagonism of women
in past societies and call attention to the androcentric bias in archae-
ological interpretation (Conkey and Spector, 1984; Conkey and Gero,
1901).

In the case of the archaeology of children, what [ attempt in this
chapter is not only to highlight children’s activities in past societies, but
also to introduce some methodological tools for adequately identify-
ing them in the material record. This will be the first step toward future
analysis and discussion of child agency in these societies and the ex-
ploration of the essential mechanisms of cultural transmission from a
broad temporal perspective. For the remainder of this paper 1 will leave
aside considerations related to the training for adulthood that games
embody, as this fact is obvious. Neither will I tackle the participation of
children in group subsistence. Both subjects, although of interest and
related to the current material, exceed the objectives of this chapter.

In recent research it has been noted that gender is related to age.
Sex is biologically determined, but gender is a social construction
(Sofaer-Derevensky, 1997). As such, it has been observed that: “Ignor-
ing the temporal of gender has led archaeologists to impose a static
dualistic vision of gender onto the past through straightforward artifact
association” (Sofaer-DerevenskKi, 1997: 877). The recognition of this tem-
poral dimension in studies of gender has significantly changed the ap-
proach. Gender was no longer seen as a category or unit of analysis,
rather as a process that evolves throughout a person’s life (Lorber, 1994
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in Sofaer-Derevenski, 1997). Currently, it is thought that learning gender
is a continuous process strongly related to age.

The archaeology of childhood is new and has a short history. Some
basic concepts related to children have already been discussed by
Lillehammer (1989), based on a review of Scandinavian archaeology
in a pioneer chapter on the subject. Interestingly, a series of studies
have arrived at similar conclusions from different perspectives, such
as a book edited by Moore and Scott (1997) on the theoretical and
methodological ramifications of such a focus', and contributions by
Dawe (1997) and Park (1998), which include original archaeological
case studies from North American plains communities and the Inuit of
Canada. The outcome of these studies indicates that the products of
children’s activities can be recognized if an appropriate methodology is
developed. In this paper 1 attempt to develop methodological tools for
recognizing children’'s production. I believe that the use of analogy must
play a Key role in this endeavor. Surviving traditional non-western soci-
eties are a significant (although not the only) source of such analogies.
Therefore, 1 will base the building of a methodological framework on
analogy, using my own ethnoarchaeological data obtained among the
Nukak as the main source, as well as including information from other
South American foragers, such as the Guayaki from Eastern Paraguay,
the Siriono from Northern Bolivia, the Selknam and Yamanas from Tierra
del Fuego and the Tehuelches from Patagonia (see Figure 9.1).

My own ethnoarchaeological data derive from the Nukak, a hunter-
gatherer-fisher group affiliated with the Maku (Koch-Grinberg, 1906;
Metraux, 1948; Reid, 1979; Silverwood-Cope, 1972) who live in the
Colombian Amazon between the Guaviare and Inirida rivers. These data
were collected between 1990 and 1996 during seven field seasons;
summing 185 days in total (Cardenas and Politis, 2000; Politis, 1992,
1996a, b, 1999; Politis et al., 1997) which enabled me to generate ma-
terial expectations for children’s activity and evaluate under which con-
ditions one could expect, in analogous past societies, a similar context
to occur.

When referring to “children” in this paper I include individuals who
have begun to walk to just before puberty. For the Nukak, this means
from between one or two years old to 12. Before they begin walking,
babies depend entirely on their parents and produce no Kind of mate-
rial record, although some artifacts (like tooth beads) are produced for
them. When they reach puberty, both girls and boys are economically
and technologically similar to adults, even though they do not have
full adult status as yet and are still in the later stages of their training
period.

Children’s Material Production

Children comprise almost half of the total current Nukak population. In a
sample of 357 individuals, 135 (37.8 percent) were under 10 years old;
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Figure 9.1. Map of Southamerica Showing the Location of the Indigenous
Groups Mentioned in the Text.

this number increases to 175 (49 percent) if we consider all individuals
below 15 years of age (Franky et al., 1995: 2). These children, especially
those in the former age group, spend a great deal of the day within the
camp or in its immediate environs (this is also common among other
hunter-gatherer groups, such as the |Kung: Draper, 1976). A co-resident
group usually consisting of four to five families with some degree of
Kinship inhabits each residential camp. Camps differ in the dry and
rainy seasons. In the former, they lack roofs and their ground plan is
amorphous (like the silhouette of an amoeba), while in the rainy season
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they are covered by leaf roofs and they have a geometrically shaped
ground plan. Both types of camps are small and compact, with surface
areas ranging between 32.5 m? and 178.9 m? (Politis, 1999). The max-
imum distance children are allowed to wander by themselves outside
the camp is determined by the possibility of being heard by their par-
ents. In the tropical rainforest, visual contact is lost quickly, thus verbal
contact permits control over larger distances.

Three stages may be recognized in Nukak childhood. These are sim-
ilar to those found among other hunter-gatherers such as the Guayaki
(Clastres, 1998). The first stage is infancy, that is, from birth until walk-
ing with a degree of autonomy (approximately two years old). These
babies depend entirely on adults and do not generate any type of ar-
tifact, although some objects are made for them (for example, mon-
key and feline tooth collars, etc.). Nor do they have a specific name
yet, bearing the generic nomenclature jimbu or tombu, depending on
their sex. The second stage is from two until seven or eight years old.
During this period, learning is generalized and there is no marked dif-
ference between the sexes. In this second stage, children-both male
and female-begin to be economically productive and collaborate in sev-
eral food procurement tasks such as gathering or the hunting and cap-
ture of small animals (rodents, river crabs, palm grubs, etc.). In many
cases, ludic activities are implicated in productive tasks, it being diffi-
cult to separate them or to assign greater importance to one or another.
The third stage of childhood is from seven or eight years old until pu-
berty. The boys who accompany their fathers on hunts and the girls
who gather with their mothers and other adult women of the group
are in this final stage of childhood. However, the participation of both
in adult trips is a progressive process that begins when they are very
young. As they grow, the frequency with which they accompany adults
increases correspondingly. The only point of inflexion one can regis-
ter tentatively is at seven or eight years old, because from this age
onwards an accelerated process of preparation for adult life can be
observed.

During this period, one notices that the learning process is not based
on imitation or generalized teaching of children by their parents, but
rather on teaching activities directed toward sex-specific tasks. For ex-
ample, when boys are eight or nine years old, they go out with their
fathers for long walks carrying darts and blowpipes, which allows them
to try their marksmanship on birds and small animals. The boys are also
encouraged to climb palms and collect fruit, and some time is invested
in helping them to prepare blowpipes. At around 10 years of age, girls
already frequently carry their younger sisters during gathering trips and
almost always carry a basket full of gear. From this age, approximately,
they begin to butcher monkeys (an exclusively female activity) or col-
laborate in this task with their mothers or older girls. They also partake
in the fabrication of fiber bracelets (kdn'yii) (Figure 9.2), of baskets and
burup (expedient bags).

Despite the fact that in the final stage of childhood boys and
girls may spend part of the day at some distance from the esidential



Figure 9.2. Girl Making a Fiber Bracelet (kdnyii) in a Rainy Season Residential
Camp.

camp, they mainly stay within it or its immediate surroundings
(Figure 9.3).

When children are younger than two years of age they always re-
main close to their mothers who carry them on trips outside the camp
to gather food, tend their orchards, and fish. After they reach two or
three years of age and are in the first stage of childhood they either
remain in camp, watched by older children, or accompany their moth-
ers. Older siblings play an important role in the care of the youngest
and spend a great deal of time responsible for them. From six or seven
years old children may travel short distances from the camp, accom-
panied by older children. They gather accessible fruit, fish and collect
crabs in pools and streams in the surrounding area, or they simply play
and enjoy themselves (Figure 9.4).

Despite these trips alone or with their mothers, children spend most
of the twelve daytime and all the nocturnal hours inside or around the
residential camp, where they produce and use three classes of artifacts:

Class 1

Artifacts designed specifically for play (toys). Typical toys are bark
hammocks, rounded stones, fruit spinning tops, large rings made of
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Figure 9.4. Boy Practicing with a Blowpipe in the Surrounding of a Camp.



vines, etc. These artifacts do not have homologues among the adult's
tools.

Class 2

Artifacts that replicate adult objects, but are smaller and poorly made.
They are used for the same function or for play. Examples include bows,
harpoons, blowpipes, darts, baskets, pottery vessels, gourd vessels
and spears (Figure 9.5).

Class 3

Adult artifacts, complete or broken, that are used for play. Examples
include any adult artifact that can potentially be used in play. The most
frequent are metal axes (Figure 9.6), machetes, vessels (Figure 9.7) and
pestles.

Class 1 artifacts are generally made by the children themselves
(at times with the help of their parents), with minor modifications, or
even with no shaping at all (such as the case of the rounded stones).
Within this class, it is of interest to mention the stones that Nukak chil-
dren on some occasions bring from the “Blowpipe Hills” when the entire
band approach these hills in order to gather canes for blowpipes (Politis,
1996b:284). These rounded pebbles are carried from one place to an-
other for weeks or months until they are finally abandoned or lost at the
camps or in their surroundings. They are used principally by children
for play; no other function has been observed.

Class 2 contains far more artifacts and includes practically all the
tools made by adults, but smaller. An important distinction must be
made in this second class. On the one hand, adults make smaller ver-
sions of artifacts so they may be used by children, fulfilling a function
similar to that of the full-sized objects. The only difference between adult
and children’s artifacts is their size, which is appropriate for the age and
size of the child, but the quality of fabrication and the function are iden-
tical (e.g., gourd and pottery vessels). On the other hand, there are
replicas of adult tools, made by the children themselves or their par-
ents for play or practice. Children do not used them for the same func-
tions as adults do, although their use can be similar, and they are of a
lower quality. This lower quality is due to two reasons: a) When they
are made by adults the technology has an expedient character-due to
the ludic goal of the artifacts they are not made with the same care;
b) when children make them the lower quality is due to limitations in
technique.

The size of these artifacts occurs in relation to the size of the child.
Virtually any size possible may be produced within a particular range.
In the case of blowpipes, for example, the smallest we recorded was
0.82m long. From there on, they gradually increase in size until the adult
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Figure 9.5. Boy Playing with an Expedient Spear.

tools reach 3.2m. The difference between adult and child blowpipes is
determined by the relationship that exists between the length of the tool
and the stature and ability of the user.

The third class is made up of unmodified adults’ artifacts; the activity
of the children only influences their spatial distribution. This class is the
most utilized by the youngest children who pick up any object close by
to use as a toy.

Children’s artifacts are also differentiated from adult ones by their
discard loci. Children discard the vast majority of their objects within
the residential camp or its immediate vicinity, while adults tend to do
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Figure 9.6. Boy Cutting Plants around the Camp with a Metal Axe.

so far from the camp where many activities are carried out (hunting,
gathering, butchering of peccary, etc.). One of the most interesting cases
is that of darts, as children play with blowpipes frequently and conduct
target practice within the camps (Figure 9.8), although these darts do
not have curare (poison). As a consequence, small darts-sometimes
whole—are left on the floors of abandoned camps as a result of this
activity.

Further, inside the residential camps or on their periphery, there
are two types of constructions made by children. The first are small,
open areas where children hang hammocks and light a fire during
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Figure 9.7. Baby Playing with a Metal Bowl inside the Camp.

the day. Generally speaking, these consist of a few flimsy posts and
crossbeams, although plantain leaves are also occasionally involved.
These camps are not used to sleep in and their function is to repli-
cate the residential camps in miniature and mimic similar activities
within them. In these little camps, a series of small, generally poor-
quality objects are left, as well as one or two small hearths. The sec-
ond type of construction are replicas of single shelters, on a smaller
scale, built by children inside the camps. This second type might also
have an as yet unidentified socio-ideational meaning, since heavily



Figure 9.8. Children Making Darts to Play inside a Rainy Season Residential
Camp.

painted children on occasion remain inside them quietly for some
time.

Children’s Material Production in Other American
Hunter-Gatherer Groups

The generation of several classes of artifact made by or for children is a
universal behavior, recorded among all hunter-gatherer groups studied
from an anthropological perspective. Interesting data have been ob-
tained from both chronicles and historical documents and from ethno-
graphic studies. A rapid summary of some examples facilitates a picture
of general tendencies, which serves to contextualise the Nukak case.
Furthermore, some examples refer directly to objects that are common
in the archaeological sites of South America, such as projectile points
and boleadoras.

In the case of projectile points, the references inventoried by
Dawe (1997) for North America are of particular interest. Among these,
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the following stand out: Grinnell (1923) observed that as soon as a
Cheyenne child “was able to run easily, a small bow and some ar-
rows were made for him”; Schoolcraft noted that: “Boys were always
furnished with small arrow-points” (1923 in Dawe, 1997:307); and the
commentaries of Wallace and Hoebel (1952:16) indicate that among
the historic Comanche, parents began to teach their male children to
make hunting equipment (including projectile points) at five years of
age. Dawe (1997) has demonstrated that among diverse indigenous
groups of the North American plains the production of small projec-
tile points was frequent, ensuring that children played and acquired the
ability to hunt. These references coincide with observations among the
Nukak as far as the smaller size of the equipment and the existence
of homologues among the adult gear is concerned. There are further
similarities—including Grinnell's remark above—such as points being
made for children by adults (as are some Nukak artifacts) and that there
is a relationship between the size of the artifact and the stature and age
of the child. Among the groups of the Lower Basin of the Mississippi
river, Swanson mentioned that when children “. . . approach 12 years, a
bow and arrow are made for them, proportioned to their strength (Swan-
son, 1911 in Dawe, 1997:307). In this sense it has been observed that
bows and arrows were constructed based on the height of the archer
(Bourke, 1891). In the archaeological record, then, one would expect to
find a continuum of projectile point sizes. The range could vary from
“small points enough to fit a two years old boy’s arrow, to those having
the optimum dimensions of those for adult weaponry” (Dawe, 1997).

Among the Yamanas of the channels of Tierra del Fuego, Gusinde
(1987) relates in great detail the activities of children and the objects they
utilize. In one quote, he mentions that there are no toys really for boys
(those that would be included in the aforementioned Class 1), rather
emphasizing the manufacture of objects that can clearly be included
within Class 2: “Games do not exist, strictly speaking, for boys. An adult,
generally the father, constructs reproductions for them of weapons
and utensils that serve the men in the hunt. . . Naturally, the pieces are
quickly ruined or lost, but the adults indefatigably make substitutes, and
the larger the child grows the larger these utensils are” (Gusinde, 1987:
729). The same author states that these reproductions of weapons are
not particularly efftective and that “they barely serve as toys” because the
child is not given the entire weapon—it lacks the bone point—because
it would be too valuable. As an alternative, “straight sticks cut to a point
or useless harpoon shafts are used” (Gusinde, 1987: 729).

The example of the Ydamanas girls is more complex, as real toys
do exist, such as simple dolls made from a cylindrical stone and a frag-
ment of wood (Gusinde, 1987). The girls, however, appear to be more
active economically than the boys. From an early age they make graters,
weave baskets, weave cord for adornments, and so on. Moreover, as
paddling canoes is a female responsibility, from a young age girls are
trained in this task through the construction of small canoes, in accor-
dance with their size and age: “the father constructs a small reproduction
of this canoe for his semi-adolescent daughter. It agrees in all its details



with a larger canoe and its dimensions are such that a single girl is able
to sit in it and go for a paddle” (Gusinde, 1987: 733).

There is also a rich literature on the Selknam that describes chil-
dren’s games and the objects that children use. Gallardo (1910) men-
tions small projectile points as children’s toys, used only for diversion
and training. Gusinde (1982: 373) describes the intense activity of the
girls within the camps: “The young girls practice with anything that falls
into their hands. There is a continuous touching and throwing of ev-
ery class of object, grabbing of insects and small plants, throwing of
straps, hitting of wood, throwing of pieces of skin, picking at the wool
of their own little clothing, bumping into erect objects”. This author
also describes the careful and complicated elaboration of dolls that re-
quires a great deal of work and dedication. One of the most interesting
quotes refers to the production of bows for children: “The father pre-
pares them already for the suckling child in the simplest way: a rough
stick is slowly bent and maintained at this curvature with sinew, a su-
perficially smoothed stick serves as an arrow. Although the young boy
for the moment is only capable of shaking it and throwing it away, the
parents have to see it in his hands, as if he would be missing some-
thing otherwise. I have seen such bows only 12cm long. As the child
grows, so too do his toys. In his fourth or fifth year these are no longer
mere pastimes, and in the future the father makes them with extreme
care. From that time on they are an actual imitation of the hunting bow”
(Gusinde, 1982: 376-377). A similar situation arises with the hondas,
which “in spite of its smaller size resembles exactly the men’s” (Gusinde,
1082: 378).

At the end of the nineteenth century Musters described in sev-
eral passages of his book some artifacts used by children among the
Southern Tehuelches of Patagonia. One such passage narrates that:
“The youngsters had several nandu (Rhea) young for diversion; they of-
ten let them go in order to hunt them with diminutive boleadoras, which
generally ended in the death (of the birds)” (Musters, 1997: 176). Another
paragraph clearly explains the children's’ activities, which are similar to
those recorded among the Nukak: “The youngsters generally entertain
themselves by imitating the older people: the boys play with diminu-
tive boleadoras and hunt dogs with small spears, while the girls con-
struct small shelters to sit inside of, with which they are all absorbed
and hence avoid being reprimanded, which seems to everyone highly
convenient” (Musters, 1997: 205). Another quote refers to a boys’ game
involving pebbles, similar to the contemporary childs game known as
“kKnucklebones”. The objects described in these references are identifi-
able as belonging to the three classes already discussed in this paper.
Musters also explains that it was rare for sons to go hunting with their
fathers before they were 10 or 12 years old, and that they only partici-
pated in combat at the age of 16. The girls helped at domestic chores
and in the production of objects at nine or 10 years old, and by 16 they
were already considered suitable for marriage (Musters, 1997: 210).

Clastres (1998) has recorded interesting data on children’s behav-
ior among hunter-gatherers from the Guayaki of Eastern Paraguay. To
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begin, he recognizes three stages to childhood. The first lasts until three
years old, during which time the infants are being breast-fed and spend
almost all their time at their mothers’ sides. The second stage lasts until
they are seven, and the third until they are approximately 15. In this last
stage, which is called Kybuchu, the boys already own a set of bows and
arrows that were given as a gift to them by an adult (not always their
father). Within this age group “. .. boys were already well trained in han-
dling their weapon; without going far away from the camp, they could
spend hours alone in the woods stalking prey suitable to the power of
their bows (which was not negligible)” (Clastres, 1998: 96).

Holmberg (1978) has also recorded a similar pattern to the Nukak
among the Siriono of eastern Bolivia in reference to child weapons. He
states that before a boy reaches three years old, his father has already
made him a miniature bow and arrows, and although the child cannot
use them for several years, they symbolize his role as a hunter. From the
age of three onwards, boys are already using a Kind of bow, and spend
many hours playing and shooting arrows at any inert target. When a
little older they shoot at butterflies and birds; by eight years old they
have already successfully hunted a small animal. In the case of girls,
before they reach three, their parents have made them a small distaff in
order that they may later on practice the art of spinning. In general, the
majority of the games fall within Class 2, as they replicate adult tools: “In
a somewhat surprising way, the boys’ miniature bows and arrows and
the girls’ distaffs are the only toys the Sirioné make for their sons and
daughters” (Holmberg, 1978: 186).

In summary, observations of indigenous groups from the North
American Plains and South America enable one to identify the same
three classes of children’s artifacts as those seen among the Nukak. One
may also identify the two variants of Class 2, that is, those made by the
children themselves and those made for them by adults, generally their
parents, that are usually of better quality. Furthermore, the similarity in
the correlation between the size of the artifact and that of the user is no-
table. In the North American cases and among the Yamanas, Selknam
and Siriond, this correlation is noticeable in the case of bows and ar-
rows. In the Nukak example, the relationship is found between hunting
and fishing weapons, such as blowpipes, darts, spears and bows.

Archaeological Expectations

If we compare the cluster generated by children with those produced
by adults (Table 9.1), some clear-cut differences arise. These differences
allow us to generate some archaeological expectations in order to iden-
tify material Classes 1 and 2. Class 3 is virtually impossible to identify
because children's activities do not generate diagnostic characteristics
in these artifacts.

The other form of identification that must be analyzed in conjunc-
ture with the preceding characteristics is ‘discard location'. While Class
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Artifacts CHILDREN AND THE
PRODUCTION OF THE
Homologous? Size Quality ARCHAEOLOGICAL
K RECORD
CLASS 1 No Variable Low
medium or small  or Unmodified
CLASS 2 Yes Smaller Lower

1 artifacts are discarded exclusively where they were used in play, ob-
jects from Class 2 are also thrown away where they were used as
toys, which, in many cases, is different from the place where their adult
homologues are abandoned. This is notable in the case of darts, ar-
rows and other male adult objects that are abandoned (usually bro-
ken) in places outside and a certain distance away from the residen-
tial camps, i.e., where hunting takes place. Artifacts such as containers
and wicker baskets, both those belonging to adults and to children, are
discarded in the residential camp. Obviously, in all cases, the discard
location may change due to cleaning activities within the camp (Politis,
2000).

In particular contexts some adult artifacts could be confused with
children’s tools. These are: a) small design elements; b) elements that
wear through use; and ¢) miniatures or replicas at a smaller scale. In
principle, there are indicators for the three cases that enable them to be
discriminated from children’s artifacts. In the first case, small adult arti-
facts (e.g., projectile points) are good quality products and are found in
discard loci related to their function (for example, hunting loci). Further-
more, the entire archaeological assemblage would need to be analyzed
and in most cases larger homologues would not be found (which would
be the case for children’s artifacts).

In the second context, it is also possible to distinguish between the
small size of children’s artifacts and use wear. In general, reduction in
size through use is accompanied by other traits that enable the intensity
of use to be identified (for example, rough edges on lithic material, or
the reduction in blowpipe length). An interesting example is that of the
porotadi, long wooden artifacts with beveled ends that are used by the
eastern Ayoreo to scrape the pulp of an edible root (Bormida, 1973).
AS this artifact is gradually worn away, the point is renewed; the piece
therefore loses length until reaching two thirds of its original size. Due
to its mythic connotations (it is also usually decorated with clan signs),
when it is worn down to this degree it is said to have “aged” and only
old people may use it, while the young must be careful not to transport
it in the bags they carry on their backs (Bérmida, 1973: 50-60). This ex-
ample enables us to anticipate that the porotadi would not be identified,
according to the proposed methodology, as a child's artifact, in spite of
examples of varied sizes existing within the same context. On the one
hand, it is only one dimension that is reduced—the length—while the
other two remain constant. In this sense, the “aged” porotadi are not
smaller, but rather only shorter. On the other hand, the good quality of
the most used examples, including the existence of incisions that have
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clanic connotations, allow them to be separated from Class 2 children’s
artifacts.

The third case is perhaps the most difficult to identify. A good ex-
ample is that of the miniatures that some Inuit adults use. Initially, it
was proposed that many of the Inuit miniatures were children’s artifacts
and that these objects represented the status of children as ‘little adults”
(Park, 1998). Distinguishing children’s miniatures from those placed in
the burials of certain people and those used by Shamans is still prob-
lematic, due, above all, to the high quality of the former. Nonetheless,
the distinction is possible because this type of miniatures has different
discard loci, and in one case (the adult burials) this is sufficiently infor-
mative, in the context of Inuit culture, to judge them not to be children’s
artifacts.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have sought to contribute to the generation of a method-
ology that allows children’s activities to be identified in archaeological
deposits. This is the first step towards a more ambitious objective: to
explore child agency in past hunter-gatherers. Children represent a sig-
nificant percentage of human populations and they spend a great deal
of time in residential camps. This has several significant implications
for archaeology. Analyzing the data gathered among the Nukak and
comparing them to other South American foragers and North American
Plains Indians enables several common patterns to emerge, allowing
the following expectations to be put forward:

First, it should be anticipated that a high proportion of archaeolog-
ical remains from hunter-gatherer residential camps will be children’s
artifacts and by-products.

Second, some of the artifacts produced and/or used by children can
be identified by bearing in mind that they do exist, as well as by using
the archaeological expectation stated above. It should also be possible
to identify, in a given context, to which class an artifact belongs.

Third, adult and children’s artifacts do not separate into discrete clus-
ters. There is a full range of variation in size and quality depending on
the age of the user, her/his stature, her/his ability and the situation. At
one end of this range are the smaller, poorly made artifacts; at the op-
posite end are the larger and better quality objects. In between, there
are infinite possible combinations of these qualities.

Fourth, the recognition of a variety of clusters generated by children
is a further, independent indicator that can be used to confirm the func-
tion of the site as a residential camp.

Bearing in mind the first point, one should expect the remains of
children’s activities to include a wide range of residues that are not the
function of a chaine opératoire aimed at the production of artifacts to be
used in techno-economic tasks or as items of symbolic value. These ar-
tifacts and their residues will have different trajectories that fall outside



the expectations generated by the more usual models of the optimiza-
tion of raw materials.

Based on ethnographic information from hunter-gatherers, one can
anticipate that sites generated by this type of society in the past,
when residential camps are in evidence, will contain significant per-
centages of artifacts produced by children. These will range from
those produced by practicing the reduction of nodules to training with
primary and secondary flakes, as well as the fabrication of various
generally poor-quality artifacts. The same can be expected for pot-
tery, with training in the decoration and practicing the manufacture
of vessels. Consequently, one should expect quantities of clay and
small recipients molded by children who were together with the adults
during the production process to be present at ceramic production
locus.

The normative perspective within archaeology relies on the reason-
ing that the ethnic or cultural distance between ditfferent populations in
the past can be measured in terms of the degree of similarity between
archaeological assemblages (Jones, 1997: 25). Processual archaeology
signaled differences in site function, modes of resource exploitation and
technological strategies as sources of archaeological variation within
a single society (see Binford, 1977, 1978, 1979 among many others).
However, this latter perspective has resulted in a degree of “technocen-
trism”, as it has considered artifacts to be simple tools used for strictly
practical and functional purposes without addressing other dimensions
of material culture such as its social and symbolic content. Ethnography
has demonstrated how objects are included within a symbolic system
that affects their use, reuse and abandonment (see Bormida, 1973;
Politis 1996Db; Toth et al., 1992; among many other examples). The con-
sideration of age groups in the formation of the archaeological record
generates novel perspectives as they constitute a significant source of
artifactual variation whose utilitarian dimension varies according to the
age group that the user belongs to.

Technological activities are not only the consequence of planned
tasks, consciously directed toward the obtainment of functionally effi-
cient artifacts. They are also the result of learning and teaching pro-
cesses. Among the old, the production of objects in particular ways also
signifies a means of maintaining status and prestige. The technological
ability of older people has its particularities that should be reflected in
the trends of the archaeological record. Bearing in mind such consider-
ations opens a new perspective in the study of hunter-gatherer material
culture, as it is clear that the record produced is multi-dimensional and
responds to a variety of causes, among which are included teaching
and learning, diversions and games, and the management of objects in
order to maintain social prestige. What percentage of residue did a linear
process in the production of a set of utilitarian artifacts produce? How
much of this derives from the recurrent and constant action of children
playing and practicing within the camps? Aside from a few exceptions
(e.g., Bodu et al., 1990; Nami, 1994), this postulate has not been ad-
vanced in past hunter-gatherer lithic technology studies. Undoubtedly,
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the answer is complex and different for each case study. In principle
however, the best way of approaching the analysis is from a perspective
that gives space to multiple agents, not all of whom attempt to use raw
material optimally. Neither may they be sufficiently trained and skilled or
worried about obtaining useful and efficient artifacts in techno-economic
terms.

The range of variation in size and quality of some artifacts (espe-
cially hunting weapons) according to the age and the stature of the user
also bears important implications for archaeological analysis and inter-
pretation. Firstly, it indicates that adult and children’s artifacts are not
separated into discrete groups, but rather should be visualized as a
continuum in size and quality. Along this continuum there are infinite
combinations depending, among other factors, on the stature, age and
ability of the maker and user. Therefore, it is expected that some arti-
facts frequently used diagnostically in archaeological interpretation may
vary in the form and function of these three properties. Variation in the
design of projectile points, for example, has been widely used as an
indicator of a distinct point type in the archaeology of hunter-gatherers
(taken to indicate, for example, ethnicity, idiosyncrasy, social hierarchy,
function, etc.). I do not deny that this and other reasons are causes of
stylistic and technical variation in projectile points and other artifacts
(i.e., Wiessner, 1983). However, 1 argue that artifactual variability is also
a consequence of age groups and that this must be considered not as
a contingent element but as a recurrent factor in the generation of the
variability of archaeological deposits.

A further important point that needs to be explored is the participa-
tion of children in the reproduction of material culture. In several ethno-
graphic examples (see, for example, Gusinde, 1982) and the Nukak case
it has been observed that some elements that are no longer used by
adults remain active as children’s toys. This is the case of bows and
arrows among the Nukak that are used by children after adults have
abandoned them. This theme, therefore, would allow discussion of chil-
dren’s agency within society, as some material elements that in the face
of intense cultural contact are no longer used by adults, survive with
the children. In this way, children are transtormed into a type of artifac-
tual “reservoir’, maintaining objects in circulation that would otherwise
disappear from society.

Old people as well as children make artifacts in a distinct fashion
and with purposes beyond the strictly utilitarian. Adolescents also fabri-
cate specific objects, generally related to rites of passage. As such, it is
fairly clear that different age groups within hunter-gatherer societies gen-
erate a variety of utensils that do not function solely within the techno-
economic sphere, but rather embody multiple dimensions of meaning
related to learning, entertainment, status, teaching, ritual, and so on.
With an appropriate methodology it will be possible to see how material
culture transforms itself over the lifetime of individuals and how this gen-
erates different trends in archaeological deposits. In the case with which
this chapter is concerned, the expectations generated from ethnoar-
chaeological, ethnohistoric and ethnographic information should not be



used as recipes for universal application. Rather they should be con-
sidered as guides or reference points pertinent to archaeological land-
scapes formed by societies in which children are active producers and
consumers of material culture and, consequently, important protago-
nists in the generation of the archaeological record.
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Notes

'A recent book edited by Sofaer-Derevensky (2000) is also a significant contribution. Un-
fortunately, I could not comment and discuss this body of work as it was published after
I sent this paper for publication.
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The Archaeology of
Identity Construction

Ceramic Evidence from Northern Chile

Emily M. Stovel

Introduction

Although ethnicity has a long history in archaeology (e.g., Aldenderfer,
1993; Athens, 1992; Auger et al., 1987; Cordell and Yannie, 1991 ; Kelly
and Kelly, 1980; Oakland Rodman, 1992; Penner, 1997; Pollard, 1994
Sackett, 1977, 1986, 1990; Shennan, 1989), its study as a shifting, con-
textual phenomenon in conjunction with the idea of identity construction
is relatively new and represents an interesting manifestation of post-
modern archaeological variants that attempt to import modern models
into the past (e.g., Bowser, 2000; Emberling, 1997, 1999; Hill, 1998;
Jones, 1996, 1997; MacEachern, 1998, 2001; McGuire, 1982; Terrell,
2001; Wells, 1998). New understandings of identity construction stem
from a modern interest in subverting imposed identities and examin-
ing the contextual and historical conditions for the strategic homoge-
neous construction of group identity. This perspective presumes that
group formation and definition, or the construction of difference, is inti-
mately related to the exercise or rejection of power (i.e., Comaroff, 1985,
1996). In this vein, archaeologists interested in power relations in the
past have recently explored two modes of ethnic identity construction:
identification and attribution (Brumfiel, 1994). Ethnic identification! im-
plies members of an inferior faction or community actively (re)define
ethnic categories as a mechanism of unification and of negotiating for
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economic or political resources. We find this perspective in several of
lan Hodder's (1979, 1982) early texts. Ethnic attribution implies the im-
position of ethnic categories or qualities and traits on certain communi-
ties by dominant groups. As such, ethnic identity construction does not
usually involve the development of new ethnic categories, but rather the
struggle for the right to define extant categories, usually using essential
and value-laden characteristics. This process suggests that cultural ho-
mogeneity is a product of intercultural communication and interaction
instead of isolation.

What does this mean to the archaeologists working in prehistory?
Part of postprocessual archaeology has involved questioning old nor-
mative cultural categories by demonstrating diversity within them or
the lack of spatial and temporal correspondence of cultural attributes
(e.g., Blom, 1999; MacEachern, 1998, 2001 ; Sharpe, 1986; Speth, 1988;
Stahl, 1991). Cultural or ethnic categories are seen as potentially mis-
leading because of their presumption of internal homogeneity and mu-
tual exclusivity, and their role in serving modern nationalistic and ethnic
goals (Diaz Andreu and Champion, 1996; Kohl and Fawcett, 1995). The
archaeological organization of the past into a mirror of present cultural
and ethnic differences is particularly dangerous in that it offers valuable
historical longevity to modern groups according to which they can jus-
tify claims of authenticity and superiority. Obviously, this same mech-
anism can help subaltern communities in their struggle for power as
well, but this leaves archaeologists to decide which modern commu-
nity they will choose to promote through their research, or worse, to
be caught by the demands of several groups seeking the same historic
authentification.

These ethical dilemmas will not be the focus of the present paper.
Here [ will instead offer some empirical and methodological reflections
on the use of such post-modern visions of ethnogenesis in archaeol-
ogy. The breaking down of archaeological cultural categories is part of
exploring the historical, contextual, and active nature of social relations
in the present and the past. Such categories, in other words, are not
passive products of innate differences between groups, impervious to
political and economic developments. They are conditioned by time
and place, such that cultural or ethnic difference is seen as the result
of the active positioning of people inside and outside each community.
An explicitly homogeneous and discrete material entity excavated in the
present, then, is considered the result of a potentially politicized com-
munity in the past and constitutes a form of prehistoric ‘strategic essen-
tialism’ (viz. Spivak, 1988). The archaeological development of models
that share this perspective is found in the work of Sian Jones (1996,
1997) and Geoft Emberling (1997, 1999).

The development of an ethnic identity in the past, presumably rep-
resented by salient homogeneous material symbols, requires additional
study not only to weigh the philosophical ramifications of imputing such
complex social mechanisms and ethnic consciousness into the past,
but also to test appropriate analytical tools for its study. This paper ar-
gues that the study of ethnic identity construction involves a diachronic



and power-based consideration of the development of material (read
community) homogeneity. In other words, one must ook for three ele-
ments: 1) increased homogeneity over time, 2) the concurrent evidence
of economic or political tension leading to a need for ethnic differentia-
tion, and 3) the evidence of intentionality on the part of ancient produc-
ers. This approach avoids the chronic archaeological pitfall of equating
pots with people because it looks for the development of a distinctive
style; that is, it looks for temporal evidence of community represen-
tation rather than assuming all material culture reflects innate cultural
difference; and it requires evidence of intentional self-representation.
Toward these ends, I provide diachronic data from the development of
the highly homogenous and distinctive Negro Pulido ceramic tradition
of San Pedro de Atacama, northern Chile (Figure 10.1). These data then
provide the basis for the comparison of statistical measures of vessel
standardization over time. It is hoped that the perceived homogeneity of
this material style is mirrored by high metric standardization and that the
temporal enhancement of these qualities can be tied to coeval political
and economic changes in the region.
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Figure 10.1. Map of the South-Central Andes.
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Identity Construction

Because of the extreme difficulty of discriminating between ethnic iden-
tification and attribution in prehistory where we have no explicit man-
dates or documents delineating ‘appropriate’ ethnic dress or behavior
(as in the case of the Inca, Blom 1999), we must presume that increasing
homogeneity in one or more emblematic material realms is a product
of both mechanisms. In less complex social situations such as that of
San Pedro de Atacama in northern Chile, explicit ethnic affiliation may
be more of a contributing factor because limits to power asymmetries
constrain the ability of groups to impose identities on others. Thus, as
is found in previous case studies (Emberling, 1997, 1999), the focus
here will be on ethnic identity construction internal to the community
under study, or prehistoric ‘strategic essentialism’.

Strategic Essentialism

Essentialism implies the exaggeration and promotion of presumed fun-
damental and defining characteristics of groups. This process can oc-
cur ‘from above’ or ‘from below'. In other words, certain essential traits
are assigned to discrete groups as a mechanism of control or as a re-
tflection of prejudice, while some subaltern communities project essen-
tial traits to emphasize desired values or qualities. This latter process
has been described as ‘strategic essentialism’ in that such projects are
usually employed strategically to negotiate for key political or economic
resources. Modern strategic essentialism (Spivak, 1988; also Azoulay,
1997), whereby marginalized groups promote reified and deterministic
categories of themselves, is due in part to the institutionalization of dif-
ference that links distinctiveness to special treatment on the part of the
state (Collier et al., 1995), and in part to the power of unification found
in a sense of a common past and belonging.

The use of essentializing categories is dangerous for it serves to
unify and strengthen the subaltern at the same time as it reifies identity-
based mechanisms of controling them used by dominant groups. Re-
vealing the temporary and constructed nature of identities should not
be seen as undermining political aspirations, nor should it suggest we
can discard the emphasis of essentials for political power. Deconstruc-
tion should highlight how dangerous this process is; it should be a pre-
carious “acknowledgement of something one cannot not use.” (Spivak,
1993: 5). This is because, despite its potential benefit to the disenfran-
chised, strategic essentialism still endorses the mechanism of oppres-
sion. For this reason, subaltern identity construction should not be ro-
manticized by those who question power relations and who privilege
certain types of representation (i.e. subaltern) over others (i.e., nation-
states; Spivak, 1988).

How can we presume this same process occurred in the past?
To begin, it is clear that this process occurred in Republican, colo-
nial and peri-colonial Latin America. Part of Inca imperialism involved
assigning appropriate ethnic dress and labels to subject communities



(Blom, 1999: 100-107). Spanish colonial administration imposed elab-
orate racial and ethnic categories—castas—for both political and eco-
nomic reasons (e.g., Cahill, 1994; Cope, 1994). Newly independent
Latin American Republics grappled with the different definitions and
constituent rights and responsibilities of the various categories of citi-
zens, Indians and mestizos (Adorno, 1991; de la Cadena, 1991, 1996;
Gootenberg, 1991; Harris, 1995; Méndez, 1991, 1996). Marginalized
groups throughout fought for the right to be defined according to dif-
ferent categories or different qualities (e.g., Combés, 1991).

New models that articulate identity construction, power and self-
determination are a product of an academic interest in the use of identity
to justify modern violence and in the new shifting definitions of nations,
indigenous people, and ethnic groups in a globalized, post-modern con-
text. This does not mean, however, that they should only be used
in investigations of the modern world. If this were so, such analyses
would falsely oppose a stable, accessible and reliable past, devoid of
power struggles and violence, to a fragmented and unreliable present.
This opposition cannot be supported; nor can we assume the exact
same quality and quantity of identity construction in the past. As such,
we must continue exploring the application of this model in prehistoric
archaeology.

Archaeological Identification of Identities and Ethnicities

Although there is a general lack of clear methods available for the study
of identities and ethnicities in the past, there is agreement regarding
the political nature of these entities although this differs significantly
from earlier understandings of the same concepts. Despite slight differ-
ences, the general characterization of ethnic groups and ethnogenesis
proposed by Jones (1996, 1997) and Emberling (1997, 1999) can be
summarized as follows:

1. Ethnicity represents shifting, situational, and subjective identifi-
cations of self and others rooted in daily praxis and historical
experience.

2. Ethnic groups are also rooted in lineage, Kingship, and ancestry
metaphors and a sense of a common, even at times utopian,
future and/or past.

3. They exist or become fixed within asymmetrical power relations
with other, usually more dominant, groups.

4. Ethnic representation (i.e., emblematics, viz. Wiessner, 1983,
1984 is built from pre-existing cultural symbols into a salient po-
litical entity.

In a general archaeological sense, then, we must look for the
diachronic waxing and waning of distinctive and homogeneous ex-
pressions of group unity using objects or symbols from previous daily
material culture.
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Emberling (1997) has argued more specifically that ethnicity can
be recognized archaeologically in the generalized consumption (i.e.,
throughout the entire community) of Key materials or styles that were
previously used as objects of prestige. Brumfiel (1994) looked for
emblematic elements first in historical documents and then in archaeo-
logical contexts. It seems necessary to determine further ways of iden-
tifying this process of community unification in the past, particularly
for the prehistoric period. If we accept that ethnic identity is political
in nature and linked to the negotiation of power, then we must look
for the temporal development of emblematic essentialism in a context
of asymmetrical power relations. It follows that such an approach de-
mands diachronic evidence of material or stylistic homogenization in
one or more emblematic material realms. Of course, it is difficult to as-
sign an emblematic function to certain material styles or objects. Here,
and within a postprocessual interpretive context, it seems clear that the
production of a distinctive and highly standardized material style can no
longer be considered a reflection of unquestioned aesthetic norms, but
a quasi-intentional decision to represent group unity in specific contexts
of power negotiation. The present study explores this juncture in the
Middle Period (c. AD 300-1000) ceramic production of northern Chile.

San Pedro de Atacama and the Rise of Tiwanaku

San Pedro de Atacama is a small town of colonial origin found in the
second region of Chile on the western slope of the Andean cordillera
(see Figure 10.1). It is located in an oasis at the eastern limit of the
Atacama desert and has been a locus of human settlement for over
10,000 years. It is one of the premier archaeological areas of Chile
and has provided important theoretical and empirical contributions to
Andean archaeology and ethnohistory (e.g., Berenguer, 1993, 1998;
Martinez, 1998; Nunez and Dillehay, 1995). This stems primarily from
the role San Pedro played in extensive regional interaction networks
throughout the south-central Andes, evinced by the varied non-local ob-
jects of material culture deposited in local graves (Bravo, 1991 ; Tarrago,
1977, 1984, 1989, 1994). Long-distance relationships articulated San
Pedro inhabitants with communities from across southern Bolivia and
northwestern Argentina (Fernandez, 1978; Llagostera, 1996; NUnez,
1992, 1996; Nuinez et al., 1975), including Aguada (Berenguer, 1984;
Llagostera, 1995) and even perhaps northern Peru (Berenguer, 1986).
In particular, research has focused on the relationship between
San Pedro inhabitants and the highland polity of Tiwanaku (see Figure
10.1). Tiwanaku, whose urban center was located in western Bolivia
near Lake Titicaca, became a pivotal source of economic, religious and
political power in the south-central Andes between approximately 500
and 1000 AD (Berenguer and Dauelsberg, 1989; Goldstein, 1993a, b;
Kolata 1993). Along with evidence from other areas, the distribution
and nature of Tiwanaku goods in San Pedro graves has contributed to



the recent redefinition of this polity from a state to a complex multieth-
nic federation (Albarracin-Jordan, 1996a, b, c; Berenguer, 1993, 1998;
Browman, 1995-96, 1996, 1997; Mujica, 1996), although there remains
some debate concerning the specific character of San Pedro-Tiwanaku
relations.

There is a general agreement that Tiwanaku had an indirect im-
pact on local affairs, probably functioning as a source of prestige
goods and power for local elite (Berenguer, 1993, 1998; Berenguer and
Dauelsberg, 1989; Berenguer et al., 1980; Llagostera, 1996), or as one
client of many with whom San Pedro inhabitants communicated through
Bolivian llama caravans (Orellana, 1984, 1985, 1986; Serrancino, 1980).
Interpretations range from the consumption of goods and beliefs linked
to, but not acquired directly from, the altiplano centre (Torres and
Conklin, 1995; Uribe, n.d.) to images of direct management by altiplano
leaders living locally (Benavente et al., 1986; Oakland Rodman, 1992;
Kolata, 1993; Varela and Cocilovo, 2000). There is a general prefer-
ence for a prestige economy model (Berenguer, 1998; Berenguer and
Dauelsberg, 1989) because recovered Tiwanaku goods are extremely
elaborate and found only (so far) in mortuary contexts (Stovel 1997). The
use of political models of ethnic identity construction can contribute fur-
ther to this important shift in recent research by providing another mea-
sure of the local response to increasing regional political and economic
pressure from this complex society.

This is achieved here through the study of local mortuary ceramic
production and consumption. Interestingly, despite active participation
in regional trade networks and regular burial consumption of diverse,
occasionally polychrome, non-local ceramic styles, local San Pedro pot-
ters produced a distinctive homogenous monochrome ceramic style—
Negro Pulido—between A.D. 300 and 700. In previous processual or
diffusionist frameworks, the existence of a persistent homogenous dis-
tinctive ceramic style in conjunction with an active and complex range
of long-distance relationships seems counterintuitive in that local styles
would be subject to influence from outside. San Pedro potters, how-
ever, never painted their pots. They maintained a monochromatic mor-
tuary style throughout the growth of both regional trade and Tiwanaku
influence.

The first three mortuary ceramic types produced in San Pedro are, in
chronological order, Rojo Pulido (300 BC-AD 100), Negro Pulido (O BC-
AD 700) and Gris Grueso Pulido (AD 500-1000) (Burnished Red, Black
and Greywares;? Berenguer et al., 1986; Berenguer et al., 1988; Mon-
tané, 1963; Tarrago, 1976, 1989; Thomas et al., 1984). Rojo Pulido is
characterized by a reduced range of forms in which short-necked, glob-
ular jars with everted rims predominate. Negro Pulido is found in 13 or
14 different shapes, including smaller versions of the globular jars. The
most popular forms are illustrated in Figure 10.2. The subsequent Gris
Grueso Pulido displays fewer forms (i.e., 4 or 5 shape classes) and a
significant reduction in the quality of surface burnishing, color homo-
geneity, and thinness of the walls and rims when compared with Negro
Pulido. In sum, however, all of these wares lack decoration except for
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Figure 10.2. Popular Negro Pulido Ceramic Forms.

incised anthropomorphic designs on bottle necks (see Figure 10.4) or
the geometric incisions of later Red and Black Incised wares (i.e., post-
AD 400, Munizaga, 1963; Tarragd, 1989).

It is suggested here that the homogeneity and standardization of
Negro Pulido ceramics, although a pre-existing stylistic tradition, may
have been accentuated through political and economic negotiation
with Tiwanaku, which may or may not have been related to San Pedro’s
incorporation into a peer polity or prestige economy (cf. Berenguer
et al., 1980; Llagostera, 1996) with the highland community. Support
for this supposition would be provided by the temporal coincidence
of increasing Negro Pulido standardization with increasing consumption
of Tiwanaku goods in local graves. The pinnacle of Tiwanaku presence
in San Pedro occurred between AD 700 and 1000 (i.e., the Coyo Phase;
Berenguer and Dauelsberg, 1989:158-159), during the transformation of
Negro Pulido to Gris Grueso Pulido (Berenguer, n.d.:9). Nonetheless, the
development of the Negro Pulido style may have been related to the ini-
tial phases of Tiwanaku influence, and a more empirical examination of
this issue from a local perspective may offer valuable insights to chang-
ing understandings of highland-San Pedro interaction and the structure
of the Tiwanaku polity. The present study employs statistical measures
of vessel standardization in maximum width and height, and base and
mouth diameter (see Figure 10.3) through early, middle and late Negro
Pulido production phases (see Figure 10.4) as an index of intentional




stylistic homogenization which serves, in turn, as a possible material 153
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Measures of Standardization

The statistical measure chosen to gauge vessel standardization was the
coefficient of variation (CV). This coefficient usually serves the study of
ceramic production levels and/or social complexity in that it is assumed
that less complex societies or less formal (i.e., household vs. highly spe-
cialized) ceramic production generate more variable vessels (e.g., Black-
man et al., 1993; Costin, 1991; Costin and Hagstrum, 1995; Feinman
etal., 1984; Rice, 1981, 1989, 1991, 1996; Stark, 1995; Underhill, 1991).
Variation in ceramic standardization is generally presumed to reflect dif-
ferent degrees of centralization in production, although this is also sub-
ject to debate (Arnold, 1991; Rice, 1991; Stark, 1995). The CV is the
standard deviation expressed as a percentage of the mean. The higher
the variation within the sample, the closer the standard deviation is to
the mean, and the closer the CV is to 100%. Visually, this would appear
as a graph as wide (SD) as it is tall (X). A high coefficient, then, implies
low standardization and that potters are not ensuring or needing to en-
sure the regular replication of exact vessel metric dimensions such as
base and rim diameter.

When used in ceramic analysis, the CV gives a general index of
how regularly the dimensions of one ceramic type or style are repro-
duced. This is one of the more common measures of standardisation
(Allen, 1992; Arnold and Nieves, 1992; Benco, 1988; Blackman et al.,
1993; Costin and Hagstrum, 1995; Crown, 1995; Longacre et al., 1988;
Mills, 1995), although there are others.® The CV has been rejected on
occasion because of the presumed inability of testing the significance of
differences between coefficients (Arnold and Nieves, 1992; Blackman
et al., 1993; Stark, 1995) and because it is a relative measure. In other
words, until recently, there were no universal limits to standardization;
the importance of each coefficient was only revealed in comparison
with another coefficients from the same historical and cultural context
(Rice, 1991; Stark, 1995). Obviously, the inability to test the difference be-
tween coefficients, then, prevents researchers from making more pow-
erful statements about changes in standards and standardization.

Both of these supposed limitations are unfounded, however. Al-
though Eerkens and Bettinger (2001) suggest a formula from Feltz and
Miller (1996) which compares numerous sample CVs and follows an X2
distribution, Lande (1977) and Lewontin (1966), argue that in samples
with CVs smaller than 20%, a test for significance can be conducted by
performing an F-test with two CVs. This is the procedure employed in
the present study. Eerkens and Bettinger (2001) also provide universal
limits to the perception of variation, that suggest that variation between
approximately 5% and 60% is appreciable to the human eye, and there-
fore standardization measures between these parameters is probably
relatively intentional.

Metric standardization is typically considered an unintentional mea-
sure of production levels or social organization. Archaeologists have
seen the reproduction of exact vessel dimensions (e.g., mouth and



base diameter) as a by-product of potter sKill level, indicative of the
amount of time potters devote to their craft and the level of organi-
zation of production (i.e., household vs. workshop). The level of ce-
ramic production is then used to argue for various types of social or-
ganization (state vs. chiefdom). Stylistic or decorative uniformity, how-
ever, is not simply an unconscious by-product of productive organiza-
tion or technique (cf. Costin and Hagstrum, 1995), but a sought-after
indication of skKill and potentially a conscious element applied (or not)
according to the intentions of the potter and social circumstances (Lon-
gacre, 1999). Thus, any variation in the vessel dimensions is presumed
here to reflect a certain degree of intention on the part of the potter,
and perhaps an increasing or decreasing interest in the reproduction
of a standardized (read homogeneous), potentially emblematic, material
form.

Standardization Levels

The present study sought to trace the development of the highly distinc-
tive Negro Pulido style and assess its homogenization/standardization
over time. Toward this end, a database for 1190 whole vessels, in-
cluding shape class, catalogue number, and millimeter dimensions for
Maximum Width, Maximum Height, Mouth Diameter and Base Diameter
was compiled.* These data provided the quantitative basis for the cal-
culation of metric standardization indices. Values for the various met-
ric dimensions were pooled to give an index of standardization for
each vessel shape (see Table 10.1), while values for the different shape
classes were pooled to provide and index for different chronological
periods (see Table 10.2).

Table 10.1. Coefficient of Variation by Ceramic Type and
Chronological Period

Ceramic type CV TL Dates Phase Period
RP 19.26 Toconao 300 BC-AD100
NP V 5.27 Toconao
NP IpaV 15.72 AD 90 + 200 Toconao
NP lIpAH 9.07 AD 140-325 + 190 Sequitor AD 100-400
NPDA 14.33 AD 160 + 180 Sequitor
NP IpAH 17.01 AD 230 + 160 Sequitor
NPDA-B 10.90 AD 310 + 160 Sequitor
NP 1114 15.90 Sequitor
NP Illc 17.02 AD 560 + 145 Sequitor
NP 1l 11.96 AD 720 + 95P Sequitor-Quitor
NP II (tonelito) 16.12 Sequitor-Quitor
NP X 18.20 Quitor AD 400-700
NP XlII 10.19 AD 620 + 199V Quitor
NPDB 11.24 AD 720 + 95 Quitor

9Type NP Il was established to accommodate ambiguous vessels that could been late variants of
either class (Tarrago, 1989).
PTL dates (Berenguer et al., 1986) for individual tombs, not for entire type classes.
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Table 10.2. Coefficients of Variation by
Chronological Period

Early Middle Late
HEIGHT 12.31 14.19 15.15
WIDTH 11.85 15.30 14.75
MOUTH DIAMETER 13.28 17.34 19.75
BASE DIAMETER 14.76 15.91 18.97

Table 10.3. Significant Differences between Production Phase
Coefficients by Metric Attributes (F-Ratios: CVmax_ 2/CVmin” 2)

Metric attribute Periods Ratio F Distribution
HEIGHT Middle/Early 1.328767 0.032164
Late/Early 1.514639 0.005319
Late/Middle 1.139884 0.098643
WIDTH Middle/Early 1.66704 1 0.0004-34
Late/Early 1.549342 0.003076
Middle/Late 1.075967 0.240953
MOUTH DIAMETER Middle/Early 1.704912 0.000459
Late/Early 221176 1.89E-06
Late/Middle 1.297287 0.005887
BASE DIAMETER Middle/Early 1.161897 0.161593
Late/Early 1.651817 0.000968
Late/Middle 1.421655 0.000262

4 Jtalic result: significant at 0.05, Bold result: significant at 0.01

These values were then compared between periods to see whether
any change in standardization levels was significant through time (see
Table 10.3).

Interpretation

Variation in Standardization Levels

The general trends evident in this analysis are as follows:

1. Standardization levels in Negro Pulido are very different from
those of Rojo Pulido.

2. These standardization levels are at their highest at the inception
of Negro Pulido.

3. Levels decrease through time, eventually resulting in the trans-
formation of the Negro Pulido style into Gris Grueso Pulido.

4. Significant differences are found primarily between early and late
Negro Pulido production phases.

Ethnographic studies of ceramic production have produced CVs
between 3% and 10% for specialized ceramicists and between 10%
and 15% for non-specialists (Arnold, 1991; Arnold and Nieves, 1992;
Longacre et al., 1988; Stark, 1995). These studies, however, are able



to ask producers about their size categories, thus provide standardiza-
tion measures within emic classification systems. Archaeological stud-
ies tend to lump emic vessel classes (Longacre et al., 1988) because
they are not able to speak directly with producers, and as a result, sup-
ply slightly inflated CVs between 15% and 30% for both specialized and
non-specialized producers (Allen, 1992; Blackman et al., 1993; Crown,
1995; Longacre et al., 1988). A few have even obtained CVs between
20% and 50% (Costin and Hagstrum, 1995).

In comparison with these values, Table 10.1 reveals that throughout
the history of its production Negro Pulido metric standardization is rela-
tively high across all types. This is only to be expected considering the
aesthetic homogeneity and exclusive mortuary use of this style. Specif-
ically, CVs fall between 10% and 20% with slightly more variation in base
and mouth diameters than in maximum heights and widths. This dif-
ference in the variation of metric attributes has been identified in other
studies too (Crown, 1995; Mills, 1995) and would suggest that more
variation is tolerated in base and mouth diameters, and that height and
width are more important defining attributes of vessels.

Table 10.1 shows that the earliest Negro Pulido shapes are the most
standardized (CV = 5. 27%-15.72%), even though immediately preceding
and at times contemporary Rojo Pulido ceramics show a high level of
variability (CV = 19.26%). Through time, we can see the CVsrise, reflect-
ing a relaxation of dimensional standards over time until the later Negro
Pulido types are produced with variation levels similar to that of Rojo
Pulido (CVs = 18.20% and 19.19%, NP X and NP XIlI respectively). Ta-
ble 10.2 also illustrates this increase through successive Negro Pulido
production phases: the early phase shows CVs from 12% to 15%, and
the late phase shows values from 15% to 20%. Even so, Table 10.3 con-
firms that this increase is never abrupt. Differences are only highly and
regularly significant between the early and late phases.

The decline in metric homogeneity of the Negro Pulido ceramic tradi-
tion terminates in the production of a Gris Grueso Pulido tradition which
is characterized by fewer shape classes, thicker vessel walls, more vari-
able color treatment and less careful surface polishing (see Berenguer,
n.d.:9). In fact, Gris Grueso Pulido attributes appear to be degraded from
or derivative of Negro Pulido norms. A gradual trend away from initially
high standards of Negro Pulido production slowly over time may have
‘devolved into a simpler, less homogeneous, more variable Gris Grueso
Pulido tradition. In consulting diachronic tables and graphs, then, we
can see that Negro Pulido ceramic began, AD 100, more standardized
than ever. Standardization did not develop over time as potters became
more skKilled and efficient, as suggested by previous studies, but be-
came less important. And more important to the present paper, this pro-
cess began before the rise of Tiwanaku influence in the area.

Link to Asymmetrical Power Relations

There is the possibility that the standardization of this material culture
is tied to changing political relationships on a regional level due to the
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early rise in regional prominence of the Tiwanaku federation around 200
AD. Tiwanaku material culture, however, does not gain prominence in
local graves until the middle to late phases of Negro Pulido production
when there is a decline in aesthetic standards as a whole, eventually
resulting in the production of Gris Grueso Pulido. It could be that mate-
rial homogeneity in San Pedro is not a product of identity construction,
or that Negro Pulido ceramics were not ‘emblematic’ of a community
identity. Although Negro Pulido is used predominantly as a mortuary
ceramic, this does not entirely explain its high standardization nor its
decline. Both Rojo Pulido and Gris Grueso Pulido were used as grave
goods and display much lower stylistic and metric standardization lev-
els. Moreover, it is difficult to ascertain the true ‘meaning’ or symbolic
function of these vessels, and stylistic differences probably had sev-
eral functions in the past. That Negro Pulido was traded in much the
same manner as other ceramic traditions throughout the regions—in
small quantities to very specific centers (Llagostera, Costa and Téllez,
1988; Nunez and Dillehay, 1995; Stovel, 2002)—suggests, however, that
vessels from these traditions represented special links between individ-
uals and specific communities and in this way served an ‘emblematic’
function. We are still confronted with explaining high Negro Pulido stan-
dards in comparison with other local wares, their decline through time,
and the maintenance of a discrete and distinctive San Pedro aesthetic
through so many years of regular and abundant interaction.

It may be that Tiwanaku influence did not take the form of ethnic
attribution (i.e., an imposed, state-defined San Pedro identity), nor did
it engender salient ethnic affiliation. This would support the conclusion
that Tiwanaku did not have a significant impact on local political and
economic behavior. It is more likely that a unified communal identity, en-
capsulated in Negro Pulido homogeneity, developed before Tiwanaku
influence, during the expansion of regional trade relationships where
self-differentiation was an important tool in the negotiation of exchange.
Identity was subsequently overtaken by metallurgy and other manufac-
turing activities in the face of intensifying trade relationships, including
those with Tiwanaku, which were no longer antagonistic but collabora-
tive (Martinez, 1998; Nunez and Dillehay, 1995; Stovel, 2002). In particu-
lar, it would appear that that competition, requiring the development of a
salient group identity, was more significant before the peak of Tiwanaku
influence, giving more support to the suggestion that interaction with the
highland state was relatively innocuous.

conclusions

The current study explored the production of a salient material style
during a period of intense regional interaction and the rise of potentially
asymmetrical power relations between local inhabitants and members
of a highly influential religious and economic highland center. It pre-
sumed to link production of this homogeneous style with the political



and economic power negotiation in order to 1) provide further evidence
of ethnic identity construction in prehistory and 2) test the regional im-
pact of Tiwanaku from a local perspective. There is no clear-cut support
for any aggressive local impact on the part of Tiwanaku elite, which may
require a re-examination of the peer polity or prestige economy models
currently in use (e.g., Berenguer and Dauelsberg, 1989). Evidence pro-
vided here, however, concurs with the current literature (e.g., Berenguer,
1998) that relations with Tiwanaku were not antagonistic and that the
polity may have promoted economic activity in the area (NUunez and
Dillehay, 1995), thus refocusing local production from ceramics to other
realms.

Certainly, we need to enhance our understanding of the period
immediately prior to the introduction of interaction with Tiwanaku to ex-
plain the development of such a homogeneous stylistic tradition. Cur-
rent models of identity construction are excessively focused on compet-
itive or antagonistic causes of differentiation (e.g., Comaroff, 1998; Hill,
1998; Hodder, 1982). An extremely valuable future avenue of research
would involve exploring alternative explanations for the persistence of
a distinctive and homogeneous material style within contexts of trade
and exchange. [ would argue that Negro Pulido still represents the inten-
tional production, maintenance, and negotiation of unified community
identity, but we may find that such a discrete and intentionally distinctive
identity develops in non-competitive contexts (e.g., Filer, 1990; Martinez,
1990, 1996, 1998; Terrell, 2001 ; Terrell et al., 1997; Terrell and Welsch,
1990; Welsch and Terrell, 1998). It behooves us now to consider other
catalysts of Negro Pulido homogeneity after perhaps excessive concen-
tration on Tiwanaku.

Acknowledgements

The author would like to thank the staff and directors of the Instituto de
Investigacion Arqueoldgica y Museo “R.P. Gustavo Le Paige S.J.” (IIAM)
de la Universidad Catolica del Norte of San Pedro of Atacama, Chile,
for their inestimable support and aid. In particular, thanks is given to
Lautaro Nuniez, Francisco Téllez, and those unnamed assistants who
measured so many vessels in the museum during the 1980s. Willam
Isbell warrants recognition of his support and advise and I would also
thank Pedro Funari and Andrés Zarankin for the opportunity to partici-
pate in this volume.

Notes

'"The terms used here will be ethnic affiliation and ethnic attribution.

2The literal translation of ‘pulido’ is ‘polished, but these vessels are actually highly bur-
nished, so that is the translation provided here. The original Spanish terminology will be
preserved throughout the rest of this paper.
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3Such as the Brown-Forsythe test (Kvamme et al., 1996), the Krushkall-wallis test, (Mills,
1995; Sinopoli, 1988), the F-ratio (Blackman et al., 1993; Longacre et al., 1988), and the
Q distribution (Stark, 1995).

4The measurements used here were provided by San Pedro Museum staff (see ac-
knowledgements). The database developed for this study involved classifying all avail-
able Negro Pulido vessels in the museum collection according to shape. This classi-
fication was then combined with the available measurements using vessel catalogue
numbers.
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Rethinking Stereotypes 1 1
and the History of Research
on Jé Populations in South
Brazil

An Interdisciplinary Point of View

Francisco Silva Noelli

Introduction

During the last 120 years, many researchers have tried to define the
human populations that inhabited southern Brazil and neighboring
areas, including the state of Sao Paulo in Brazil and the Province of
Misiones in Argentina. Certain archaeological assemblages were tied to
hunter-gatherers (i.e., Umbu and Humaita traditions; Dias, 1994; Hoeltz,
1997) and generalized hunter-gatherers and ceramists (i.e., Vieira tradi-
tion; Brochado, 1984; Gonzdlez, 1998) as well as Jé-speaking (Taquara,
Casa de Pedra and Itararé traditions; Brochado, 1984; Gonzalez, 1998)
and Tupi-Guarani speaking (Guarani groups; Brochado, 1984, 1989;
Noelli, 1993, 1996a, 1998) tropical agriculturalists and ceramists. In the
last 35 years, data were coherently tabulated, synthesized and ordered
into sets called archaeological traditions (Terminologia, 1976), strictly
defined according to cultural-historic, diffusionist, cultural and ecolog-
ical determinism. This program was coordinated by Betty Meggers
and Clifford Evans for South and Central America (see critical analysis
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in Barreto, 1998; Faria, 1989; Funari, 1989, 1991, 1994, 1995, 1998;
Lathrap, 1970a, 1973; E. Neves, 1995, 1998; W. Neves, 1988; Noelli,
1993, 1996a, b, 1998; Roosevelt, 1991a, b, 1995).

The Brazilian version of Meggers and Evans’s synopsis has been
called The National Program of Archaeological Research or PRON-
APA developed by 11 archeologists in 9 states between 1965 and
1970 (Dias, 1995; Meggers, 1985, 1992; Meggers and Evans, 1978;
PRONAPA, 1970). As a rule, the PRONAPA approach involved a pre-
supposition suggested by Meggers (1955: 129) in the 50s, which “deals
with culture artificially separated from human beings”. Such a premise
justified a closed and refractory interpretation of ideas and facts from
the Americanist scene and adopted a strategy of data selection that set
aside preexisting information and results obtained by researchers em-
ploying other ideas. Its application caused the formulation of water-tight
models and hypotheses set apart from those developed in other disci-
plines. Archaeological research was thus dissociated from Anthropol-
ogy and the other social sciences whose development in Brazil hailed
from the 19" century. The PRONAPA intervention caused an artificial
picture of the past based on “few and often irrelevant attributes” (Bar-
reto, 1998: 577) of pottery and lithic samples collected at the surface or
in test pits.

Fieldwork developed at a terrific speed (with only one or two days
on each site), such that Evans and Meggers’ (1965) program of activities
in the Guia para prospec¢cao arqueoldgica no Brasil (Guide to Archae-
ological Prospecting in Brazil) could be complied with, with evidence
collected from the surface or in small test pits. However, PRONAPA
archeologists did not endeavor to understand regional contexts, incor-
porate environmental adaptation/management studies and physical an-
thropology, research material culture or face sociological and politically
directed questions within the different possibilities of interdisciplinary ar-
chaeological research. Roosevelt (1991a: 107) writes that “their methods
of excavation and analysis combined material of different periods and
artificially composed the archaeological sequence”. They thereby built
a set of events interpreted “under the aegis of a non-historic ecological
determinism” (Funari, 1998), followed by publications merely concerned
with transforming scanty evidence into facts and numbers. The result
of this prevailing academic context, still at large and under-discussed
at present, is an approach which does not contribute to the study of
material specifics and the possible historical and sociological realities
lived by the populations in the area classified as “southern Brazil and
neighboring areas.”

AS no strict study of collections and archaeological sites at local
and regional levels exists, an alternative and interdisciplinary approach
is needed that would take into account the uniformity of morphological
attributes of pottery and lithic from approximately 1,350 archaeological
sites (Figure 11.1) (Noelli, in press). It would also establish a generic
association among elements of the “Taquara, Itarar¢ and Cada de
Pedra traditions” and material culture of southern J& populations. At the
same time, the material assemblages of hunter-gatherering Umbu and
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Figure 11.1. Distribution of Counties with Jé Sites in Southern Brazil.

Humaita populations and the ceramic producing Minuano, Charrua and
Guarani populations are distinct from those of southern Jé& populations,
except where there is archaeological or historical evidence of contact.

when one looks beyond the archaeological literature and deviates
from the PRONAPA perspective, one can see that information on the
Kaingang and Xokleng populations comes from different sources. These
include scientific studies undertaken since the 19" century, and official
and personal documents dating from the 16" century to the present,
written by military and religious people, and civilians. Data are avail-
able from over 1,100 published titles for the Kaingangs (Noelli et al.,
1998) and over 600 for the Xokleng (Noelli et al., m.s.), notwithstand-
ing innumerous unpublished documents in various public and private
archives found in Brazil and abroad. Unfortunately, and because of the
predominance of PRONAPA procedures, this information has not been
consistently used by archeologists who have always enhanced poor

169

RETHINKING
STEREOTYPES



170 compilations and distorted analogies with historical and ethnographical
gf‘)gtf:scos'm* data (e.g., BecKer, 1975a, b, 1985, 1991; Chmyz, 1981; E. Miller, 1971;
Schmitz and BecKer, 1991).

With this situation in mind, the aim of this paper is twofold. The first
deals with the chief PRONAPA formulations and conclusions concerning
the “Itararé, Taquara and Casa de Pedra archaeological traditions”. This
would highlight the water-tight scenery of the last four decades on their
origin and definition. The second comprises my interpretation of the
entire set of information on the southern J& populations, while providing
observations about their history, origin and expansion in southern Brazil,
Misiones Province and surrounding area of Itaipu dam in Paraguay. At
the same time, I will also describe the manner by which various ideas
and facts previous to and contemporary with the PRONAPA activities
have been neglected or indirectly employed from second or third hand
usage.

My endeavor is to avoid falling into the constant reproduction of
the PRONAPA environment and to contribute towards an alternative in-
terpretation that would see the Kaingang and the Xokleng peoples as
integrating parts of the multicultural complex that defines the J& pop-
ulations of central Brazil. I would also like to enhance a fundamental
premise for the basis of my suggestion: pains must be taken to estab-
lish the correlations between the archaeological past and the ethno-
graphic present according to the strict approach employed by Wust
(1998) in the Bororo case. The reanalysis and reinterpretation of archae-
ological collections lying in museums and laboratories should be un-
dertaken; likewise, permanent regional research should be maintained,
while ethno-archaeological research, physical anthropology and the crit-
ical integration of existing historical and ethnographical information all
should be undertaken.

Pronapa, Its Followers in Southern Brazil, and the
Establishment of Archaeological Traditions

Following PRONAPA conventions, Eurico Th. Miller, José Proenza
Brochado, Wilson F. Piazza, Igor Chmyz, José W. Rauth and Silvia
Maranca found several archaeological sites and substantially enlarged
the archaeological map of the south of Brazil and of Sdo Paulo. They
included areas which had not been researched until the mid-1960s, in-
cluding the interior of the states of Parana and Santa Catarina. In the
1960s and 1970s, in the states of Rio Grande do Sul, Parand and Santa
Catarina, other resear