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Global Archaeological
Theory
Introduction

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

In 1982, Ian 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
two 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 archaeology. 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.

1
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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; Dı́az-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 embraces 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 1st 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 Western im-
perialist core. From our standpoint, archaeological theory is a global
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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,1 but including other works as well.2 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
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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 II, ‘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,
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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 19th and 20th 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 18th 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’ (lo social) that is found in both the production and
consumption of material culture (including texts and otherwise), and of
archaeological reports.

Section IV, ‘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 different interpre-
tations of past imagery. He quite rightly reiterates that meaning is cul-
turally determined, but insists that the time and space that separates
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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 ourselves 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 5th and
6th 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. Dı́az-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 ‘rebellious’ 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 Piñón, 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 Jê. 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
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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.
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The ideas expressed here are of course our own, for which we alone are
therefore responsible. We must also recognize the important institutional
support received from the The World Archaeological Congress, Brazilian
National Research Council (CNPq), the São Paulo State Research Foun-
dation (FAPESP, granted to Dr. Funari), the Campinas State University,
and the Department of Prehistoric and Archaeological Research of the
Argentinian National Science Fundation (DIPA-CONICET).

Notes

1Such as those by: Alberti, Karlsson, Lazzari, McGuire and Navarrete, Noelli, Orser,
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1
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, I do
not wish to argue that there was a particular point at which the west-
ern world ‘became modern’. Rather, I 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 discovered by science,
rather than created in discourse. As the range of discursive categories
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multiplied, so new analytic fields were generated, and archaeology 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.

I 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 ‘rational 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
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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 I 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—from 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, I think it becomes easier to recognize the inherently
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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. I 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
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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. I 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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2
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

19



20
NORBERTO LUIZ
GUARINELLO

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 Ian 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
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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. Ian 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 I 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 I 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
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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 ambiguous 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. I find them, however, highly speculative
and they do not appeal to my taste.
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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. I 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 I 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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3
Why Is There Material
Culture Rather than Nothing?
Heideggerian Thoughts and Archaeology

Håkan 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, I 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

29
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Figure 3.1. The megalith known as ‘The Dwarfs’ House’, Lindome parish,
Västergötland, 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
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that the (ontological) difference between Being and beings is forgotten.
Being is interpreted by Plato and his successors as the visible appear-
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.
We 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).1 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
17th-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
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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 kinds 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,
29–30, 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.2

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
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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.3 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, I 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.4

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.
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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; Pöggeler, 1996: 210–212; Stambaugh, 1995: 209–212).
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 socio-
politics, its use of beings as a standing reserve, and its legitimization
of this path towards destruction is a consequence of the unawareness
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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)understanding.
When it is Being that is the ultimate ground of our (pre)understanding of
all phenomena, this includes the (pre)understanding 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

1Heidgger 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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1989b, Science or Séance?, or Processual to ‘PostProcessual’ Archaeology. In Debating
Archaeology, edited by L. R. Binford, pp. 27–40. Academic Press, San Diego.

Earle, T. K., and Preucel, R. W., 1987, Processual Archaeology and the Radical Critique.
Current Anthropology 28: 501–538.

Heidegger, M., 1927, Sein und Zeit (erste Hälfte). In Jahrbuch für Philosophie und
phn̈omenologische Forschung VIII, pp. 1–438, Halle.

1943, Vom Wesen der Wahrheit. Klostermann, Frankfurt.
1947, Platons Lehre von der Wahrheit: Mit einem Brief über den ‘Humanismus’. Francke,

Bern.
1950, Holzwege. Klostermann, Frankfurt.
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1954a, Vorträge und Aufsätze. Neske, Pfullingen.
1954b, Was heiβt Denken? Niemeyer, Tübingen.
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4
What Conditions of
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 paper’s 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
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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: Espaço privado e vida material em Porto alegre
no século XI (Private space and material life in Porto Alegre during the
19th century) by Symanski (1998) and A colonização portuguesa da Ilha
de Marajó: espaço e contexto arqueológico-histórico na missão religiosa
de Joanes (The Portuguese colonization of the Island of Marajó: 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.1 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.2

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.”
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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: “[t]he 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 about 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.4

On par with the historical-cultural school yet in disagreement with
it, the postprocessual school5 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
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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 “[t]he 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 inter-relatedness 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, oral6

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.7 The historian must acknowledge
that these can integrate the literary documentation, contradict it ( . . . ), or



49
WRITTEN AND

MATERIAL
DOCUMENTS

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;8 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.9 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’,10 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). Kosso (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 benefit 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 difference11 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
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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 19th

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 Gonçalves” (i.e., Lopo Gonçalves 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
unearthed12 material items of a 19th century house in Porto Alegre, the
Solar Lopo Gonçalves, 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 documentation13 was conducted, providing infor-
mation on the lifestyle of the family groups that inhabited Porto Alegre
in the 19th century.

For Symanski (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.14

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” (Symanski, 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 Marajó: 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.
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The archaeological research was conducted at a site with prehis-
toric and historic elements, located on the island of Marajó. It is char-
acterized by two different occupations of the same space: a religious
mission—first 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 (Sı́tio PA-JO-46: Joanes), provided archaeological material for this
dissertation.

The archaeological data are preceded by consideration of historical
sources,15 geographic charts, radar images, iconography, photographs
and the analysis of archaeological material16 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, exposes 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



54
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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,17 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/
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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 Archaeological—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 Archaeology accommo-
dates the tension, either through tiredness of the debate or through an-
noyance.
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Notes

1A 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; ( . . . )” (Burguière, 1993:
614).

4Tradition: “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 hyper-relativists 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.

6For this source, consult Purser (1992) who interlaces Oral History with Historical Archae-
ology.

7It 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 conflicting 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).

10“It 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).

11Difference 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.

12The items were as follows: chinaware, glass, bones, metal, ceramics; all acquired
through archaeological excavation.

13Post-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.

15Codices from the Public Archive of Pará 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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5
The Reception of New
Archaeology in Argentina
A Preliminary Survey

Irina Podgorny, Marı́a Dolores Tobı́as,
and Máximo 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.1

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. González, 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 Tucumán and del
Litoral were founded, three research centers prevailed in Argentina: La
Plata, Buenos Aires, and Córdoba. 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 Visakovsky (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 Visakovsky (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’3.”
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
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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 archaeology in Germany; Vázquez Leon,
1996 for the anthropology of Mexican archaeology; Martı́nez Navarrete,
1989 and Garcı́a 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.4

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 option’
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
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the language of the New Archaeology to be ‘contemporary’, modern or
scientific.5

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 (Fernández, 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.6

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 Etnográfico of the Facultad de Filosofı́a 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
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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 Márquez 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 Márquez 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 Márquez 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
Etnográfico (Facultad de Filosofı́a 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.8 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.9

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
Prehistóricos at the Museo Etnográfico in 1956 (Fernández Distel, 1985:
90). Menghin linked the study of the indigenous past to the European
tradition of Prehistory and World History10 (cf. Kohl and Pérez Gollán,
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 Etnográfico 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 Cientı́ficas
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.11 The presidency of the comisión as-
esora that includes archaeology was held by the Ingeniero José Babini
from 1960 to 1966, by the archaeologist Dr. Rex González from 1966 to
1967, by Alberto Espezel Berro from 1967 to 1968, and by the anthro-
pologist Dr. Marcelo Bórmida 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 González, with Vı́ctor Núñez Regueiro
as its General Secretary13 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
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. . . 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.14

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 González, 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 González
in “Jornadas de 30 años de la Carrera de Antropologı́a”, 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.15

González’s role as an organizer and a mediator is particularly evi-
dent in the Primer Congreso de Arqueologı́a Argentina, held in the city
of Rosario, province of Santa Fe in May of 1970.16 Of the twenty seven
presentations at this congress, eight were given by González’s disci-
ples or corresponded to work done by González alone or together with
other members. Only two presentations quote Meggers or Evans’ work
directly (one by Núñez Regueiro and another by Bernardo Dougherty).17

At the opening speech, González 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. González 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 (González,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 Filosofı́a
y Letras de la Universidad de Buenos Aires, and American cultural-
ism, lead by Alberto Rex González at the museum of the Universidad
de la Plata and the graduate program in History at the universities of
Córdoba 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 Filosofı́a y Letras, a
task principally undertaken by two teaching assistants, who later be-
came professors: Osvaldo Chiri and Luis Abel Orquera.18 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 Martı́nez 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, Nueva
Visión (with translations of North American material), and the distribution
of English and North American archaeological material published by the
Fondo de Cultura Ecónomica. 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
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Table 5.1. Subscriptions at Museo de La Plata
Library (UNLP)

Year AAnth AAnt CA L’A Arch Antiquity

1959 x x x
1960 x x x
1961 x x x
1962 x x x x
1963 x x x x
1964 x x
1965 x x
1966 x x
1967 x x x
1968 x x x
1969 x x x x
1970 x x x
1971 x x x x
1972 x x x x
1973 x x x x
1974 x x x x x
1975 x x x
1976 x x x
1977 x x x x
1978 x x x x
1979 x x x x
1980 x x x x x
1981 x x x x x
1982 x x x x
1983 x x x x
1984 x

AAnth: American Anthropologist
AAnt: American Antiquity
CA: Current Anthropology
L’A: L’Anthropologie (Parı́s)
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 Etnográfico 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 Etnográfico (UBA)

Year AAnth AAnt CA L’A Arch Antiquity

1959 x x x x
1960 x x x x x
1961 x x x x x
1962 x x x x x
1963 x Only 3 x x x
1964 x x x x x
1965 x x x x x
1966 x x x x
1967 x x x x x
1968 x x x x x x
1969 x x x x x x
1970 x x x x x x
1971 x x x x
1972 x x x x x
1973 x x x x x
1974 x x x x x x
1975 x x x x x
1976 x x x x x x
1977 x x x x x x
1978 x x x x x x
1979 x x x x x x
1980 x x x x x x
1981 x x x x x
1982 x x x x x
1983 x x x x
1984 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 Núñez Regueiro and Tarragó in 1972. As it was previously men-
tioned, Rex González presented the New Archaeology at the Primer Con-
greso de Arqueologı́a Argentina in 1970. Binford’s (1962) manifesto was
included in Ana María Lorandi’s 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 (Boschı́n, 1991–1992; Boschı́n 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 Marı́a 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 cientı́fico en arqueologı́a. 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 Illinois 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 Illinois
University Press, Carbondale.
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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 Histórico de la Facultad de Ciencias Naturales y
Museo de la Universidad Nacional de La Plata)

1959

“Profesor adjunto en la Cátedra de Prehistoria I (Paleolı́tico)”
Committee: O. Menghin, A. Rex González and Marcelo Bórmida
Candidate: Eduardo M. Cigliano.

1969

“Profesor Ordinario (adjunto, con dedicación simple para la cátedra de Prehistoria Gen-
eral)” Committee: A. Vivante, A. Serrano and A. Zapata Gollán

Candidates: Delfor Chiappe and Pedro Karpovickas. No results.

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

Committee: Vivante, J. Schobinger and A. Serrano
Candidates: Antonio Austral.

1971

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

“Auxiliar de investigación para la cátedra de Antropologı́a general”
Committee: Chiappe, Vivante and Austral
Candidates: Marı́a Borrello, R. Raffino, Héctor Pucciarelli, Raquel Saffores de Pabón, Su-

sana Ringuelet, Héctor Calandra y Luis Carbonari. Selected: Raffino, Calandra and
Ringuelet.

“Auxiliar de Investigación para la cátedra de Arqueologı́a Americana (Culturas Pre-
cerámicas)”

Committee: Cardich, Austral and Ana Lorandi
Candidates: R. Raffino, L. Carbonari and Antonia Rizzo (selected)

“Auxiliar de Investigación para la División de Antropologı́a”
Committee: Vivante, Cardich y Austral
Candidates: Carlota Sempé and H. Calandra (selected).

“Auxiliar de Investigación para la cátedra de Arqueologı́a Americana, culturas Agroalfar-
eras”

Committee: Austral, Cardich, Krapovickas
Candidates: Marı́a A. Borrello, Carlota Sempé, Héctor L. D’Antoni and Bernardo Dougherty

(selected)

1972

“Jefe de Trabajos Prácticos para la cátedra de Técnicas de la Investigación arqueológica”
Committee: Cardich, Austral and Chiappe
Candidates: R. Raffino.
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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 Etnográfico. FFyL-UBA)

Translator Year Author Source Language Country

O.Chiri 1966 Willey An Introduction to
American Anthropology

English USA

O.Chiri Rowe English USA
O.Chiri 1966 Master The American Naturalist English USA
LAO 1971 Willey Journal of Quaterny

Research
English USA

O.Chiri 1973 Bryan An Introduction to
American Anthropology

English USA

Prehistory and American Archaeology

1971: Professor Ciro René Lafón
Note 1554: Biblioteca del Museo Etnográfico de la FFyL UBA

Translator Year Author Source Language Editors Country

O.Chiri 1963 ARG SMC English Meggers-
Evans

USA

O.Chiri 1964 Brieger, F.G. Enc.
Intelectuais

USA

O.Chiri 1948 Bennett, W. Yale U.P in A English USA
O.Chiri 1963 Altenfelder

Silva F.
SMC English Meggers-

Evans
USA

O.Chiri 1963 Angulo
Valdés, C.

SMC English Meggers-
Evans

USA

O.Chiri 1967 Lanning, E. Peru before
the Incas

English USA

1958 Collier, D. Revista
Colombiana
de Arq.

Spanish Colombia

1962 Mason, A. Las antiguas
culturas del
Perú

Spanish México

O.Chiri 1963 Estrada, E. SMC English Meggers-
Evans

USA

O.Chiri 1963 Meggers SMC English Meggers-
Evans

USA

O.Chiri Kidder,
Lumbreras

English

1972
LAO 1949 Willey BAE,

Handbook
English Steward USA
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Sources not Quoted in the Text

Revista de la Sociedad Argentina de Antropologı́a, Buenos Aires.
1989, Treinta años de la carrera en Buenos Aires (1958–1988). Jornadas de

Antropologı́a. Universidad de Buenos Aires, Facultad de Filosofı́a y Letras, Buenos
Aires.

Núñez Regueiro, V., 1971, Conceptos teóricos que han obstaculizado el desarrollo de
la Arqueologı́a en Sudamérica. Estudios de Arqueologı́a (Museo de Arqueologı́a de
Cachi, Salta) 1.

Notes

1For an analysis of Argentina of the 1960s, see Hora and Trı́mboli, 1994; Terán, 1991;
Halperı́n 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 Raúl Alfonsı́n’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 Bayard’s criticism of this school as a way to compensate for its
increasing importance among young Argentine archaeologists.

6Syllabus of the career of Anthropological Sciences, file 35.307/74. Archive of the Facul-
tad de Filosof ı̀a y Letras.

7This omission can be considered unique, particularly when considering that twenty
years earlier the Congreso Americano de Bibliografı́a 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 Tucumán). In charge of Numismatics was Anı́bal Cardoso, assistants in Ar-
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 Fernández Distel,
1985: 91).

11Memoria del CONICET, actividades del año 1960. Reseña general de la labor realizada
desde febrero de 1958.

12Ibid. and “Informaciones del Consejo Nacional. Boletin Mensual de Investigaciones
Cientı́ficas 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. I: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 Julián
Cáceres Freyre.

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

15Ibid., 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 González, Antonio Austral, Juan Schobinger,
Mario Cigliano, Fernando Gaspary, and Agustı́n Zapata Gollán (Actas y trabajos del
Primer Congreso Nacional de Arqueologı́a 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 Antropologı́a (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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estudiosos, museos y universidad en la Argentina (1880–1920). Eudeba/Libros del
Rojas, Buenos Aires.

Politis, G. G., 1988, Paradigmas, modelos y métodos en la arqueologı́a de la pampa
bonaerense. In Arqueologı́a Argentina Contemporánea, edited by H. Yacobaccio, pp.
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Network Theory and the
Archaeology of Modern
History

Charles E. Orser Jr.

Introduction

In my book A Historical Archaeology of the Modern World (1996), I 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 I 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. I 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 kingdom 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 far-reaching. 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
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understandings, economic strategies, relations of power, and cognitive
understandings (Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982: 15; Schweizer, 1997; Wolf,
1982, 1984).

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
Ttamaracã) 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: 111). 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
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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, inter-regional, 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. I believe that much more interesting and powerful
interpretations will result from adopting an explicit network perspective.
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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 remember 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.
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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,
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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).

When 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 key 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: 510–511), 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, I 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), I 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
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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 I focus
on the seventeenth-century kingdom of Palmares in northeast Brazil.
As I 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, 1994a, 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
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effective scales: the individual villages and the kingdom 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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7
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, BrasÌlia, 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
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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 Rı́o 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 Nicolás 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 Gollán 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,
1995).

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,
1998: 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
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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 (Schávelzon, 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 Schávelzon (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 Rodrı́guez (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. Schávelzon’s emphasis on the changes brought about by
the nineteenth century in this area could be extended to Buenos Aires
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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 ‘acculturation’, 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.
Verı́ssimo 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, Brası́lia, 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 Brası́lia, a city with no past.

The clearest example of this fight against material remembrance
is the huge megalopolis, São 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 (Araújo, 1994:
382) describing archaeology in São 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. São
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. “São 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
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comprehensive study). This study demonstrates the similarities and dif-
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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8
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—from 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, I 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. Butler’s 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. I 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;
Sørensen, 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
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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 transformation, 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 ‘I’ 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 matrix 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
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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 Knossos

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
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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).



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).



115
BODIES IN

PREHISTORY

Figure 8.3. People with Open Shirts, Great Tribune Fresco, Knossos.

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 Göteborgs och Bohuslän 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
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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 composition 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, I 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.

Acknowledgements

I am grateful to the organizers of the Primiera Reunião de Teoria Arque-
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9
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 Derevenski,
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19941). 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, Bodú 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-Derevenski, 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, Gradı́n and
Aguerre (1983) attribute black and white painted negatives of hands on
the walls of several caves in the Área del Rı́o 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 Arqueologı́a de la
Patagonia (‘Third Patagonean Archaeology Conference’), a round ta-
ble entitled Actores en escena: comportamiento social y registro ar-
queológico (‘Actors on stage: social behavior and the archaeological
record’) included a discussion on children’s agency in the generation
of archaeological sites (Mengoni Goñalons, 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
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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,
1991).

In the case of the archaeology of children, what I 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 I 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-Derevenski, 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



124
GUSTAVO
G. POLITIS

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 focus1, 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 I 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, I 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 Guayakı́ from Eastern Paraguay,
the Sirionó from Northern Bolivia, the Selknam and Yámanas 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 Makú (Koch-Grünberg, 1906;
Metraux, 1948; Reid, 1979; Silverwood-Cope, 1972) who live in the
Colombian Amazon between the Guaviare and Inı́rida rivers. These data
were collected between 1990 and 1996 during seven field seasons;
summing 185 days in total (Cárdenas 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 m2 and 178.9 m2 (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 Guayakı́
(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 jim’bú or tóm’bú, 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
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Figure 9.2. Girl Making a Fiber Bracelet (kdn’yii) 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 9.3. Children Playing Inside a Rainy Season Residential Camp.

Figure 9.4. Boy Practicing with a Blowpipe in the Surrounding of a Camp.
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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
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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 Yámanas 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 effective 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 Yámanas 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
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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,
1982: 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 ñandú (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 child’s game known as
“knucklebones”. 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 Guayakı́ 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 Sirionó 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 Sirionó 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 Yámanas, Selknam
and Sirionó, 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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Table 9.1. Differences between Children and Adults’
Artifacts

Homologous? Size Quality

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 c) 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
porotadı́, long wooden artifacts with beveled ends that are used by the
eastern Ayoreo to scrape the pulp of an edible root (Bórmida, 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 (Bórmida, 1973: 50–60). This ex-
ample enables us to anticipate that the porotadı́ 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” porotadı́ 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 chaı̂ne 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
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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 different 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 Bórmida, 1973;
Politis 1996b; 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., Bodú 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, I 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 transformed 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
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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

1A 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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10
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 identification1 im-
plies members of an inferior faction or community actively (re)define
ethnic categories as a mechanism of unification and of negotiating for

145



146
EMILY M. STOVEL

economic or political resources. We find this perspective in several of
Ian 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 (Dı́az 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 I 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 Siân Jones (1996,
1997) and Geoff 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
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and power-based consideration of the development of material (read
community) homogeneity. In other words, one must look 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.

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-
flection 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
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(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;
Martı́nez, 1998; Núñez 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; Tarragó,
1977, 1984, 1989, 1994). Long-distance relationships articulated San
Pedro inhabitants with communities from across southern Bolivia and
northwestern Argentina (Fernández, 1978; Llagostera, 1996; Núñez,
1992, 1996; Núñez 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
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the recent redefinition of this polity from a state to a complex multieth-
nic federation (Albarracı́n-Jordán, 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 (0 BC–
AD 700) and Gris Grueso Pulido (AD 500–1000) (Burnished Red, Black
and Greywares;2 Berenguer et al., 1986; Berenguer et al., 1988; Mon-
tané, 1963; Tarragó, 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; Tarragó, 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
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stylistic homogenization which serves, in turn, as a possible material
manifestation of identity construction and community unification.

Figure 10.3. Metric Dimensions.

Figure 10.4. Early, Middle and Late Negro Pulido Production Phases.
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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
et al., 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.3 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
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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 skill 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.4 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 IIIpAH 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 I/IIIa 15.90 Sequitor
NP IIIc 17.02 AD 560 + 145 Sequitor
NP II 11.96 AD 720 + 95b Sequitor-Quitor
NP II (tonelito) 16.12 Sequitor-Quitor
NP X 18.20 Quitor AD 400–700
NP XIII 19.19 AD 620 + 199b Quitor
NPDB 11.24 AD 720 + 95 Quitor
aType NP I/II was established to accommodate ambiguous vessels that could been late variants of
either class (Tarragó, 1989).

bTL dates (Berenguer et al., 1986) for individual tombs, not for entire type classes.



156
EMILY M. STOVEL

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 Distributiona

HEIGHT Middle/Early 1.328767 0.032164
Late/Early 1.514639 0.005319
Late/Middle 1.139884 0.098643

WIDTH Middle/Early 1.667041 0.000434
Late/Early 1.549342 0.003076
Middle/Late 1.075967 0.240953

MOUTH DIAMETER Middle/Early 1.704912 0.000459
Late/Early 2.21176 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

a Italic 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
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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 CVs rise, 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 XIII 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 skilled 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; Núñez 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 (Martı́nez, 1998; Núñez 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
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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 (Núñez 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. I 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; Martı́nez,
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.
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Notes

1The 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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1200 d. C.). In Culturas de Chile: Prehistoria desde sus orı́genes hasta los albores de
la conquista, edited by J. Hidalgo et al., pp. 129–180. Editorial Andrés Bello, Santiago
de Chile.

Berenguer, J., Deza, A., Román, A., and Llagostera, A., 1986, La secuencia de Myriam
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11
Rethinking Stereotypes
and the History of Research
on Jê 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 São Paulo in Brazil and the Province of
Misiones in Argentina. Certain archaeological assemblages were tied to
hunter-gatherers (i.e., Umbu and Humaitá traditions; Dias, 1994; Hoeltz,
1997) and generalized hunter-gatherers and ceramists (i.e., Vieira tradi-
tion; Brochado, 1984; González, 1998) as well as Jê-speaking (Taquara,
Casa de Pedra and Itararé traditions; Brochado, 1984; González, 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 19th 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 prospecção arqueológica 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, Itararé and Cada de
Pedra traditions” and material culture of southern Jê populations. At the
same time, the material assemblages of hunter-gatherering Umbu and
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Figure 11.1. Distribution of Counties with Jê Sites in Southern Brazil.

Humaitá populations and the ceramic producing Minuano, Charrua and
Guarani populations are distinct from those of southern Jê 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 19th century, and official
and personal documents dating from the 16th 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
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compilations and distorted analogies with historical and ethnographical
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 Jê 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 Jê 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 Wüst
(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 Sı́lvia
Maranca found several archaeological sites and substantially enlarged
the archaeological map of the south of Brazil and of São Paulo. They
included areas which had not been researched until the mid-1960s, in-
cluding the interior of the states of Paraná and Santa Catarina. In the
1960s and 1970s, in the states of Rio Grande do Sul, Paraná and Santa
Catarina, other researchers adopted the PRONAPA methodology and
ideas. Pedro I. Schmitz, Ítala B. Becker, Guilherme Naue, Fernando La
Salvia, Pedro Mentz Ribeiro, João A. Rohr, Alroino Eble, Oldemar Blasi
may all be considered “pronapians” (Meggers, 1985: 369–370). The next
generation of archaeologists may be also included to a certain extent,
especially researchers of the 70s and 80s who perpetuated PRONAPA
ideas and aims. This same generation of archeologists was inserted
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within the interests of the political and “feudal” academic complex
dominated by PRONAPA archeologists and their followers (Funari, 1989,
1994, 1995, 1998; Roosevelt, 1991a, b, 1995).

Although they mention archaeological works published since the
19th century, the PRONAPA archeologists take into consideration exclu-
sively the results of their own activities derived from their central aim
of“defin[ing] routes of pottery diffusion” (Dias, 1994, 1995). They were
successful in defining for the first time the archaeological assemblages
of Jê populations which, until then, had only been mentioned occasion-
ally and which did not appear in the few syntheses related to southern
Brazil and neighboring areas published by professional archeologists
up to the early 60s (Howard, 1948; Silva and Meggers, 1963; Willey,
1949). The exceptions, restricted to relatively small areas, consisted of
research by Serrano (1936, 1937) in the coastal area and within the
Kaingang territory in the northeastern part of Rio Grande do Sul (the
latter was based on second-hand information), and work published by
Menghin (1957) on northeastern Argentina. Compounding the research
work undertaken in the 60s and that of the late 50s, the PRONAPA arche-
ologists and their followers were able to collect sufficient material to
give a general panorama of the existence of what they initially defined
as “non-Guarani pottery”. Besides these scanty studies, the greatest im-
pediment to regional syntheses that would allow the identification of
southern Jê archaeological assemblages was the absence of compara-
tive results and scientific training.

By the late 1960s, the PRONAPA interpretation suggested three ar-
chaeological traditions for south Brazil and the state of São Paulo. They
were called Itararé, Casa de Pedra and Taquara, defined during 1968
when the first systematic comparisons between data from south Brazil
and those of Misiones, Argentina, were undertaken. According to the
PRONAPA methodology, cultural traditions were defined by traits found
in earthenware and/or ceramic fragments, such as the temper, color,
surface treatment, sometimes pottery forms, or even the different en-
vironments where archaeological sites were located (for methods, see
Meggers and Evans, [1967] 1970; for a detailed description of the ar-
chaeological record, see Brochado, 1984: 109–138).

In the Second Symposium of Archeology in the Plata Region Igor
Chmyz (1968) suggested the definition of two archaeological traditions.
He based his study chiefly on the characteristics of earthenware vessels
and, at a lower key, on the types of sites occupied and on the lithic
material found in the southeastern part of the state of São Paulo, in the
states of Paraná and Santa Catarina, and in Misiones, Argentina. These
traditions were called Itararé and Casa de Pedra.

In the same symposium, Pedro I. Schmitz (1968: 128) included evi-
dence from the state of Rio Grande do Sul and thus also contributed to-
ward a synthesis of pottery traditions in south Brazil. In fact, he enlarged
the area of occurrence of archaeological record of the Itararé and Casa
de Pedra traditions. Without using the PRONAPA terminology, Schmitz
(1968: 128) qualified the nomenclature of the three “great ceramic native
complexes” in the south of Brazil as of “highly short-lived validity” and
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“an attempt subjected to many revisions”. He himself mentioned them
in a highly vague manner:“Tupi-Guarani complex”, “Cerritos and Vieira
phases”; “southern Gê.”

A few months thence, official PRONAPA members met in Belém,
state of Pará, to compare their data (Meggers, 1985, 1992; PRONAPA,
1970) and ratified Chmyz’s suggestions. Revising their general data
on south Brazil, they suggested a third archaeological tradition, called
“Taquara” by Eurico Th. Miller (Meggers and Evans, 1978; PRONAPA,
1970: 6–9). Following the PRONAPA tradition with regard to the notion of
tradition and employing what was established in Belém for the traditions
under analysis, Schmitz never attempted to establish a relationships
between the archaeological record and the “southern Gê” populations
mentioned in his 1968 research work.

It should be emphasized that it was during this period that the mate-
rial distinctions between the archaeological assemblages of the various
ceramist populations of south Brazil were defined. When he compared
evidences for the Guarani, southern Jê and Charrua/Minuano popula-
tions, Schmitz (1968: 138) concluded that “up to now no single type com-
mon to two or three of the great pottery traditions of southern Brazil has
been discovered. This shows that their development was independent”.

Although these general conclusions were of a passing nature and
might be revised, they have been repeated and accepted to the present
day even by researchers that have employed different approaches
(Barreto, 1988; Blasi 1973; Blasis, 1988; Brochado, 1984; Caggiano,
1984; Chmyz, 1968, 1971, 1976; González, 1998; Kern, 1981, 1994;
Meggers and Evans, 1978; Neves, 1984; Noelli, 1993, 1996a and c,
1998; Poujade, 1992; Prous, 1992; Reis, 1980; Ribeiro, 1991; Robhran,
1988; Schmitz, 1968, 1972, 1973, 1977, [1979] 1981, 1988, 1991;
Schmitz and Brochado, [1972] 1981a, [1974] 1981b)

In 1988, although no new material evidence was shown (except
more archaeological sites), and no reevaluation of the problem from
other points of view had been attempted, Schmitz substantially altered
his preliminary conclusions in another synthesis of the same “three tra-
ditions” according to data available till that year:

In spite of commonly using such nomenclature identifying the three pottery
traditions, not all researchers agree which differences in the production tech-
nique, in the form and in the decoration of earthenware would be sufficiently
distinct to form a tradition . . . For the time being it is clear that the complex
forms a technological and cultural tradition. (Schmitz, 1988: 75)

Some time afterwards, in another synthesis of southern Brazil,
Schmitz (1991: 9), again without new data or presuppositions, totally
metamorphosed his preliminary conclusions on the “three ceramic tra-
ditions” in southern Brazil:

The area shows dense Neolithic occupation which archeologists identified
as three regional [ceramic] traditions: Taquara tradition in the south, Casa
de Pedra tradition in the middle and Itararé tradition in the north. Externally
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differences are so slight that it would be more correct to speak of a tradition
with three subtraditions.

Such an interpretative shift with regard to the nature of these popu-
lations, chiefly based on the same differences and similarities of pottery,
indicates the limitations of a hermetic and refractory approach towards
a set of facts and ideas in the broader scene of eastern South Amer-
ican ethnology. It reveals the instability of a model without sufficient
data to uphold the differences among the three archaeological tradi-
tions. Brochado (personal communication, 1998), a former PRONAPA
member, says that the establishment of these “three traditions” was a
preposterous act and not the result of scientific investigation. Some of
his colleagues working on the program were more interested in nam-
ing new “archaeological traditions” in a vast territory researched for the
first time. According to Brochado, during the first PRONAPA meeting in
Belém, there was no agreement on the definition of the three traditions.
Meggers, the mastermind of the program and manager of the financial
support, was followed without question. It was she who decided on the
establishment of the Itararé, Casa de Pedra and Taquara traditions.

The PRONAPA Idea of the Geographic Origin of
the Itararé, Taquara, and Casa de Pedra Traditions

Another idea adopted and developed by PRONAPA members which
reflected the deep isolation of the Americanist context deals with the
autochthonous origin of these three traditions of southern Brazil from
evolutionist and diffusionist principles. It is based on Osvaldo Menghin’s
hypothesis (1957) about the continuity in “Alto Paraná” and “Eldorado”
populations of the Argentine province of Misiones as deduced from
the similarity existing in some lithic objects common to the two tradi-
tions. In PRONAPA terms, this means the continuity between hunter-
gatherer populations of the Humaitá tradition and farmer populations of
the Taquara, Casa de Pedra and Itararé traditions. The chief premises
of this hypothesis is that the “Alto Paraná IV” populations which oc-
cupied the region since 8,000 B.P. went through ‘neolithization’ after
2,000 B.P. Through diffusion they adopted the technology of (unpol-
ished) gravel smoothing and later turned to agriculture and to pottery
manufacture (Menghin 1957). Such ideas were already known by fu-
ture PRONAPA members as Schmitz (1959) and they soon appeared in
the first PRONAPA reports (Chmyz, 1969: 114; Miller, 1967: 19; 1969:
46) and in later publications. In the late 70s, Schmitz (1981) analyzed
Menghin’s research and established correlations with archaeological re-
sults after the 50s. He considered the German archeologist’s synthesis
as “sufficiently worthwhile”.

On the other hand, Menghin seemed to have based his ideas and
interpretative model on the hypotheses of Canals Frau (1940, 1954:
294) with regard to the historical continuity between the Kaingang and
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Pampean populations. In spite of the warning of Herbert Baldus (1941;
1954: 250; 1955; 1968: 296), an important Americanist, who proved that
Canals Frau’s was a speculative interpretation (“mere fantasy!”) without
any of the necessary foundations, PRONAPA members forged ahead.
They gave little attention to catalogue work on material, sociological and
anthropological data which showed abundant cultural relationships be-
tween the Kaingang/Xokleng and the other Jê populations. Syntheses by
Ploetz and Métraux (1930; Métraux, [1946] 1963), Haekel (1952, 1953),
Hicks (1966, 1971), and more recently by Khne (1979, 1980), have also
shown the flimsiness of Menghin’s and Canals Frau’s hypotheses and
conclusions.

Antonio Serrano’s suggestions also derived from Canals Frau and
Menghin. After 40 years of research in northeastern Argentina, he con-
structed a model of occupation in the area and suggested three general
periods based on his interpretation of stratigraphic sequences and on
a classification of the archaeological record: 1) “pre-ceramic”; 2) “early
ceramist”; 3) late ceramist” (Serrano, 1972). To Menghin, the nomencla-
ture “early” and “late” confirmed the continuity between the periods “Alto
Paraná IV” and “Eldorado”. Other important works that synthesized hu-
man occupation in northeastern Argentina reproduced these ideas with-
out any criticism or discussions (Caggiano, 1984; Lafon, 1971, 1972;
Poujade, 1992).

Willey’s interpretation (1971: 459) given in his well-known book on
the pre-history of the Americas, may also be considered a reproduction
of Canals Frau’s ideas, albeit indirectly. Writing from a detached posi-
tion with regard to research in southern Brazil, Willey suggested that
Taquara pottery would have originated from Vieira pottery. Several stud-
ies showed that this development is impossible since these populations
had distinct cultural traditions (Brochado, 1984).

In spite of the factual results agreed upon or under discussion
by Americanists, Menghin’s hypothesis is still accepted by many re-
searchers that study southern Brazil. Ribeiro (1991: 106) shares Miller’s
presupposition (1967: 1971) and considers that, with the exception of
semi-subterranean houses and ceramic style, there is no difference in
the archaeological register of the Humaitá and Taquara traditions. Kern
(1981: 193–194), González (1998: 622) and Schmitz and Becker (1991:
275–276; Schmitz 1991: 9) share the same opinion too. These last two
writers suggest the Rio Grande do Sul as the center of the Taquara tra-
dition’s origin. Later, Kern (1994: 78–79) would change his interpretation
and follow the “Jê populations migration” model proposed by Brochado
(1984). These populations would be the source of several “neolithic in-
novations” in the south.

Well-known researchers of other disciplines in the Social Sciences
accepted these ideas without any reservations and brought them out-
side the boundaries of PRONAPA and South American archeology.
Susnik (1975: 58; 1994: 44–46) considers Kaingang populations “pre-
ceramic proto-colonisers” of south Brazil and Misiones. She bases her
interpretation on the already obsolete notion of “marginal peoples” used
by Lowie (1946, 1949) in his Handbook of South American Indians.
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Although modifying Menghin’s original hypothesis and in spite of
taking into account the obvious relationship between the “three tradi-
tions” with the other Jê populations, archeologists have continued to
reproduce, even if only partially, evolutionist and diffusionist ideas. Ar-
queologia Brasileira [Brazilian Archeology], the great Brazilian archae-
ological synthesis published by André Prous in 1992, suggests that
“Taquara-Itararé” pottery would be related to a “[migratory] wave that
goes beyond southern Brazil and northern Argentina and extends it-
self to central Brazil where it associates itself with distinct cultural pat-
terns ” (Prous, 1992: 329). Although the author’s doubts prevent him
from “accepting any evolutionary hypothesis ”(1992: 331), he shows
several similarities in the archaeological assemblages of the Humaitá
and Taquara-Itararé traditions. With regard to the geographic origins of
the “Taquara-Itararé” from the archaeological point of view, Prous con-
cludes that “there are no hypotheses on this issue . . . Someday it would
probably be possible to associate this great ‘wave’ to an ancient disper-
sal of Jê populations: southern Jê (Taquara-Itararé) and central Jê (Una
tradition and related forms)” (Prous, 1992: 329). Finally, Prous (1992: 330)
suggests that “if we have to accept the chronological priority usually ac-
cepted in scientific nomenclature, the entire complex described up to
now should be called Eldorado”, as it was formerly by Menghin (1957).

After publicly repudiating PRONAPA conventions, José Brochado
(1984, 1991) showed that the general distribution of historical popula-
tions “coincided exactly with the distribution of archaeological materi-
als”, chiefly in the plateau regions of the steppes of northern São Paulo
state and in the Araucarian forests and grasslands of southern Brazil, in-
cluding Misiones Province (Brochado, 1984: 1–3). The author says that
people would be related in their remotest origins (Macro-Jê origins) to
the Pedra do Caboclo tradition. The latter is said to be one of the origi-
nal places where South American pottery developed and whose most
ancient variants are the simple globular forms of Mina and Taperinha
in the lower Amazon basin dated to more than 8,000 years B.P in the
lower Amazon (Roosevelt et al., 1991). Brochado based his hypothesis
on evidence from pottery and, to a smaller degree, other material evi-
dence and the geographic position of sites, comparing the Mina (lower
Amazon) and Pedra do Caboclo (Northeast) traditions. His hypothesis
explains the origin and the expansion of peoples that would be the
ancestors of the Macro-Jê populations. Thus Brochado begins to work
in a context that had been, until then, devoid of any archaeologically
based explanation. Such evidence would correspond to the most an-
cient ancestors of the Macro-Jê branch which Brochado (Lathrap, 1970b)
qualifies as representatives of the languages of “Ancient East Brazilian”
whose relationships “to each other or to Gê has not been demonstrated”
(Brochado, 1984: 3). Since these pottery traditions, considered the old-
est, show scanty evidence owing to insufficient research, they cannot
be associated to known historical peoples. The only exception is that
of the Una tradition in the states of Bahia, Minas Gerais, Espı́rito Santo
and Rio de Janeiro, which is related to speakers of the Puri family of
the Macro-Jê branch. Albeit without any analysis of correlations with
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historical populations, the same may be said of the Periperi (Bahia) and
Jataı́ (Goiás) styles, both lying, according to Brochado, in an intermedi-
ate region between the Amazon basin and south Brazil.

From archaeological and linguistic evidence, Brochado (1984) sug-
gests that at first the Jê populations would have expanded towards the
south and later adopted pottery by diffusion. The premise would be
that the Jê populations had already been culturally defined and estab-
lished in their territories in eastern and southern Brazil when pottery
from the Amazon lower basin began to be diffused into their area. Al-
though based on scanty information, according to Brochado (personal
communication, 1990), the 1984 archaeological model does not diverge
sufficiently from the linguistic ones (Davis, 1966, 1968; Rodrigues, 1986;
Urban, 1992). Brochado (personal communication, 1992) says that the
model needs adjustments and continuous trials as new data arrive. In
this manner, the definition of prehistoric peoples may be fine-tuned and,
when necessary, either related to historical populations or disposed of
altogether.

PRONAPA Ideas on the Historical Continuity
of Jê Populations

Coupled to the problems with defining archaeological traditions and ge-
ographical origin, there is still another unsolved discussion caused by
PRONAPA hermetic attitudes concerning the definition of the historical
continuity of indigenous populations of southern Brazil. Since PRON-
APA adepts following Meggers statement of that “culture [is] artificially
separated from human beings”, they have not established the means
by which historical populations could be related to archaeological evi-
dence. As may be verified in much of the archaeological bibliography
of southern Brazil, the sole criterion employed to establish such cor-
relations was the oversimplified geographical superimposition of the
archaeological record over historically known populations. Table 11.1
gives some examples of correlations between archaeological traditions
and Kaingang and Xokleng populations.

Table 11.1. Archaeological Correlations with Kaingang and
Xokleng Populations

Authors Kaingang Xokleng

La Salvia, Schmitz and Becker (1970) Taquara
E. Miller (1971: 54) Taquara
T. Miller (1978: 30, 33) Itararé/Casa de Pedra
Chmyz (1967: 35, 1981: 95) Casa de Pedra Itararé
Brochado (1984: 109) Itararé/Case de Pedra Taquara/Taquaruçu
Schmitz and Becker (1991: 252) Taquara
Prous (1992: 329) Jês meridionais = Taquara-Itararé
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Southern Jê Populations: an Alternative Model

An interpretative archeology should be more restrained, respecting the past
and never seeking the final word. (Barret, 1996: 578)

In spite of several problems with historical continuity, it is the
present author’s opinion that the discussion on the Jê populations
in southern Brazil has been adequately redefined. Although exist-
ing data have been obtained from superficial archaeological stud-
ies and interpreted solely by unicausal determinist and diffusionist
presuppositions, it may be stated that the general sequence of ceramist
populations in southern Brazil are no longer hypothetical. Although ar-
chaeological assemblages have not revealed significant differences that
would question distinguishing elements of the Guarani, Charrua, Min-
uano, Kaingang and Xokleng populations, it may be possible in the
future to detect material evidence that would disclose distinct ethnic-
ities. This has happened in the many cultural variations verified his-
torically at the linguistic, biological, anthropological and sociological
levels.

Contrary to hermetic PRONAPA dogmas, which interpreted archae-
ological evidence according to its own presuppositions, regardless of
and unconnected to the development of international archeology and
other Social Sciences in the Americanist context, data should be an-
alyzed in a comparative way within a wider cultural environment; or
rather, within the Macro-Jê linguistic branch and Jê culture and thus re-
flect the positions and discussions of both ethnologists and linguists.
Without discarding the innumerable traps that such a model may con-
tain, as Jones (1997), Sims-Williams (1998), and other Indo-European re-
searchers have warned, I am of the opinion that there are enough data
to start the building of a non-diffusionist model of the origin and expan-
sion of Jê populations in southern Brazil. Needless to say, we are dealing
with populations with sufficient linguistic, biological, ethnographic, his-
torical, geographical and archaeological information. We are not in the
world of ancient peoples or populations that need analogical juggling
for analysis and interpretation.

Nor do I intend to reproduce Gustaf Kossinna’s diffusionist mod-
els nor Nazi manipulations to prove the origin of the German peo-
ples, as Funari (1997: 91) ambiguously commented on my analysis of
Tupi expansion (Noelli, 1996a, 1998). This investigation is in its initial
stages and its problems, dimensions and complexities have not yet
been fully evaluated. Various theoretical and methodological possibil-
ities from archeology and related sciences remain open to us (Noelli,
1996b).

To begin, what is the evidence that would explain the presence of
the Kaingang and Xokleng populations in south Brazil? The first synthe-
sis that included populations in the Macro-Jê branch was undertaken
by Martius some 140 years ago. At that time he suggested the Jê de-
nomination (Martius, 1867). Afterwards, von den Steinen (1894) em-
ployed the linguistic and comparative methods in use by the European
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academy in the late 19th century and revised Martius’s research. He thus
widened the Jê language set. Throughout the 20th century, comparative
linguistics among Jêgroups was developed by Loukotka (1939, 1968),
Mason (1950) and Davis (1966, 1968) and the Macro-Jê branch was
defined. Thus the internal relationship between languages and popu-
lations has been established. It is clear that these internal relationships
suggest evidence of contact among languages in general, and those
of distinct branches or families. An approach that takes into account
multivariate aspects of biological, sociological and anthropological as-
pects becomes necessary.

Present day ethnological, linguistic, biological and archaeological
data support the hypothesis that Kaingang and Xokleng populations did
not originate nor expand from southern Brazil. Their true, yet still-to-be-
determined origin point probably lies in central Brazil somewhere above
the 16◦ parallel where the great majority of Macro-Jê populations is con-
centrated (Davis, 1966, 1968; Jacques, 1988: 35–7; Rodrigues, 1986;
Salzano and Callegari-Urban, 1992). This hypothesis finally obviates
Menghin’s, Canals Frau’s and PRONAPA ideas about the autochthonous
origin of “Itararé, Casa de Pedra and Taquara traditions” in south
Brazil.

The relationships among Jê languages within the Macro-Jê branch
show that the Kaingang language belongs to a complex that includes
the languages of the Akwen groups (Xakriabá, Xavante and Xerente)
and that of the Apinaye in the states of Minas Gerais, Mato Grosso and
Goiás (Davis, 1966; Rodrigues, 1986). When a map of language distribu-
tion (Nimuendajú, 1981) is observed, one can see that these languages
lie predominantly in central Brazil, centered in the basins of Tocantins
(Xerente) and Araguaia (Xavante) rivers and in their lower courses
(Apinayé), and in the area comprising the Tocantins, São Francisco
and Paraná (Xakriabá) river basins. On the other hand, the Xokleng are
also related to Jê groups outside southern Brazil found in the Kayapó,
Timbira, Kren-Akarore, and Suyá complexes (Davis, 1966, 1968; Ro-
drigues, 1986). In Nimuendajú’s, map the Kayapó lie along the Xingu
and Paraná river basins, in the eastern part of the lower Tocantin river
(Timbira), in the upper part of the Xingu river (Suyá), and in the middle
sector of the São Manoel river (Kren-akarore).

From the above linguistic data, Urban (1992: 90–91) suggested
a Macro-Jê genealogical tree and marked the process of separation
and differentiation among the various languages. The first separation
would have occurred among the southern Jê populations (Kaingang and
Xokleng), which began their displacement towards the south of Brazil
through the Brazilian Plateau territories (Figure 11.2). Although Urban
(1992: 90) recognizes that migration causes are still unknown, Lathrap’s
(1970b) and Brochado’s (1984; Brochado and Lathrap, 1980) hypothe-
ses may be recalled. The movements of these populations out of the
Amazon basin may have been caused by an important demographic
increase which would have pushed them out of original areas. The
separation process has not been sufficiently studied from an archae-
ological point of view and remains totally open to future reports in the
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Figure 11.2. Map of Jê Routes.

archaeological record of central Brazil which might be associated to the
Jê populations (with an exception made to Brochado’s hypotheses men-
tioned above).

Besides showing that the Kaingang and Xokleng populations are not
indigenous to southern Brazil, a set of important conclusions obtained
in the mid-60s and not employed by archeologists lay down the pa-
rameters that differentiate the Kaingang and the Xokleng populations: 1)
Kaingang and Xokleng are two distinct languages (Davis, 1966, 1968;
whose research was updated in the 1970s by Wiesemann, 1978); 2)
they are two biologically distinct populations (Salzano and Freire-Maia,
1967; Salzano and Sutton, 1965); 3) they are culturally distinct (Hicks,
1966, 1971; Schaden, 1958; Urban, 1992). Ironically, while revealing
sharp distinctions between the Kaingang and Xokleng populations, stud-
ies still produce this information through unifying elements, according to
comparative studies of social systems as suggested by Maybury-Lewis
and others (1979). This means that when one is talking about archaeo-
logical populations, linguistic, biological or cultural information may also
be referred to.

Nonetheless, in spite of evident biological, linguistic and cultural dif-
ferences mentioned above, the archaeological record itself still does
not shown marked differences and contrasts which might be employed
to distinguish the Kaingang and the Xokleng populations in a material.
Differences in sites seem to indicate distinct indices of adaptability and
functionality, since all types are represented in different environments
in southern Brazil and neighboring areas (Brochado, 1984). According
to some researchers (Hicks, 1966, 1971; Métraux, 1963; Ploetz and
Métraux, 1930), differences in other cultural aspects (material or sym-
bolic) are still not taken into account, especially because of the absence
of correlations with archaeological record.
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Aware of the context surrounding the southern Jê populations, some
researchers try to show that there are no significant differences be-
tween the pottery found in the archaeological record and that made
by ethnographic populations or by populations mentioned by historical
sources.

Taking into consideration the archaeological information known until
the 1970s, Tom Miller Jr. (1978: 31) suggested in his conclusion to the
ethnographic research on the Kaingang pottery of the state of São Paulo
that

. . . for (1) technical, (2) form and (3) space- time distribution reasons, we are
inclined to think that all the non-Tupi-Guarani regional traditions from the Rio
Grande plateau . . . to the Tietê basin should be considered as a single pottery
tradition.

Miller argues that the temper, the color and the surface treatment
are not sufficient elements to separate the two archaeological traditions
analyzed (Itararé and Casa de Pedra), since the first two elements may
have derived from the local supply of raw materials according to the ge-
ological characteristics of each region (Miller Jr., 1978: 32–33). Although
he has presented a vast quantity of ethnographic information on raw
materials, form, manufacture, functionality and nomenclature, Miller Jr.
restricted himself to the material aspects of pottery from the archaeo-
logical perspective to support his hypothesis. He thus lost the opportu-
nity of showing in an incisive and definite manner an alternative to the
PRONAPA model.

On the other hand, there are several 19th and early 20th Century
publications that document the southern Jê populations in their every
day life and other interesting aspects important to archaeological inter-
pretation. Since the PRONAPA methodology discarded these sources,
another opportunity was lost to make headway in the construction of
Kaingang and Xokleng history. These publications described either in
a general or in a specific way the Kaingang and the Xokleng peoples
have manufactured pottery since the 18th century, while recording other
elements of material culture, their use in daily life and other sociologi-
cally useful information. A critical review of these sources and of ethno-
graphic data would have avoided the beating around the bush attitude
begun in the 1960s, even prior to the advent of PRONAPA. Archeologists
could have seen Kaingang and Xokleng populations manufacturing and
using their pottery.

In her employment of historical documents and ethnographic work
which describe Kaingang and Xokleng pottery and in her preparations
for future archaeological and ethnoarchaeological research, FabÌola
Silva (1999) identified the following items organized chronologically
from eldest sources for comparative purposes: 1) selection processes;
2) extraction and treatment of raw materials; 3) building techniques; 4)
drying process; 5) baking process; 6) surface smoothing. She tried to
identify general aspects of Kaingang and Xokleng technological systems
to determine “operational sequences” in pottery production according to
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suggestions by Lemmonier (1992: 26). The researcher also prepared a
preliminary characterization of southern Jê populations’ technological
styles from the Reedy and Reedy’s point of view (1994). Her aim was to
identify technological elements that could show the historical continuity
between Kaingang and Xokleng populations and their precolonial an-
cestors. Silva systematized data found by Ambrosetti (1895), Barbosa
(1916), Fernandes (1941), Kempf (1947), Keller (in Lovato, 1974),
Mabilde (1896), Maniser (1930), MÈtraux (1963), T. Miller (1978), Moura
(1905), Paula (1924), Piza (1938), Santos (1973), Serrano (1957),
Simonian (1975) and Sullivan and Moore (1990). She concluded that the
technological production styles of the Kaingang and the Xokleng peo-
ples “are very similar, especially in the manufacturing process and, in
particular, pottery making”.

Kaingang and Xokleng pottery thus has a common technology and
likeness determined by the same cultural matrix with the Jê popula-
tions. Silva (1999) thinks that cultural reasons may have influenced
the uniformity of choice of certain elements (raw material, temper, sur-
face smoothing etc). She exhorts researchers to abandon the PRONAPA
point of view with regard to the three distinct traditions. At the same time,
she emphasizes that pottery is not an absolute parameter for detecting
differences between the Kaingang and Xokleng populations. Other indi-
cators must be discovered.

Employing historical and archaeological data to define direct rela-
tionships between historical continuity and the several rubrics give to
local and regional groups by chroniclers for over 400 years, José Reis
(1997a, 1997b) concluded that there is a set of necessary information
to establish the continuity between the Kaingang and Xokleng with the
populations that occupied archaeological sites. This important research
involving settlement patterns contains the basis for the development
of further regional studies with the aim of establishing definitively (or
not) the archaeological territories and historical correlates of the “Guianá,
Gualacho, Cabelludos, Mbiazá, Caaguá, Ibiraiara, Botocudo, Coroado”
and others.

Conclusions

An alternative, interdisciplinary, model of Jê populations in southern
Brazil, beyond the hierarchical environment of Brazilian archeology, will
make clear that the PRONAPA interpretation is now obsolete. More-
over, if the ideas and facts produced and collected within the Ameri-
canist environment since the 19th century are taken into account, we
are forced to admit that PRONAPA presuppositions, hypotheses and
interpretations concocted a false and self-contained scenery of South
America. It amounts to what Funari (1998) called “anti-historical, posi-
tivist and ingenious empiricism”. This means that while Americanists
of different disciplines and distinct theoretical orientations debated and
constructed a model for the Jê and Macro-Jê populations, the PRONAPA
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members tried to “rediscover the wheel”, giving no heed to the discov-
eries of other scientists such as ethnologists, linguists, geneticists, and
historians.

The striking characteristic of PRONAPA is its isolation from the larger
research field which gives cohesion to the Americanist community. In
spite of the relationships that may be easily established between the
archaeological past, the historical past and the ethnographic present of
the southern Jê populations, the predominant mentality of the archeol-
ogists who work in south Brazil and the type of scientific product they
have built hinders the establishments of such relationships. Wholesome
disconnection is the result of the monopolization of south Brazilian
archeology’s scientific production around its power, interests, politi-
cal and academic struggles and success in the form of prestige. It
constitutes a classical example of what Bourdieu (1976) defined as
the “champ scientifique”. Survival has been possible through patron-
age even up to the present, especially among archeologists, as Fu-
nari (1989, 1994, 1998) and Roosevelt (1991a, 1995) have showed.
Any researcher who analyzes the scientific production of the PRONAPA
members, their allies and disciples will perceive that they maintain no
continuous dialogue with other disciplines, such as History and Ethnol-
ogy, towards a holistic and diachronic approach (Lightfoot, 1995). Some
tried an incipient dialogue, as was the case of Eble (1973), but were not
successful.

If we discard the PRONAPA monopolistic content and if we interpret
from an Americanist perspective the archaeological evidence attributed
to the “Itararé, Casa de Pedra and Taquara” traditions as belonging to
southern Jê populations, the history of the Kaingang and the Xokleng
peoples will truly be built. Recent work in historical and anthropological
studies based in oral information and documents has proved to be of
paramount importance (Lavina, 1994; Mota, 1994, 1998; Reis, 1997a;
Tommasino, 1995; Urban, 1978; Veiga, 1994).

If one takes into account that PRONAPA data are extremely
unreliable and that little useful information is available, such as the ge-
ographical localization of sites, archaeological collections in museums
and laboratories and, with extreme care, radiocarbon dating, we must
realize that the sites should be excavated once more, collections re-
analyzed and dating redone. Thus, a study must be undertaken aim-
ing at the unification and critical analysis of historical, geographical,
ethnographical, linguistic and archaeological information collected in
the last 460 years. With these results, the archaeological community
would begin comparative analyses to identify relationships of continu-
ity and cultural and biological change in the past and, at the same time,
to determine the successive boundaries of geographic spaces occupied
during the entire period.

This also means that Kaingang and Xeklong peoples may be
sometimes studied apart and sometimes comparatively, since cultural,
linguistic and biological evidence discloses marked differences, whilst
archaeological traits show a high degree of similarity. With the origin
points and the cultural matrix of the Jê and Macro-Jê populations in mind,
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comparisons ought to be made between Kaingang peoples and their
linguistic neighbors, such as Akwén (Xakriabá, Xavante and Xerente)
and Apinayé groups. At the same time, comparisons should be made
among Xokleng peoples and Kayapó, Timbira, Kren-akarôre and Suya
populations. Comparison has to be carefully undertaken from the lin-
guistic, genetic, and cultural point of view to determine similarities and
differences, and the retention and loss of elements from the Macro-Jê
cultural matrix. Genetic studies are necessary among the Jê populations
as a whole so that affinities between present and past populations can
be evaluated.

The most important problem concerns the definition of material sim-
ilarities among the Kaingang and Xokleng archaeological record since
no marked differences have been found. In the comparisons of Hicks
(1966, 1971) and Schaden (1958), many items are not related to cultural
material, whilst the common archaeological markers in southern Brazil
are not mentioned. For example, how can one rely on the knowledge
that the Xokleng cremated their dead if all data on this item was recorded
during intense contact in the state of Santa Catarina (Santos, 1973) after
the second half of the 19th century? Was cremation among the Xokleng
traditional or the result of great pressure which hindered them from hav-
ing a fixed territory and which forced them towards constant displace-
ments as a distancing strategy? On the other hand, until some decades
ago, Kaingang populations built earth mounds to bury their dead since
they were only in recently colonized areas in the states of Paraná, Santa
Catarina and São Paulo. Many archaeological sites with mounds have
been found (Drumond and Philipson, 1947; MÈtraux, 1963; Schaden,
1958). Such a difference may be considered an important marker of
material difference to be taken into account.

How can these limitations be eliminated except through further
archaeological research? Roosevelt’s warning (1991a: 105–106) about
erroneous interpretations of Amazon populations should be heeded.
Nineteenth century and early twentieth century sources would not be
interpreted ingeniously. Xokleng populations of the past cannot be imag-
ined like their descendants at the time of contact. Contacts with the
Guarani populations which occurred over one thousand years before
the arrival of Europeans should be thought of likewise. The example of
the Bororo (included among the Macro-Jê peoples) genesis is a warn-
ing to the development of research. In an interdisciplinary study Irmi
Wüst (1990, 1992, 1998) disclosed that present day Bororo populations
“would be the product of a process of incorporation of ethnic and cul-
tural distinct groups”. Archeologists must be concerned about such a
problem, whether to accept or to refute it.

A new approach to the history, culture, politics and the process
of territorial expansions of Jê populations in southern Brazil needs all
existing information since its aim will be the consideration of several
possibilities in the individual historical processes of each Kaingang
and Xokleng group. Probably most research problems have still to be
rethought and redefined. The archeology of southern Jê populations
should follow international archaeological approaches and challenges
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so that the “pseudo-scientific procedures of PRONAPA” (Brochado,
1984: 29) can be superceded and substituted.
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Funari for their support, challenges, divergent ideas and debates which
we had and which certainly will continue to have. Needless to say the
responsibility of the above paper is entirely mine.

References

Ambrosetti, J. B., 1895, Kaingangues, San Pedro (Misiones). Revista del Jardı́n Zoológico
de Buenos Aires 2(10):305–387.

Baldus, H., 1941, Salvador Canals Frau: Paleoamericanos (Láguidos) en la mesopotamia
argentina en laépoca colonial. Revista do Arquivo Municipal 75:245–246.

1954, Bibliografı̀a Crı́tica da Etnologia Brasileira. Comissão do IV Centenário da Cidade
de São Paulo, São Paulo.

1955, Salvador Canals Frau: Las poblaciones indı́genas de la Argentina, su origen, su
pasado, su presente, Revista do Museu Paulista 9:321–323.

1968, Bibliografı̀a Crı́tica da Etnologia Brasileira, volumen 2. Kommissionsverlag
Mnstermann-Druck GMBH, Hannover.

Barbosa, L. B.H., 1918, A pacificação dos Caingang paulistas (hábitos, costumes e insti-
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Canals-Frau, S., 1940, Paleoamericanos Láguidos, en la mesopotamia argentina en la

época colonial. Anales del Instituto de Etnografı́a Argentina 1:129–153.
1953, Las poblaciones indı́genas de la Argentina: su origen, su pasado, su presente.

Editorial Sudamericana, Buenos Aires.
Chmyz, I., 1967, O sı́tio arqueológico PR UV 1 (abrigo sob-rocha Casa de Pedra). Arque-

ologia (Curitiba, CEPA-UFPR), 3:1–42.
1968, Considerações sobre duas novas tradições ceramistas arqueológicas no Estado
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tas. Estudos Brasileiros (Curitiba)1:7–43.
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Estudos de Pré-História geral e brasileira, pp. 493–497. Instituto de Pré-História—USP,
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vas, edited by B. Meggers, pp.13–26. Taraxacum, Washington D.C.

Meggers, B., and Evans, C., 1970, Como interpretar a linguagem da cerâmica: guia para
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Métraux, A., 1963, The Caingang. In The Handbook of South American Indians, volume 1,
edited by J. Steward, pp. 445–475. Cooper Square Publ. Inc., New York.

Miller, E. Th., 1967, Pesquisas arqueológicas efetuadas no nordeste do Rio Grande
do Sul, PRONAPA, 1. Publicações Avulsas do Museu Paraense Emı́lio Goeldi 6:15–
38.

1969, Pesquisas arqueológicas efetuadas no Noroeste do Rio Grande do Sul (Alto
Uruguai), PRONAPA, 2. Publicações Avulsas do Museu Paraense Emı́lio Goeldi 10:33–
54.

1971, Pesquisas arqueológicas efetuadas no planalto meridional Rio Grande do Sul,
PRONAPA, 4. Publicações Avulsas do Museu Paraense Emı́lio Goeldi 15:37–60.
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12
Traveling Objects and
Spatial Images
Exchange Relationships and the Production
of Social Space

Marisa Lazzari

The anthropological concern about gift exchange drew attention to the
fact that people exchange things that are not necessary from the point
of view of basic subsistence (Mauss, 1925; Strathern, 1992:169). Con-
sequently, from the beginning of the 20th century, the exploration of the
principles by which people need to exchange at all has been a subject of
central importance. Quite often this search ended with the answer that
people need to build a socially integrated life, and that these transac-
tions help towards that integration (Strathern, 1992). However, exchange
theory has been lately reconfigured in anthropology, focusing the
debate on the ambiguities and heterogeneities in exchanges more
than in normative or homogeneous aspects (Weiner, 1992:17). Fol-
lowing this line, understanding the roots of exchange relationships re-
quires the re-evaluation of some concepts, such as space, value and
reciprocity.

It has been argued that societies can rarely be reduced to a single
spatial structure (Gregory, 1989). Human beings build their personal net-
works of social relationships, and material culture is a powerful medium
of negotiation of both personal and social values. As a consequence of
this, a variety of flexible networks can be expected, some related to
the legitimization of power relationships, others to the construction of
personal identities, others to resistance. These networks create a series
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of spatial images that are of central importance in the reproduction of
personal and communal values. Space, then, cannot be reduced ei-
ther to the physical or the cognitive domain. Space is the result of both
domains, giving form to and structuring them in turn. As active partici-
pants in the structuring process of social life rather than mere reflections
of it, spatial dimensions are not neutral but rather they are embedded
in and constitutive of power relations. Central to this paper is the as-
sumption about the intimate connection between exchange relation-
ships and the creation of spatial images, a concept I will discuss in this
section.

The exchange of goods is more than an economic process. It is a
social practice constituted by many layers in which labor, social repro-
duction and the construction of personal and group identities can meld.
Moreover, through exchange relationships, individuals and societies fre-
quently build enormous spatial dimensions. The exchange of goods
reconfigures one’s perspective on space and physical distance, not as
an abyss that is necessary to overcome or minimize, but as something
intentionally manipulated and created which also recursively structures
societies and individuals. Space is built through the circulation of mate-
rial culture, while at the same time having an active role in the formation
of these circulation networks. Therefore, we could ask: What happens
when people establish long distance connections? Which types of im-
ages of itself does a society build through the manipulation of these
spatial images? Is it possible to see the distribution of material culture
as a spatial language of power?

Value Creation, Social Reproduction, and Space

What makes something worth exchanging? Archaeologists have usually
assumed that geographical distance is the source of value for an ex-
changed object. The more distant its origin, the more exotic the object or
resource is considered to be. This often implies the assumption that the
exchange-value of the good is also higher, as a consequence of the pos-
sible high-status role that the object or resource can have inside a group.
Energy invested in producing or obtaining the objects or resources is
usually another measure, since the more energy invested to obtain or
produce a certain good, the higher its cost and therefore, the higher its
supposed value (e.g., Earle and Ericson, 1977; Earle, 1982; Ericson,
1982; Renfrew and Shennan, 1982; Torrence, 1986, 1989). Marxist per-
spectives sometimes follow this approach, where the labor used in the
production of the goods is seen as what make objects exchangeable.
Nevertheless, Marxist perspectives oppose the approaches mentioned
above by considering all economic terms as embedded in social rela-
tionships of production (Miller and Tilley, 1984).

Through the movement of objects or resources that labor creates,
by means of the objects or knowledge obtained through their exchange,
labor is intertwined with other social landscapes beyond the local area.
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Even in strict ceremonial exchanges, the labor process is present, since
material objects are often exhibited as the objectification of the natu-
ral yield of the manpower of the different sectors involved (Battaglia,
1990). Although in non-capitalist economies the abstract equivalence
of labor is not transformed into money, general labor processes -much
more than just the division of tasks1—are involved in the generation of
value. However, we should remember that what is usually considered
an “equivalent” quantity of used manpower it is not easily reducible to
the investment of time or energy. The equivalence of the exchanged
objects can imply a consideration of the work involved to create and
obtain them as the minimum possible rate of exchange. But as most
ethnographic cases show, it is social necessity that defines “rarity” and
plays a central role in determining the value of a certain object (Godelier,
1977:149, 1981).

Exotic objects are usually considered as the containers of power
and symbols of the distant regions controlled only by those that know
them. Politico-religious specialists tend to be interested in and better
informed about these worlds beyond their places of origin, and they usu-
ally look for tangible evidence of these associations (Helms, 1988:164).
This tangible evidence can include crafts, animals, or even human be-
ings, technical skills, manufacturing styles or any other form of knowl-
edge. Many problems arise from these assumptions about distance and
value: Can distance always be considered as a measure of power? Can
we assume every time that we find “exotic” objects that these had that
role in the past? Did all exotic objects mean the same thing in the daily
life of a past society? Besides the problems that arise from the definition
of what is exotic (Gamble, 1993), there are others regarding the suppo-
sition that physical distance is a cost to minimize through exchange
networks, either in a strict economic sense, or to maximize political ben-
efits. The point is not to deny these aspects, but to take them as one
among many possibilities, being open to the fact that exotic objects can
be used to negotiate a diverse array of relationships in different social
interaction networks (Gamble, 1995, 1998).

Taking this into account, what is the role of space in social reproduc-
tion? Social relationships have a double dimension: they create spaces
and at the same time they depend on the same for their reproduction.
Societies, or rather, the social relationships between people, are the
creative agents of their own spatial images. This process is at the heart
of the creation of social values, and central to the tensions caused by
social values in competition. In this way, physical distance is very im-
portant not because it gives a source of “objective” value for the goods
circulating among people. As with all spatial dimensions, physical dis-
tance is a created dimension that is not an abyss to overcome, a mere
cost to minimize, but a resource of authority created to be disputed
(Gregory, 1989).

The value of an object or resource is not an objective and universal
measure, but rather value is built in relation to processes of social repro-
duction. In anthropological studies the reproduction of a community has
been considered when framing the exchange of gifts and commodities
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in a wider set of exchanges: of food, alliances, marriages, and even
of life and death (Battaglia, 1990, 1994; Godelier, 1977; Helms, 1988;
Humphrey and Hugh-Jones, 1989; Munn, 1986, 1992; Thomas, 1991;
Strathern, 1992; Weiner, 1992). Communities create the values that then
become essential for their social reproduction. Since this is a dialecti-
cal process, it supposes both a positive aspect of value creation (of
those values seen as “positive”), and the intention of controlling what
the community thinks that undermines this value or defines how it could
not be carried out (negative values; Munn, 1986). Consequently, within
each relationship is the reminder of what could ruin it, how it could
effectively cease. The circulation of gifts is embedded in an intricate
time-space-person system which is recursively structured (Munn, 1986:
3). This perspective implies adding a new dimension to the analysis
of the exchange of objects and resources: material exchanges should
not be seen as separated from other types of exchanges. Although dif-
ferent social practices—in this case material exchanges- can be part of
the same symbolic system, the tension that can exist among them in
terms of the demands that they establish on labor processes, allows
us to imagine the coexistence of different social networks in competi-
tion. Social tensions can be resolved by means of the construction of
a “symbolic whole”, however, we can use the archaeological time per-
spective to understand the changes in these symbolic resolutions of
the social tensions and their legitimacy. Both material and symbolic2

exchanges should be seen as fundamental parts both of the consti-
tution of people as of societies, since they participate in the creation
of the social values (embodied by objects) that communities consider
essential for their social reproduction. In the dialectics of value cre-
ation, each established relationship involving the circulation of objects
also involves the awareness of its failure, since it implies a series of
assumptions about its appropriate operation and significance, which
are shared by those that participate in the exchange (Munn, 1986;
Battaglia, 1990).

Any act has a certain social value, which is manifested through
its essential capacities or possible consequences in the social realm.
Value, then, can be measured as the relative capacity of an act to ex-
pand the space-time of a relationship “self-other” formed in and through
social practices (the intersubjective3 space-time). As a consequence,
each act or practice has a level of potentiality, since the space-time that
forms has relatively expandable capacities (Munn, 1986: 6–9). This im-
plies the capacity to develop spatio-temporal relationships that go be-
yond the self and thus expand the actor’s capacity to control space and
time. Potentiality then refers to the capacity of certain practices to create
a present that is experienced as implying a desired act or later return
(Munn, 1986: 11)

Long distance exchanges create an intricate time-space-person sys-
tem, because they constitute practices with a high level of potentiality
and consequently of central importance for the production of social val-
ues (Munn, 1986: 3). These exchanges create wider personal exten-
sions than intra-community exchanges. In this context, the circulation
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of material culture creates paths or routes that expand space and per-
sonal and social time, but also objects become especially unique de-
vices, developing historical properties (memorability) that make them
easy to remember even long after having stopped circulating (Munn,
1986: 12; Weiner, 1992). Material culture in these exchanges embod-
ies a series of qualities that are considered signifiers of the time-space
extension. Through exchanges, an actor produces a spatiotemporal ex-
tension of the self, and this way, she/he produces her/his own value.
An individual’s value, in terms of the potentially reciprocal returns that
she/he may obtain in the future, is expressed in terms of a value product,
such as fame, prestige or any other form of social recognition. In this
process, the community or social group also acquires value—and pos-
sesses a role in the regional circulation of goods—through its renowned
or noted members (Munn, 1986). Through the capacity of being remem-
bered (memorability), and the material objects within which memorabil-
ity is embodied, time-space extension is possible and the presence of
other people and places becomes available. Other worlds, other val-
ues, become entangled in daily life and in consequence, routinize any
claim that they might help to sustain, whether communal, singular or
sectarian. One could say then that material culture can help to draw
space representations, mental maps of the universe to which a person
belongs or from which she/he is excluded.

Within these maps of the universe, physical distance turns out to be
another dimension of space and its construction and perception is di-
rectly related to the construction of spaces on a smaller, daily scale.
Daily spaces are related to routine practices, and it is in these daily
spaces, in daily interaction, where most exchanges happen (Barrett,
1989). One could argue then that exchanges are entangled with labor
practices. The form and place of the exchanges, especially of those
ordinary, non-ceremonial exchanges, will depend on different agents’
routine routes and paths shaped by daily activities.

The symbolic and material dimensions of exchange are intimately
entangled with the experience of spatiality, or the socially created
spaces that structure social life (in the sense of Soja, 1989, 1997).
The symbolic dimensions of space are not separable from the mate-
rial spatial practices that concretize the social relations of production
(buildings, structures, roads, landscapes and the labor they involve),
but neither they are mere reflections of them (Soja, 1996, 1997). Space
is constituted by a “trialectics”: the physical, the mental or cognitive, and
the social. As Soja puts it (1996: 65), these three dimensions “. . . are
simultaneously real and imagined, concrete and abstract, material and
metaphorical”. More specifically, social space in itself is constituted by
three dimensions that overcome the traditional cognitive/material bi-
nary opposition: perceived space (spatial practice), representations of
space (conceived space), and spaces of representation (lived space)
(Soja, 1996: 65). All these aspects of spatiality help to build the time-
space extensions of social life (Gregory, 1989: 206; Soja, 1989). Spatial-
ity, in a general sense, is constituted as much through the small prac-
tices of daily life as it is through the broader political strategies. As a
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consequence of this, spatiality can develop different shapes and layers
(Gregory, 1989). In material terms, this means that the demands that are
established upon the labor processes of a society can come from di-
verse places or chains of authority and that this process will be man-
ifested in the many overlapping layers of socially structured space,
which recursively acts upon those demands. The social networks cre-
ated through the circulation of material culture draw a particular kind
of spatiality, a wider landscape (a spatial image) of social relations that
has both a symbolic and a material dimension. This wider social land-
scape is intimately connected to the local landscape of daily activities
and to the creation of value through space-time extensions of both the
self and the community (Munn, 1990, and see Gamble, 1995, 1998 for
a discussion of social landscapes in Palaeolithic societies).

The development of different spatiotemporal extensions implies dif-
ferent levels of space-time control, and these levels are in their nature
relative categories. The space-time control that an actor can exercise
can always be hierarchically ranked when compared to the control an-
other person can exercise (Munn, 1986). Thus, the process of expan-
sion of the intersubjective space-time implies a hierarchization process.
Exchanges, and the intersubjective space-times that are constructed
through them, attempt to mediate the tensions created by antithetic prin-
ciples such as individual autonomy and social encompassment. In re-
lation to this, different practices possess positive or negative values,
according to social assumptions about the type of power relationships
that are possible and/or acceptable for the society (Munn, 1986: 19–20).
This can be considered as a particular set of networks, resulting in a
specific mode of domination4 (in the sense of Bourdieu, 1974: 57). An-
other class of antithetic principles, or contradiction axis, could be hier-
archy/equality (Giddens, 1984). Besides being structural contradictions
of a society, these antithetical principles can be the point around which
social conflict takes place.5 Each interaction network, with the chain of
authority associated with each of them, and each set of contradictory
principles, can also be described as a field (in the sense of Bourdieu,
1974: 55) or social space that restricts people’s capacity to negotiate
yet it is contingent upon each agent’s means and objectives. In these
fields the control of spatio-temporal extensions constitutes a powerful
resource to negotiate personal and group positions.

Returning to the initial point of this section, we could say that
all exchanges have characteristics traditionally assigned only to gift
exchanges.6 In other words all exchanges, whether of prestige or of
ordinary items, have a “gift dimension” since value only occurs in a con-
text of social meaning (Appadurai, 1991; Strathern, 1992). There is no
possible way to establish the exchange value of something outside of
the social relationship involved in its circulation. The evaluation, the con-
sideration of the value of an object or resource, is more qualitative than
quantitative and absolute. The cause of exchange lies in the previously
established debt, and political life consists of people forcing others to be
the cause of their own action (Strathern, 1992: 180). In this process, both
things and people are created, since a person becomes socially visible
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through the effects that she/he causes in other people (Strathern, 1992).
In barter the apparent equality of the partners is no more than the for-
mal agreement of exchanging (Humphrey and Hugh-Jones, 1989; Liep,
1990; Strathern, 1992), where the coercion exercised in order to en-
gage the other person in the exchange is a constituent part of the on-
going process. Conversely, all exchanges also have a “commodity” di-
mension, because many times personal interest in the political game
is what makes these relationships continual (Bourdieu, 1974, 1977;
Appadurai, 1991). Commodity exchanges, because they have specific
properties that distinguish them from gifts, become by these very prop-
erties the privileged conveyors of particular social values and appro-
priation practices (see Taussig, 1980; Miller, 1987; Weiss, 1996; Burke,
1999).

What gives value to an object, product or service, is neither only
the amount of labor invested in its production or acquisition, nor physi-
cal distance involved in its procurement. Rather, being acquired through
certain exchange channels—of any nature—confers value. As men-
tioned at the beginning of this section, this is supported by the well-
documented habit of seeking goods through exchange relationships
that are already available locally (Godelier,1977; McBryde, 1989; Taçon,
1991). The imported exotic object is valued because it is placed in a
transactional mode (be it barter, gift exchange, or any other type) which
is valued positively within the society, and in this way it gives value to
the involved goods (Gell, 1992: 148). Objects do not have social value
until they enter in strategies of social reproduction (Barrett, 1989). More-
over, as Bourdieu (1977: 64) highlighted, “the homogeneity of the pro-
duction of habitus7 produces a homogenization of dispositions and inter-
ests that, far from excluding competition, engenders it by inclining those
who are the product of the same conditions of production to pursue the
same goods, whose rarity may arise entirely from their competition” (my
emphasis).

In both archaeological and anthropological exchange studies, the
measure of an object’s value in absence of money is usually in-
ferred from abstract considerations of the work or time invested in the
production or procurement of an object or resource, whereas reciprocity
is usually taken as the natural rule that orders all non-commodity ex-
changes. In response to this and based on what has been discussed up
to now, we could assert that: 1) the existence of an objective measure—
at least seemingly—of value is a historical product characteristic of
particular societies such as capitalist (although not restricted to this).
Consequently, in the absence of money, we should not limit ourselves to
“natural currencies” (such as time, distance, energy invested) when con-
sidering the value of things in non-market societies, and 2) reciprocity
is not a rule in the sense of a consciously followed plan for action, and
neither should it be seen as a universal template that gives form and co-
hesion to human societies, like a kind of social glue. Following Weiner
(1992: 41), reciprocity is “. . . an unbounded arena where combative
forces are subtly or aggressively engaged.” The exchange of goods of
any nature is better understood as being composed by different levels,



198
MARISA LAZZARI

a labyrinth of games and strategies, which must be constantly built
through time by the actors, who must not loose sight of its steps and
changes in order to stay in the game. More than promoting “equality” and
“cohesion”, the structuring principles of exchange networks are more
often “hierarchy” and “difference”. Material exchanges are embodied de-
nials of social stability since the risk of their failure is always present
(Battaglia, 1994:641; Bourdieu, 1977; Strathern, 1992; Weiner, 1992).

One might propose that the circulation of material culture can create
very wide spatial images of a society, which I define as the structuring
of a social landscape of exclusion and/or belonging, a relational universe
that it is learned through the direct experience with that material culture
that circulates and has the property of creating space-time extensions.
The spatial images drawn by material culture can be seen as any other
spatiality; a series of multiple, intersecting and overlapping socio-spatial
networks of power (Gregory, 1989), which should be analyzed in terms
of what Battaglia (1994) has called the “discourse and representation of
power relationships”. This dimension should also be integrated with the
material aspects of the relationships of power; namely the labor pro-
cesses and their material outcomes. It thus becomes possible to argue
that the circulation of different classes of materials creates different spa-
tial images, which may be contradictory in terms of the demands they
can establish upon the labor processes of a society.

Social Interaction and Exchange in Northwestern
Argentina: The Formative Period

Considerations of geography and ecology have always been fundamen-
tal to Andean archaeological and anthropological studies. Certainly, the
mountainous region demands a particular economic rationality (Golte,
1980; Salomon, 1985). Andean communities in the present typically
use different ecological environments in different altitudes or pisos by
means of dispersed residence. This “vertical” approach to economic
livelihood affords the advantage of being able to supplement the pro-
ductive cycles of diverse basic products and resources with an overall
increase of productivity in the long run (Golte, 1980). This model of eco-
nomic system in which communities directly and independently exploit
ecologically diverse microenvironments has also been used to inter-
pret a variety of cases in the past (Murra, 1972; but see Salomon, 1980
for a nuanced approach). It is widely accepted that these efforts seek
communal self-sufficiency, which is though of as the “Andean ideal” par
excellence in common literature and is commonly presented as some-
thing overarching and supra-regional, a particular worldview intimately
linked to the nature of the physical landscape. This ideal is thought to
be responsible for the long stability observed in the economic and so-
cial strategies of the Andean area. Even when political and symbolic
aspects are considered in the interpretations of past Andean societies,
they are usually seen as cohesive entities adapting to ecological pisos
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as a way to benefit the community as a whole. Yet as critics of this model
have pointed out, the establishing of vertical archipiélagos to exploit
resources located in distant regions was often the result of factional
interests of elite groups (Van Buren, 1996).

Particularly in the south Andean region, it is believed that this ver-
tical, economic self-sufficiency was achieved by a combination of two
strategies: direct control of different ecological pisos, and exchange by
means of llama caravans. The variations in the emphasis between these
strategies are usually attributed to time and changes in the social or-
ganization (e.g., Albeck, 1994). As for llama caravans, it is generally
assumed that they were formed by pastoral societies that circulated
and communicated along routes connecting the subtropical forest, the
temperate valleys, the Puna (dry highlands) and the Pacific coast (Dille-
hay and Núñez, 1988: 611). This caravan system is considered to have
guaranteed economic integration and political harmony, as it effectively
mobilized the productive resources between different areas (Dillehay
and Núñez, 1988: 604, 620). From this perspective, “social harmony”
is understood as the absence of violent conflicts or war in the archae-
ological record (Dillehay and Núñez, 1988). Social conflict and power
relationships in the sense discussed in the previous section are clearly
absent in these explanations, as the reciprocity norm is seen as a kind
of glue that provides groups with social cohesion.

The Formative period in the Argentinean Northwest (600 BC–AD
1000)8 is generally characterized as a period when segmentary groups
lived in small agricultural-herding sedentary or semi-sedentary villages,
with little social hierarchy. These communities are generally seen as
having maintained dynamic social interactions that were symmetrical
and oriented towards the procurement of exotic goods and to sup-
plement subsistence, which nevertheless, is seen as basically self-
sufficient (Núñez Regueiro, 1974; Raffino, 1977, 1991; Berberián and
Nielsen, 1988; Olivera, 1988; Scattolin, 1990; Núñez Regueiro and
Tartusi, 1993; Tarragó, 1993; but see Gero and Scattolin, 1995). While
this characterization has gained wide spread popularity, I would like to
suggest an alternative way of considering social interaction and the ex-
change of goods in this period, especially for the Early Formative (600
BC–AD 500).

There is clear evidence of the circulation of different classes of ob-
jects and resources between the diverse ecological areas of NWA9 from
even the earliest moments of human occupation in the area. For exam-
ple, specific products of the subtropical rainforest such as woods, feath-
ers, drugs, and animals among other things have been found in archae-
ological sites of the pre-Formative Periods in both the temperate valleys
and in the Puna (Fernández Dı́stel, 1974; Aschero, 1979; Aschero and
Yacobaccio, 1994), as well as in Chile, particularly in San Pedro of
Atacama and the Loa Valley (Berenguer and Dauelsberg, 1993; Muñoz,
1993). In addition, Formative ceramic and metalwork styles, usually con-
sidered as having geographically bounded production areas that do not
overlap (Núñez Regueiro and Tartusi, 1993), have been found in distant
places, including localities in Chile. Despite the fact that researchers
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have long acknowledged the dispersal of these items across the south
Andean region, the apparent differences in their distributions gave rise
to the designation of mutually exclusive stylistic spheres and cultural ar-
eas (but see Ventura, 1991; Pérez Gollán, 1994; Quiroga, 1995). In these
designations, lithic materials, like obsidian, have never been considered
in terms of their possible role in social interaction (but see Escola et al.,
1997). The consideration of materials different from pottery or metal
crafts has been limited to some organic goods whose origin can be
easily traced.

Researchers may recognize that demand for the objects and re-
sources mentioned above could have come from a community’s sym-
bolic life, and that social factors did play a central part in the definition
and redefinition of social reproduction strategies (Pérez Gollán, 1994:
36; Tarragó, 1994). It is still common to read that exchange relationships
were structured by the complementarity stemming from the differential
distribution of resources across the environment. In many explanations,
this distribution of resources is the primary cause of social demand.
Economic complementarity is seen as something that enables the po-
litical exchanges at the superstructural level, which in turn can only be
carried out when a certain level of communal economic self-sufficiency
is assured. This gives the idea that economic life is somehow inde-
pendent from power and symbolism, which seem to be considered as
by-products of subsistence activities. Similarly problematic is the notion
that space seems to be merely the backdrop, as well as a restrictive fac-
tor, for human action. While space is central to the discussion, it is only
seen as a passive dimension, an abyss to be overcome when objects
of prestige are not locally available. Physical distance is the source of
value of the objects but only in terms of the costs that the communities
have to minimize in order to acquire the goods. Space here arises as
an ordering principle, since ecological diversity is seen as imposing the
necessity of economic complementarity. Exchange then, is seen as a
regulative mechanism that balances subsistence needs and feeds ritual
activities. As a consequence, the differences observed in the material
culture of Formative period societies are explained in terms of adapta-
tions to ecological differences and in terms of specialization. Similari-
ties observed in material culture, on the other hand, such as the widely
distributed pottery and metalwork styles throughout the south Andean
area, are usually interpreted as the consequence of the search of pres-
tige items and of locally non-available subsistence goods.

The differential availability of resources certainly influences the ne-
cessity of special mechanisms for their procurement. Yet, if we consider
social life as more than a mere reflection of the “order” imposed by na-
ture, the consideration of local histories in the context of the south An-
dean area becomes even more complex. To see through this complexity
we need to consider power relationships in the past as both actively re-
produced and challenged.

The inclusion of other materials, for example, could illuminate dif-
ferent aspects of exchange relationships in the NWA Formative pe-
riod. Recent research shows that the pattern of obsidian procurement
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and circulation could have been extremely complicated. While different
areas of NWA used obsidian from at least four different sources; in some
cases groups did not use obsidian from the nearest source (Yacobaccio
et al., 1999). Obsidian distributions suggest a distinct Formative Period,
one that is different from the one we already know from the study of ce-
ramic styles and metalwork. Such a diversity of “Formatives” can give
us a more complex image of the period in its entirety.

Recent studies show that the distribution of ceramic styles could
have been quite more flexible and mixed than what was thought until
now. In Yutopián (Cajón Valley), for example, distinct pottery styles ap-
pear together in contexts usually considered as part of different cultural
areas, together with evidence of metalwork and obsidian (not local)
all of them in a domestic compound that appears separated from the
rest (Gero and Scattolin, 1994, 1995). This provides an alternative im-
age to those which stem from the analysis of the evidence of other
areas, where obsidian, seashell beads, metalwork and different ce-
ramic styles occur in separate contexts, or are not present at all, for
example in the cases of Loma Alta (W skirt of the Aconquija), Alamito
(Campo del Pucará), Hualfin valley, Laguna Blanca (Puna) (Figure 12.1).

Figure 12.1. Western slope of the Aconquija mountains and surrounding archae-
ological areas.
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In the particular case of Loma Alta, while the settlement pattern in-
dicates similarities with the eastern humid valleys, while the pottery
shows similarities with sites from the Hualfı́n valley (Scattolin, 1990),
obsidian and seashell beads show connections to a wider spatial scale
towards the west, the Puna and the Pacific (Lazzari, 1998). These rela-
tionships with the Puna did not obey an underlying necessity of camelid
herding, since the Aconquija mountains, which offer acceptable condi-
tions for herding at the higher altitudes, are closer to the actual settle-
ment areas.10

It is therefore interesting to look at the varied use and depositional
contexts of the different types of materials in each site. For instance,
while in Yutopián (Cajón valley) these different classes of evidence ap-
pear in one context—a domestic compound separated from the rest of
the site—(Gero and Scattolin, 1994, 1995), in Loma Alta they appear
in different contexts: Obsidian appears only in domestic spaces, while
seashell beads appear in some rooms and in certain tombs. Not all
these categories of objects are present in all the sites of this period.
For example, at archaeological sites with different types of ceremonial
architecture, as in Alamito (Campo del Pucará) or Tafı́ (Figure 12.1), non-
local objects, particularly obsidian, are underrepresented (Berberián
and Nielsen, 1988; Cremonte, 1996; González and Núñez Regueiro,
1960; Núñez Regueiro, 1971; Núñez Regueiro and Tartusi, 1993;). This
could demonstrate a tendency to privilege control over the contexts
where public action occurred, rather than the control over the objects
themselves11 (see Scattolin, 1999). If we add to this picture the ubiq-
uity of high quality ceramic styles associated with caravan traffic, such
as Vaquerı́as or Polychrome Condorhuasi styles, both with seemingly
specific contexts of occurrence (González and Baldini, 1989; Korstanje,
1995; Núñez Regueiro and Tartusi, 1993), the pattern becomes even
more complex. Finally, it has been noticed that Formative Period settle-
ments which did not share the same pottery styles were engaged in the
use of the same obsidian sources over long periods of time (Scattolin
and Lazzari, 1998). This contradicts the traditional idea that archaeo-
logical sites with different stylistic universes did not participate in the
same social interaction networks (see for example Núñez Regueiro and
Tartusi, 1993).

These cases allow us to think of circulation networks in the NWA
Formative Period as more flexible and complicated and as reflections
of the constitution and reproduction of different social bonds. When we
look at the evidence from this period, the time-space scale of each site
was extended in each possible direction by means of the circulation of
material culture. The spatial patterns that this circulation reflects, that
is, the paths that the traveling objects marked, seem to have created
multiple intersecting and overlapping networks, which bring us back to
the ideas about social interaction and circulation of objects previously
exposed in this chapter.

The observed pattern in NWA of the circulation of goods is suffi-
ciently complex as to suggest a great variety of interaction relationships
and networks that coexisted and created demands on the local labor
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processes. It is possible then to think that these demands, which were
bound to different social relations and different forms of authority, could
have created conflict or at least, raised tensions in everyday life. The
relationship between the circulation of non local goods and labor pro-
cesses should be explored in each case, in order to assess whether
these goods were part of the same interaction network or whether they
were wrapped in different, competing networks that would have cre-
ated conflict between themselves. This in turn, could take us to the
identification of contradictory forces and perhaps, to the identification
of social conflict (in any of its versions) and the possibilities of resist-
ance, if they existed. A bottom-up approach can also be proposed
(Saitta, 1994; Thomas, 1993) which focuses upon aspects of daily life,
such as habits and daily tasks, in order to trace the construction of
domination, resistance, difference, and identity. We could obtain a bet-
ter vision of the different ways in which power was manifested, thus
gaining a more encompassing understanding of social practices in this
period. In fact, many of our objects of study seem to be for daily use,
(for example obsidian, Lazzari, 1998). These ordinary objects which
often come from distant areas, while possibly lacking a special role
or high level of investment in their manufacture, created a concep-
tual as well as a material map of wider spatial dimensions, wider than
those spaces immediately experienced in everyday tasks. This map
in turn constituted a lived experience that was learned in a non dis-
cursive way (or rather, as a material discourse), and served as a kind
of window to a world in which agents belonged or from which they
were excluded, depending on how they participated in the interaction
networks.

Exchanges of objects, resources, services, knowledge, etc. are not
mechanisms for homeostatic regulation (contra Halstead, 1989). Rather,
they are social practices that build particular social landscapes. The
maps of these social landscapes, the respective position of the agents,
are learned by the members of each society through their participation
in the networks of circulation of material culture. In this way, these social
landscapes are at the same time the outcome and the precondition and
means for social action.

Architectural spaces are “books to be read with the body” (Bour-
dieu, 1977: 90). In a similar manner, social landscapes built by means
of the objects that circulated and the social relationships that were en-
acted through them could also be considered as “books” to be read
with the body, with usage and interaction, in an experiential way. Peo-
ple learned social values and roles from these social landscapes by
participating in these circulation networks and the daily use of the
objects acquired through exchange. The local landscape of everyday
tasks was embedded in a wider landscape of social connections that
in this way were always present. Moreover, if we consider the multi-
ple and overlapping nature of these social networks, then the demands
that these networks might have placed upon the local labor processes
are of central importance. One might propose that the spatial images
that these networks created should be studied as fields where social
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contradictions were reflected as a consequence of the struggles over
both meaning and labor allocation, and where diverse forms of social
conflict were manifested in either overt or subtle ways (see Barrett,
1988).

Instead of considering “The Formative” as a point of ancestral origin
of the pristine version of the “Andean Ideal”, we might identify several
Formatives, thus rendering a picture where cohesion and harmony are
far from being the norm. This, in turn, would allow for a better under-
standing of the later processes of complexity and social inequality. It is
not my intention to entirely contradict the idea of a specific economic
rationality related to some extent with south Andean ecology and physi-
cal geography. Instead, my hope is to include in the dialogue the notion
that history is a much more fragmented process in which economic
rationality and its applications vary according to power relationships
and processes of self and group identity. Societies do not solve their
economic problems first, reach their self-sufficiency level second, and
then, in their remaining free time, devote time to rituals and social re-
production. As we have seen previously, seemingly purely economic
exchanges may fuel other types of exchanges, for example ceremo-
nial exchanges, but they also have a social meaning of their own. This
symbolic dimension of apparently “practical” exchanges should be ac-
knowledged in archaeological studies, since they imply the presence of
a chain of socially accepted values and a legitimate way of reproducing
them.

Final Considerations

Ecological complementarity and physical distance are material dimen-
sions of diverse significance. Even at the intra-community level where
they outline more than a relationship beyond the social realm. They
are not mere external features that are used and in this way give form
to social life. In fact, both are maps of the world whose meaning and
importance could very well have been different according to different
groups or even according to different agents. The symbolic dimension
of ecological complemetarity has already been recognized (Núñez and
Dillehay, 1979; Pérez Gollán, 1994; Salomon, 1985), however it does
persist as a superficial expression of the distribution of resources in
Andean societies, which are thought to be ordered following the logic of
nature. In the search to reveal all the possible manifestations of power,
nature and society cannot be separated. The explanations should not
stop at the conditions given by the natural environment or the organi-
zation of subsistence activities. In such a case, we would fall into the
trap of writing recurrent histories where a single explanatory variable,
in growing influence and complexity, would determine the course of
history.

We could say that neither reciprocity as a norm or rule, nor phys-
ical distances and the economic complementarity that stems from a
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particular ecology, organizes all aspects of social life. Rather, rules, re-
sources, and strategies can have different histories, as both the out-
come of and the condition for different habituses (Bourdieu, 1977).
These intertwined histories can involve the reproduction of different so-
cial values and authorities, as different competing networks are created
in this process. Different networks, related to different social practices,
material objects and social values, all give build very different geogra-
phies. These spatialities are created both through the movement of ob-
jects and the allocation of labor. Just as any other society, NW Argentina
Formative societies cannot be reduced to a single spatial structure. Un-
derstanding that these spatial images in the Formative were both the
outcome and the means by which power relationships, resistances, dif-
ferences and identities could be constructed, depends on recognizing
the fundamental role of daily life in the reproduction, the tension and the
subversions of established social relationships.

As we have seen, exploring the spaces of social organization and
production can help to uncover the social relationships that are so much
inscribed therein, as well as constituted through its varied forms and pro-
ductions (Soja, 1997). When we speak of relationships that appear as
strictly economic, such as the complementarity among different ecolog-
ical areas, we are speaking of both a construction of past societies and
of our own. Such a spatial distribution of labor and consumption could
have been in the past as much a cognitive space as a material structur-
ing of the space; and still, to what extent both were related to each other
and with the physical space should be evaluated before assumed. The
naturalization of social relationships by discourses and practices is a
property of power relationships in whose complexities we are certainly
trapped (Yanagisako and Delaney, 1995). In this way we create pristine
pasts where there were more “rational” ways of living. Nevertheless, tak-
ing this into account should not imply that this naturalizing property of
social power be erased from past communities. We should explore the
diverse configurations of power relationships and certainly, the material
discourses (in this case, the material landscapes of ecological comple-
mentarity) by which societies dealt with nature are a rich arena for this
exploration.
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Notes

1The general labor process has two aspects: one involving surplus production and ap-
propriation, the other one not involving surplus of any kind and being basically of com-
munal interest. Both aspects co-exist in every society (Saitta, 1989).

2Meaningfulness exists in every action. As Munn (1986:7) says, significance comes from
a relational process between practices of any kind. “Symbolic” as a term does not only
refer to rituals but includes “ . . . the practices by means of which actors construct their
social world, and simultaneously their own selves and modes of being in the world are
thought to be symbolically constituted and themselves symbolic processes.”

3“Intersubjetive” is used in the sense of the mutual creation of actors through their inter-
action and the mutual evaluation involved in the relationship (Munn, 1992).

4For Bourdieu (1994:57), domination is the indirect effect of a complex group of actions
which are engendered by the crossed restrictions of the dominants, who find them-
selves limited by the field through which domination is exercised. This can be com-
plemented by Gidden’s (1984:50) concept of domination as structured asymmetries in
the distribution of resources, both allocative and of authority, used and reconstituted in
power relationships.

5See Giddens (1979, 1984: 232–233) for the difference between contradiction and social
conflict.

6Gregory (1982: 8–9) has defined gift exchange as the exchange of inalienable goods
between non-strangers that establishes qualitative personal relationships between the
persons involved in the transaction. On the contrary, commodities exchange is the ex-
change of alienable goods between strangers, establishing quantitative relationships
between the objects that take part in the transaction.

7Bourdieu (1977: 86) defined habitus as “. . . a subjective but not individual system of in-
ternalized structures, schemes of perception, conception, and action, common to all
members of the same group or class and constituting the precondition for all objectifi-
cation and apperception. . . ” See also p. 95 for the limits of the concept.

8In NW Argentina, the Formative Period occurred after the Archaic (a period of experi-
mental domestication, ca. 8000–1800 BC), and before the Regional Development period
(characterized by highly hierarchical chiefdoms with clear-cut territorial boundaries main-
tained through the political control of other ecological areas, agglomerated settlements
and warfare, ca. 1000–1436 AD). Subsequently, the Inkas conquered the area, interrupt-
ing local social developments (Núñez Regueiro, 1974).

9NW Argentina is segmented in three geographical sub-areas: Puna or dry highlands, “val-
liserrana” (temperate valleys and sierra), and the subtropical rainforests (on the eastern
skirts of the Andes). They include the provinces of Jujuy, Salta, Catamarca, Tucumán
and La Rioja. When we refer to south-central Andes, we include northern Chile, north
western Argentina and the south of Bolivia (González, 1979).

10It should be noticed that salt may have been a common staple brought from the Puna by
the caravans (see Lecoq, 1987, for an ethnographic example of the exchange of salt).

11Scattolin (1999) proposed a similar idea to the one presented here. Looking at the spa-
tial structuration of settlements, Scattolin proposes that during the first Millenium AD
in NW Argentina there where two modes of spatial differentiation based on the use of
distinct resources: one founded on the control and manipulation of symbolic (sacred) re-
sources and the other based on the control and manipulation of socio-political (secular)
resources.



207
TRAVELING

OBJECTS AND
SPATIAL IMAGES

References

Albeck, M. E., editor, 1994, Taller “De Costa a Selva”: producción e intercambio entre los
pueblos agroalfareros de los Andes Centro Sur. Instituto Interdisciplinario Tilcara, FFyL,
UBA, Buenos Aires.

Appadurai, A., 1991, Introducción: las mercancı́as y la polı́tica del valor. In La vida social
de las cosas: perspectiva cultural de las mercancı́as, edited by A. Appadurai, pp. 17–
87. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Aschero, C., 1979, Un asentamiento acerámico en la Quebrada de Inca Cueva (Jujuy).
Inorme preliminar sobre el sitio ICc4. In Actas de las Jornadas de Arqueologı́a del
NOA, pp. 62–71. Universidad del Salvador, Buenos Aires.

Aschero, C., and Yacobaccio H., 1994, 20 años después: Inca Cueva 7 revisitado. Actas
y Memorias del XI Congreso de Arqueologı́a. Revista del Museo de Historia Natural de
San Rafael (Mendoza) 13(1/4): 116–119.

Barrett, J., 1989, Food, Gender and Metal: Questions of Social Reproduction. In The Bronze
Age-Iron Age Transition in Europe. Aspects of Continuity and Change in European
Societies ca. 1200 to 500 B.C., edited by M. L. S. Sorensen and R. Thomas, pp. 304–
320. British Archaeological Reports, Oxford.

1988, Fields of Discourse: Reconstituting a Social Archaeology. Critique of Social An-
thropology 7 (3): 5–16.

Battaglia, D., 1990, On the Bones of the Serpent: Person, Memory and Mortality in Sabarl
Island Society. The University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

1994, Retaining Reality: some Practical Problems with Objects as Property. Man 29:631–
644.

Berberián, E., and Nielsen., A., 1988, Sistemas de asentamiento prehisánico en la etapa
Formativa del valle de Tafı́ (Pcia. de Tucumán, República Argentina). In Sistemas de
asentamiento prehispánico en el Valle de Tafı́, edited by E. Berberián, A. Nielsen, E.
de Dorsch, B. Bixio, J. Salazar, and E. Pillado, pp. 21–53. Editorial Comechingonia,
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Núñez Regueiro, V., 1971, La Cultura Alamito de la Subárea Valliserrana del N.O. ar-
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The Materiality of Inka
Domination
Landscape, Spectacle, Memory,
and Ancestors

Félix A. Acuto

Introduction

As Julian Thomas (1996, 1999) has claimed, modern western thought
has tended to separate the world of social actions and relations from the
world of objects. According to Thomas, since the Enlightenment mate-
rial culture has been considered an inert or passive aspect in the con-
stitution of social life. This perspective was also adopted in the social
sciences. In some sense, the social sciences have analyzed social pro-
cesses as disconnected from material culture, as if instruments, clothes
and the buildings that people use in daily interactions do not participate
significantly beyond their existence as functional and external devices
of social actions.

On the other hand, this is not to suggest that the only solution to this
passive vision of material life is to view objects as merely active (Glassie,
1999; Miller, 1987, 1998), because in some sense this would still por-
tray or position material culture as external and separate from us. What
I want to emphasize here is that material culture is a pivotal part of our
social being, and as such, human beings are actually materially com-
posed. As beings-in-the-world our subjectivity is a historical product, and
is also shaped by the materiality and spatiality of the world (Thomas,
1996). We cannot understand nor think about the world appropriately
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without taking objects into account. Material culture is inserted into our
cognition of the world. Although perhaps we are not always conscious
that our social world is constructed through objects, or that our social
relations are constantly objectified, we cannot deny that women, men
and societies as a whole would not exist without the world of things. Ma-
terial culture is part of us; it is in our actions, in our bodily movements, in
our relations, and also in our ideas about the world. Social actions and
material culture form a dialectically constituted unity (McGuire, 1992).

Space is certainly a clear example of this. Spatiality (or socially pro-
duced space) is not simply a container where social relationships are
established, but rather represents a fundamental part of these relations,
a key dimension where social actions and relations are produced and
reproduced (Giddens, 1979, 1984; Gregory and Urry, 1985; Lefebvre,
1974; Soja, 1989). In this way, there exists a dialectical relation between
social space and social actions. Spatialities are created by social ac-
tions, but at the same time these actions are constituted and built by the
same spatialities they produce. Spatial structure is therefore not only the
arena where social relations are expressed but also the domain where,
and through which, these relations are constituted (Parker Pearson and
Richards, 1994). Social space is not a dimension that individuals expe-
rience externally, such as the place they inhabit; rather, space exists
within social beings, and it is embodied through experience, practice
and routine (Gregory, 1989; Thomas, 1993). Moreover, through the use
of space and architectural structures, social principles are created and
transmitted (Locock, 1994).

Spatiality is a social product and an integral part of the material con-
stitution and structuration of social life (Soja, 1989). We must distinguish
spatiality from physical space (the space of nature), and mental space
(the space of cognition and representation), because the former is ma-
terially constituted. This material aspect of spatiality is represented by
the material culture socially built in space, including both fixed physical
infrastructure (such as architecture) and moveable objects, and also by
natural features socially incorporated and loaded with meanings.

Archaeology and anthropology have recently demonstrated that
several non-western societies do not understand or conceive mate-
rial culture, as we do, as something external and passive, but rather
they view things as if they were living beings that, as human beings,
have their own biographies and powerfully participate in social life
(Appadurai, 1986; Gillespie, 2000; Kopytoff, 1986; Thomas, 1999). In
this paper I will try to show how landscape, buildings, objects and na-
ture were constitutive aspects of Inka society. For the Inka, the mate-
rial world was a fundamental dimension in their domination over other
Andean societies, the legitimization of Inka social structure, and their
understanding and explanation of the world.

In general, Inka processes of domination have been described from
the perspective of how the Empire controlled and subjugated local so-
cieties at two levels; economic and political (see, for example, D’Altroy,
1992; Hyslop, 1979, 1993; Morris, 1982; Morris and Thompson, 1985;
Pease, 1982, 1989; among many others). In the first case, the main
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focus was on the study of the imperial political economy and its in-
fluence on ruled societies’ economies, especially concerning relations
of production and the reorganization of local labor, the system of land
holding, social relationships of exchange between the state and the sub-
ordinate populations, and the financing policies that the Inka Empire
generated in order to obtain the necessary resources to sustain and re-
produce the state machinery. On the other hand, with regards to the
political level, a favorite topic of study has been the alteration of provin-
cial societies’ power structures, principally through the re-structuration
of settlement systems and the forced mobilization of ethnic groups (or
part of them) from their regions of origin to other locations to serve the
interests of the Inka State, either as soldiers, artisans or officials repre-
senting the Empire in some of its multiple provinces.

I consider this quite a narrow view of domination. Domination in the
Inka case not only involved political and economic aspects, but sym-
bolic aspects as well. Domination was not simply the imposition of new
political and economic structures on other societies, and its justification
through ideological mechanisms. The relation between Inka and local
societies did not simply concern political control and resistance. On the
contrary, a more complex dialectical relation was involved (in the sense
of McGuire, 1992 and Ollman, 1993) that, as I will show, incorporated
ritual, traditions, landscapes, ancestors, and nature. In this sense, and
in agreement with Sayer (1987: 139), we have to be aware that when
analyzing non-western, non-capitalist societies, “[W]e are dealing, in fine,
with entirely different relations, which take different phenomenal forms,
and demand appropriate and specific historical categories for their ana-
lysis.”

In this paper, I will attempt an alternative interpretation of Inka dom-
ination. My hypothesis is that the Inka sought to transform Andean cos-
mology and social order, and impose their own worldview and ideology,
locating themselves at the pinnacle of the new social order, but also rep-
resenting the Inka as the true carriers of Andean traditions and the past,
as the original people and ancestors of the world. Material culture was
an integral part in the development of this symbolic aspect of Inka dom-
ination, especially in terms of the construction and reconstruction of
new landscapes. With these ideas in mind, I will explore Inka spatiality
or how the Inka re-organized the social space in the areas they con-
quered. I intend to demonstrate how the Inka sought to impose their
worldview and legitimize their domination using the re-organization of
the landscape and the appropriation of ritual spaces.

Cusco’s Landscape and Inka Social Order

Specific cultural spatialities are meaningfully constituted and help to fix
social order (Lawrence and Low, 1990; Parker Pearson and Richards,
1994). Through their materiality they communicate meanings and trans-
mit messages about the characteristics of social structure, and about
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which social actions and relations are allowed and which are not. Ex-
perience and routine allow any social actor to know her or his role in
this context, the actions that he or she can and cannot perform, and the
class of relationships he or she should and could establish with other
agents (Giddens, 1984). Spatial design and mobile objects help to fix all
these aspects, acting in certain sense as ‘memory aid’ (Kchler, 1993).

A key aspect of the production and reproduction of spatialities is
that social conflict is involved. This internal antagonism entails social
struggle as spatialities produce and reproduce relations of domination,
therefore functioning as an instrument of power and a way to create
social inequalities (Acuto, 1999a; Lefebvre, 1974). In this sense, space
is loaded with meaning and ideological connotations. The production
and reproduction of spatialities implies a profound struggle for the im-
position of social meanings and a specific type of symbolic and material
discourse and representation about how social order should be. The im-
position of these factors logically produces the domination of one group
(the one that produces them) on another (the one that recognizes this
as the legitimated order). On the other hand, the production and repro-
duction of spatialities not only implies domination, or the control of one
group over others, but negotiations and resistance of the imposed order
as well (Miller et al., 1989; Paynter and McGuire, 1991). Although an “of-
ficial” and “legitimate” narrative exists, there are competitive meanings
and alternative discourses simultaneously built and superimposed on
the same space and material culture (Bourdieu, 1985; Hebdige, 1979).
As such, the elaboration of new spatial orderings is never a simple nor
quick matter. In fact, in the capital of the Inka Empire, Cuzco, the land-
scape was never a direct metaphor or one-dimensional representation
of social structure. Inka cosmology, ideology, social order and history
are all encapsulated in the Cuzco landscape. Yet, it was at once a prod-
uct of and a participant in the repeated interactions among its inhabitants
as they actualized social relations. Cuzco’s landscape and social struc-
ture were dialectically constituted. They were parts of the same whole.

To begin, it is important to clarify that this city was not like contempo-
rary European cities. The core was a stage where rituals were regularly
performed. There were no residential areas in this sector, and people
only congregated there for special occasions (Agurto Calvo, 1987; Niles,
1992; Rowe, 1967). The city core was a sacred place composed of rit-
ual plazas and temples. Royal families or panacas, non-royal lineages
or ayllus, and representatives from all conquered lands inhabited the
area around this core. Between the core and this residential area there
was a ring of unoccupied land that separated sacred from mundane
space.

Inka society of Cuzco was divided according to the principles of
bi, tri and quadripartition that marked hierarchal relationships among
people, groups, and royal and non-royal lineages. These divisions were
not only reified through discourses, but also through landscape layout.
They instituted or regulated differences in power, practices (especially
ceremonies and religious rituals), and access to resources (such as land
and water, Bauer, 1999; Zuidema, 1983, 1990, 1995). Ascription to one
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of these social groups determined the rank of each individual, defining
at the same time his or her identity, the relations he or she were allowed
to establish with individuals of other social segments (marriage is one
of the most cited examples), and the roles he or she would carry out in
different social activities (Bauer, 1999; Zuidema, 1990, 1995).

Bipartition was one of the main principles underlying Inka society
that was inscribed in the landscape of Cuzco. Cuzco’s population was
divided in two halves, Hanan (upper Cuzco) and Hurin (lower Cuzco).
The groups belonging to Hanan were considered more important than
those of Hurin, who were contemplated as poor Inka or as the illegit-
imate children of the Inka king. Even in the symbolic battles enacted
in Cuzco during certain religious ceremonies, Hanan always defeated
Hurin Cuzco (Pärssinen, 1992). Although some Spanish chroniclers char-
acterized this hierarchical relationship as similar to that found between
older and younger brothers, relations between these two groups were
nevertheless characterized by subjugation and control. Moreover, peo-
ple of Hanan or hanansayas had the first degree of nobility and they
served as soldiers in every war, while hurinsayas were only assis-
tants and performed tasks such as transporting provision and weapons
(Bauer, 1992). These facts marked the subjugation of Hurin by Hanan.
The division between Hanan and Hurin was also used to structure social
relations. Royal lineage kinship rules stated that the Inka ruler’s primary
or legitimate children were distinguished from secondary ones because
they had been conceived with the ruler’s primary wife, who should also
be his sister or cousin. As such, primary children belonged to Hanan
Cuzco and secondary to Hurin (Zuidema, 1995: 167).

Inka relations with non-Inka populations were also defined in terms
of the Hanan-Hurin division. For example, Hurin Cuzco was the moiety
related to the non-Inka population that inhabited Cuzco before the arrival
of the Inka. Once the Inka controlled and displaced the original inhabi-
tants of the city they established themselves as the dominant and most
prestigious half. Hanan thus represented Inka conquerors (or in the case
of the provincial centers, their officers and administrators), and Hurin the
subjected, non-Inka population.

Each of these two socially distinct halves were divided themselves
into two parts, forming the basic quadripartition of the whole Empire or
Tawantinsuyu (quechua, translated “as reign of the four parts”). Hanan
Cuzco was divided into Chinchaysuyu and Antisuyu, and Hurin Cuzco
into Collasuyu and Cuntisuyu. This principle marked the distribution of
sociopolitical prestige among the Inka of the Cuzco, according to the
following descendent ranking order; Chinchaysuyu (considered Hanan
of Hanan), then Antisuyu (the Hurin of Hanan), Collasuyu (Hanan of Hurin)
and Cuntisuyu (Hurin of Hurin; Pärssinen, 1992; Zuidema,1995).

As in the case of bipartition, quadripartition, or what is also called
the Second Representation of the Cuzco, not only established hierarchi-
cal relations between different groups, but also defined the social prac-
tices each group was allowed to participate in. The rulers of the Cuzco
belonged to Chinchaysuyu. The inhabitants and workers of those ar-
eas surrounding the sacred city were classified as Antisuyu. The entire
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FÉLIX A. ACUTO

priestly hierarchy belonged to Collasuyu. Collasuyu and Cuntisuyu also
represented those non-Inka individuals that resided outside Cuzco but
were included in the class of ‘Inka of Privilege’ (Zuidema, 1995: 222).1

According to Hyslop (1990), this Second Representation was principally
an imperial vision, since it included non-Inka populations, emphasized
in the four suyus, and articulated the power relations between Inka and
non-Inka.

A further principle of social organization divided society and space
into three parts. This division defined social hierarchy and roles be-
tween the groups that inhabited the Inka capital, and also those in the
provinces. Tripartition, or the First Representation, was the most impor-
tant principle of Inka hierarchical sociopolitical organization (Zuidema,
1995). According to this principle, groups and people were divided in
Collana, Payan and Callao, representing (depending on the social con-
text) kinship, sociopolitical or power relations. In terms of sociopolitical
relationships, the connection among these three social segments was
characterized as the relations between aristocratic rulers (Collana), their
assistants and allies (Payan), and the general non-aristocratic population
(Cayao).

In Cuzo, the emperor and his attendants or nobles comprised
Collana, Payan the other royal lineages or panacas, and Callao the non-
royal ayllus. In general, Collana were also the elite rulers, Payan the
original owners of the land and Callao the priests. This last perspective
was closely associated with the Inka origin myth (Zuidema, 1995). In
the provinces, Payan referred to local populations that resided in Inka
towns, Collana were Inka rulers and Cayao, the groups that inhabited
the outskirts of these towns. In conditions of imperial conquest, then,
Collana represented the conquerors and Payan the conquered.

In addition to the levels of partition previously mentioned two further
levels of social division and organization functioned. As these systems
are little understood and do not appear to be dominant ordering princi-
ples, they will not be considered here. It becomes obvious, however,
that social relations of power and control between elite and commoner,
clerical and secular, and conqueror and conquered were tightly defined
by a complex system of overlapping ‘factions’ or groups in reference to
which each actor would position him or herself in response to certain
context and interpersonal relations. The complex segregation of people
in Tawantinsuyu was elaborated in the construction and experience of
the built and natural landscape of the Late Horizon Andes.

The Ceque System and the Organization of Space
in Cuzco

Within the city, and in the neighboring areas, there were several lo-
cations, such as rock outcrops, springs, mountains, houses, natural
or carved stones, etc. that were considered sacred places or wak’as2

(Bauer, 1999). These important locales were organized into groups of
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41 intangible lines or ceques that radiated from the Temple of the Sun
or Korikancha, at the center of the city. These lines were of central im-
portance to Inka rituals, sociopolitical organization, and astronomic and
calendric practices and divinations (Pärssinen, 1992). Koricancha was
Cuzco’s axis mundi around which ritual cycles and spatial structuration
were organized (Farrington, 1992: 370). Each of the ten panacas and
ayllus that lived in Cuzco had to guard, care for, and worship one of
these lines and the sacred places associated with it (Bauer, 1999). These
lines were also ranked hierarchically and the most important segments
of Cuzco society were in charge of the most important wak’as.

As with social stratification, the ceque system divided Cuzco’s
space in two parts (Hanan to the north and Hurin to the south), four
quarters (Chinchasuyu, Collasuyu, Antisuyu, Cuntisuyu), and each of
these in three sections (Collana, Paya and Cayao). Two quarters and six
sections respectively belonged to Hanan and Hurin Cuzco (Zuidema,
1983). Each quarter had nine ceque lines (except Cuntinsuyu that had
fourteen) divided in three groups or sections (Collana, Payan, Callao) of
three lines each (Collana, Payan, Callao). Chinchaysuyu was located to
the northwest, in Hanan, while Antisuyu was found to the northeast,
also in the Hanan portion of the city. Collasuyu and Cuntinsuyu were
in Hurin Cuzco, the former in the southeast corner and the latter in the
southwest (Farrington, 1992; Hyslop, 1990).

Furthermore, key ceremonies and legends confirmed the limits of
these social spaces and the relation between the core of the Empire and
surrounding areas (Farrington, 1992). The ceque system established
over Cuzco a network of daily ritual practices that radiated from the
Korikancha, and stated the rights of each social group to land and water
(Bauer, 1999; Farrington, 1992).

At the same time, the principle of quadripartition was extended be-
yond Cuzco and employed to divide the whole Empire. As such, Cuzco
became the Empire writ small. People and lords from all conquered
provinces came to reside in the city, occupying the district or quarter of
the capital that coincided with the place in the Empire they came from
(Hyslop, 1990; Rowe, 1967).

Cuzco also embodied Inka history. In Cuzco’s landscape Inka mem-
ory was materialized and history was made visible, rendering the past
into the present (Bengtsson, 1999; McEwan and van de Guchte, 1992;
Niles, 1999). Mythical and real history were recreated through monu-
ments, shrines and objects principally oriented to remember, glorify and
diffuse Inka ancestors’ achievements, gods, emperors and victorious
battles. Cuzco had thus a commemorative side that empowered ma-
terial culture to celebrate the emergence and glory of Tawantinsuyu.
I agree with Niles (1999: xvii) in her statement that Inka architecture
and landscape were not as some scholars have seen them; “historically
anonymous and directed to administrative needs of the state.” She also
claims that the Cuzco landscape was a propagandistic tool that emper-
ors used to assert their power and the centrality of the Inka, to depict
ancestors in a flattering light, and to inscribe their names in history. Niles
states that
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. . . the remembrance of history was central to Inca royal politics and that
events believed to be historical were commemorated in the built and imag-
ined landscape of Cuzco and reenacted in the ritual that took place in these
spaces. Because members of the Inca royal families saw themselves as ac-
tive participants in the creation of their histories, we can view their handiwork
as testimonies to those histories (Niles, 1999: 4).

Many of the sacred places or wak’as that composed the ceque sys-
tem commemorated the life of a mythical ancestor or emperor, a bat-
tle or a myth. For instance, buildings where an emperor lived, slept,
drank, etc., were preserved and worshipped, and became loci of ritu-
als. The same occurred in the location of the war against the Chankas,
after which the Inka imposed their hegemony in the region of Cuzco. In
the same light, Bauer (1992) has showed that the Inka constructed in
the area of Paruro, beyond the outskirts of Cuzco, a religious landscape
composed of a series of sites (Maukallaqta and Puma Orco) especially in-
stalled to commemorate the Inka origin myth during important religious
ceremonies. In one of these sites, an elaborate building with a secret
passage was built in order to recreate the moment during which the
founding ancestors of the royal Inka lineage emerged from their original
mythical cave or pacarina. But aside from built environments, other ob-
jects and even human bodies or parts of them, were recruited to remem-
ber Inka history and victorious battles. These objects were exhibited in
special locations, such as houses, which served as little museums. Ob-
jects of war were particularly important, such as weapons, insignias,
the decapitated heads of captured enemies or drums made with their
skin, etc. Battlefields were also used as mnemonic devices. Sometimes
dead bodies and weapons were intentionally left in situ. For example
Niles (1999) describes a case where bodies were left, half buried upside
down, with their legs in the air, literally sowing the field with the dead of
the vanquished.

But, why was Cuzco itself so imbued with meanings, history, and
material mnemonics? To whom were the Inka trying to communicate
their narrative and propaganda? Certainly both Cuzco’s landscape and
the multiple rituals performed in the area were oriented to produce and
reproduce social organization within Inka society itself. But the Inka
were not the only recipients of these narratives. Cuzco’s landscape and
the rituals developed in the area were also oriented to transmit Inka cos-
mology, history and ideas about the places that every group occupied
to non-Inka visitors or prisoners.

Non-Inka inhabitants of Cuzco were engaged in two principal ways
of facilitating the quasi-indoctrination of newly incorporated groups into
the Empire. First, non-local nobles and elite were required to reside pe-
riodically in Cuzco and educate their sons there. In conjunction with
their servants, these ‘ambassadors’ represented an important commu-
nity of non-Inka inhabitants. Second, many non-local people traveled to
Cuzco to participate in important rituals that essentially sought to reaf-
firm the ceque line system and the integration of provinces into the Em-
pire (Rowe, 1967).
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In this way, the landscape of this sacred city not only structured
Cuzco society, but was also employed to communicate the Inka ide-
ology to provincial elites that seasonally resided there and to visitors
that came to the city for many different reasons. For example, peo-
ple from every corner of Tawantinsuyu went on a pilgrimage to Cuzco
at special occasions (such as the death of the emperor or the corona-
tion of a new one) to participate in a complex ritual called Capacocha
(Duviouls, 1976). It is said that the Capacocha served to unify the empire
and to convince provincial groups of the greatness and benevolence of
Tawantinsuyu (Farrington, 1998; McEwan and van de Guchte, 1992).
The Capacocha was the extension of the ceque lines throughout the
rest of the Empire (Bauer, 1999). It included the enactment of rituals of
pilgrimage that would have originated in the provinces, progressed to
Cuzco, and then moved back to the province again, where the final part
of the ritual would have been performed at a wak’a, or sacred location
in the landscape. During the Capacocha people from all over the Empire
went to Cuzco carrying gifts for the emperor. In this city, after having par-
ticipated in several rituals, they returned to their homelands with sancti-
fied objects directly obtained from the emperor himself, which were later
sacrificed to local wak’as (Duviols, 1976; McEwan and van de Guchte,
1992). Children were also sacrificed to special powerful wak’as during
the Capacocha. Cuzco thus became the center of religious activity for
the entire Empire. Capacocha ritual was also a strong statement of Inka
hegemony over the Andean world (McEwan and van de Guchte, 1992).

Cuzco, thus, was not a final and static product generated in the mind
of an Inka elite and materialized in the layout and buildings of the city.
It was also shaped by the presence of non-Inka population. Nor was
Cuzco a finished product in the heads of homogenous Inka society that
was translated into a material product to be sold to non-Inka people re-
siding or visiting the city. Cuzco was made through the establishment of
social relations between Inka and non-Inka realms. Non-Inka societies
contributed to the creation of the Inka world. The Inka worldview, ideol-
ogy, rituals and capital were constantly transformed and reshaped as a
consequence of the dialectic of domination between rulers and subor-
dinates. Important provincial wak’as, representatives form all corners of
the Empire, and important local chiefs were brought to the Inka capital,
and would have had great influence in the daily life of the city, both in
terms of the activities carried out there and its spatial organization.

In sum, the ceque system formed a spatiality whose materiality
and meanings metaphorically represented Inka social stratification and
worldview, and actively produced and reproduced them. In the Cuzco
area this spatiality was a strong mnemonic device that helped Inka and
non-Inka remember who was who and what his or her location was in
the imperial hierarchy. In this landscape, past and present were experi-
enced at the same time, and history, ancestors, myths and gods were
present in all daily interactions. It is possible to conclude then that in this
particular case social space vigorously acted to produce and reproduce
the hierarchical social structure of the Inka. Belonging to a division of
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Cuzco implied certain privileges, and defined specific roles and access
to resources (Bauer, 1999; Zuidema, 1964). Moreover, material culture
was actively used to transmit Inka ideology, cosmology and culture to
non-Inka peoples that for various reasons attended to this amazing An-
dean theater.

Provincial Landscapes: New Cuzcos, Mountains,
and Ancestors

In this section I explore the nature of Inka spatiality and objects outside
Cuzco in the provincial territories, and the role they played in the domi-
nation of other Andean societies. Archaeologists have often used Inka
material culture to determine Inka presence in different regions (Hys-
lop, 1993; Morris, 1988). The unique attributes of Inka material culture,
especially in the realm of architecture and ceramics, have allowed ar-
chaeologists to define the Late Horizon Period and the degree of in-
fluence Tawantinsuyu had on different areas of the Andes. As such,
Inka material culture has usually been considered in general terms of
style and function. For example, studies of Inka architectural features
and settlement patterns have centered on characterizing typical Inka
buildings and their construction techniques. Furthermore, imperial sites
are usually classified according to their function, such as administrative
centers, military fortresses, ritual centers, tambos or way stations, pro-
duction enclaves, etc. (González, 1980; Kendall, 1985; La Lone and La
Lone, 1987; Raffino, 1978, 1981; Raffino et al., 1979–82).

Contrary to these perspectives, and following Hyslop (1987, 1990)
and Morris (1987), I claim here that provincial Inka sites were not exclu-
sively oriented toward economic, administrative or military purposes.
As in the case of Cuzco, I think that the Inka sought to communicate
and impose their cosmology and social order through their settlements.
In the following I consider not only the ways they constructed and dif-
fused their discourse and narrative in conquered regions, but I also ex-
plore and discuss the meanings they sought to communicate. I define
this aspect of the relationship between Inka and subjected societies as
a process of cultural domination.

There appears to have existed a lack of attention to the Inka mod-
ification or control of cultural practices of subjugated non-Inka groups.
There are three reasons that explain this situation. First, many feel the
Inka were not interested in this aspect of their relations with provincial
societies because their main goal was to extract tribute labor (called
mita) from dominated populations, while impacting only minimally on
the social organization and self-sufficiency (an Andean ‘ideal’) of these
societies (Murra, 1978). Second, it was always thought that Inka dom-
ination in most imperial territories lasted a very short period of time
(in some regions only slightly more than 50 years) and as such, it
could not have had a deeper impact on the more intimate social as-
pects of provincial societies (Rowe, 1946). Contrary to this idea, new
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radiocarbon dates are showing that the development of the Inka Empire
lasted at least 150 years, depending on the region. Finally, it was gener-
ally thought that many of the territories outside Central Andes were too
distant and marginal from Empire’s core and therefore the Inka did not
fully apply all their mechanisms of domination (González, 1980, 1982).
In this way, all the possible changes at cultural level suffered by ruled so-
cieties were considered secondary effects of the Inka conquest, rather
than fundamental social aspects that the Inka sought to change.

Here I will show how Inka domination went beyond political and
economic realms. Specifically, I explore the way the Inka sought to
communicate and impose their cosmology and diffuse their ideology in
provincial territories through three mechanisms: 1) the re-structuration
of local landscapes, 2) the construction of “New Cuzcos” and 3) the ap-
propriation of local ritual spaces and the transformation of local beliefs
and history.

The Re-Structuration of Local Landscapes

Many scholars have focused on Inka settlement patterns in provincial
contexts. It has been proposed that Inka administrative sites were estab-
lished to take advantage of natural resources, human labor, and strate-
gic locations either near the Inka road which facilitated connection with
Cuzco or other major Inka sites, in places that facilitate the adminis-
tration of provincial communities, or in defensive locations. It has also
been said that the Inka constructed principal settlements in areas that
previously lacked a centralized or hierarchical political organization, or
where they met with serious resistance to imperial domination. In the
cases where local communities had complex political structures or did
not resist the Inka presence, the Inka employed local political structures,
replacing the principal stratums with Inka personnel, and erecting few
administrative buildings, generally in one or two of the main local cen-
ters (Hyslop, 1990; Menzel, 1959; Morris, 1988). It is not my goal to
discuss these propositions here. Certainly political and economic goals
influenced decisions about where to settle imperial sites. Nevertheless,
I consider that other factors, beyond the need to control resources, la-
bor or roads, connected to Inka ritual and ideology, were also involved
in the making of the Inka landscape.

Why and where did the Inka establish their main centers? I have pro-
posed elsewhere (Acuto, 1999a, b) that the construction of Inka land-
scape was meaningful and sought to impact the experience of both
Inka and non-Inka populations alike (Gifford and Acuto, 2002). In many
cases the Inka settled their main provincial centers or concentration of
second level administrative sites (Williams and D’Altroy, 1998) in depop-
ulated areas, away from local towns, not directly related to resources,
and sometimes at the very margins of the territory of local communities
(Acuto, 1999a; D’Altroy, Williams and Lorandi, 1998; González, 1980:
77; Hyslop, 1990; Raffino, 1988: 238; Von Hagen and Morris, 1998).3

According to Morris (1972), Inka sites appear to be artificial, imposed



222
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on the local landscape, without following the local settlement pattern
logic. Rather, they appear to be the product of centralized state plan-
ning, reflecting interests that went beyond each particular region. Mor-
ris labeled this strategy as compulsory urbanism, in which “the nature
and growth of substantial settlements are understandable only in refer-
ence to a larger system and to politically based direction coming from
far away” (Morris, 1972: 393).

Along with Morris, I have also wondered why the Inka chose to
settle in such exclusionary conditions, away from local political, eco-
nomic and cultural centers, in areas that local agents experienced as
peripheral, marginal, and even dangerous. I have discounted some
possible explanations. To begin, the Inka obviously did not seek direct
control over natural resources or human labor by settling their sites in
such marginal areas, since these present low amounts of potentially ex-
ploitable resources (such as mines of highly valued minerals or rich
lands for agricultural and grazing), or lack them all together. On the
other hand, although some routes that allowed interregional connec-
tions could have been controlled from these sites, there were many
other that were not possible to supervise, some of which, in many
cases, were the roads used by local populations.4

I believe that the Inka were interested in marginal areas because
they saw them as a kind of empty stage, or a blank canvas upon which
they could create a distinct and new Inka landscape full of Inka-related
designed symbols and meanings (Gifford and Acuto, 2002). The Inka
transformed former marginal areas into new regional centers of power
and of political, economic, cultural and ritual activities. These areas
were selected because they were less associated with pre-existing lo-
cal meanings, traditions and structures of power. By constructing a new
landscape embedded into the imperial ideology, the Inka re-signified the
sense of place that these marginal regions had for local communities.
People who experienced the imposition of this imperial landscape (i.e.,
local agents working in imperial activities, visiting groups participating
in special ceremonies, or mitimaes brought from other regions of the
Empires) confronted not only a differently built environment, but also a
set of new meanings to be learned that would help them to become
competent actors in this new context of domination.

The Inka thus developed a novel landscape of its own, with different
materialities and meanings attached to it. In order to do this, it seems
that they preferred to occupy areas that local agents did not perceive as
extant regional centers of power. In this sense, the Inka not only moved
the location of power, but also changed local ideas of how power and
social order were exhibited and materialized in the region. The men-
tal maps of local agents were thus radically modified. The centers of
power and domination in each region were no longer established where
they used to be; rather they appeared in areas that were seldom used
previously. Center became periphery and periphery became centers.
The Inka thereby re-signified the social landscape of many conquered
regions, deeply modifying residents’ mental space images and even the
perception of their own local spatiality. In this sense, the area that once
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was marginal became a center with the arrival of the Empire, a center
where much of the political power was concentrated, where local soci-
ety should pay tribute, and where local elites began to negotiate their
position in the new power structure.

The Inka created a landscape where their principal sites were con-
centrated apart from local settlements. Both landscapes, that of the Inka
and of the local, were markedly different in terms of material culture,
meanings and power. The Inka actively differentiated the civilized Inka
world form the uncivilized world beyond. “What lay within the Inca do-
main was ordered and defined: every element or being found its place
within a tightly structured social hierarchy. All that lay outside Inca ter-
ritory and the Inca social universe belonged to the wild, unordered,
and uncontrollable world that was at once ambivalent and potentially
threatening” (McEwan and van de Guchte, 1992: 368). Inka architecture
and sites followed in some ways this idea of order since they were
structured according to principles of symmetry, opposition and repeti-
tion (Agurto Calvo, 1987). Inka architecture was erected by using fixed
ratios and the same architectural unit or kancha, which gave a sense of
mathematical and repetitive order (Agurto Calvo, 1987; Lee, 1997).

Aside from transforming local power structures and marking their
differences with local societies, what other ideas did the Inka wish to
communicate? What were the meanings local agents experienced in
Inka landscape? The analysis of one particular type of site installed in al-
most every region of Tawantinsuyu might help to answer this question.

New Cuzcos, Social Stratification, and the Diffusion
of Inka Ideology

In each conquered region the Inka installed several sites oriented to fulfill
different goals (administrative, military, ceremonial, logistical, economic,
etc.). In general, the principal settled site symbolically replicated Cuzco.
These sites, that many early Spanish chroniclers (e.g., Guaman Poma,
Cieza de León, and Garcilaso de la Vega) described as “new Cuzcos” or
“other Cuzcos”, copied the Inka capital in terms of its spatial organization,
buildings, names, and meanings. According to some scholars (Agurto
Calvo, 1987; Farrington, 1998) these cities, although presenting physical
similarities with Cuzco, were not necessarily exact copies of it. They
were really conceptual and symbolic replicas. These settlements were
thus sanctioned as centers created in the image of Cuzco,

as a place to worship the gods, in particular the Sun [Punchao], the Inka as
the Son of the Sun, and the creator gods—Payachachic, Inti Illapa and Ticsi
Viracocha; as an ancestral place which linked the worlds past of Viracocha
and the foundation myths of the Inka with the contemporary world (kay pacha);
as a place of communication of the contemporary world with the world above
(hanan pacha) and the world below (uku pacha); and as a place surrounded
by a series of other sacred places or wakas whose attributes were to enhance
those connections with the worlds of the gods and the origins of the Inka, their
ancestors and their neighbors were duplicated. (Farrington 1998: 53)
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Although I agree with Farrington, I consider that the physical simi-
larities between these “new Cuzcos” and the main imperial capital were
significant as well, since these physical characteristics promoted the fix-
ing of meanings and made them more recognizable to every imperial
subject. Traveling through the Empire, it was possible to see in the most
important Inka sites the same buildings, names, functions, and spatial
structuration, and to experience the same meanings. This certainly con-
solidated the unity of Tawantinsuyu and reinforced Inka discourse about
world order.

All these secondary Cuzcos presented a similar spatial design, or-
thogonal or radial pattern (Hyslop, 1990), and buildings of particular
architectural styles, such as: walled plazas with a central platform or
ushnu, one or more kanllanka placed next to the plaza, fortified tow-
ers, kancha, storage facilities or qollcas, channels and drainages near
or in ceremonial areas, carved rocks, etc.5 Moreover, and like Cuzco,
these places presented axes based on astronomical models and some
standard measures (Farrington, 1998; Hyslop, 1990; Lee, 1997; Raffino,
1981; Von Hagen and Morris, 1998; Zuidema, 1982). Furthermore, the
same names given to Cuzco’s plazas, buildings and sectors were used
in its provincial copies. Even the natural landscape was named after
that of Cuzco (Hyslop, 1987). It was further said that soil from Cuzco
was taken to the other Cuzcos to certify their identification with the sa-
cred capital (Pease, 1989: 52). It seems also that some of these sites
were settled in locations where similar natural features of Cuzco region
were present (Farrington, 1998).

But most important of all was the fact that these new Cuzcos repli-
cated the Inka capital spatial design and meanings. In other words, the
system of ceques, with its social connotations, might have been used
to organize and stratified both people and space within these provin-
cial centers (Bauer, 1999; Niles, 1992). For example, and according to
the Spanish chronicler Bernabé Cobo; “They made in all their Kingdom
the same division in which the city of Cuzco was distributed, of Hanan
Cuzco and Hurin Cuzco; dividing each town and chiefdom in two parts
or sides, hanansaya and hurinsaya, or the high and low neighborhoods,
or the superior part or side and the inferior side” (cited in Bauer, 1992:
125).6

As in Cuzco, the organization of space in these provincial cen-
ters intended to classify, stratify, and physically separate individ-
uals and groups, dividing them into foreign conquerors/local con-
quered, rulers/subjects, elite/commoners, Inka/non-Inka (Morris, 1987;
Pärssinen, 1992). Each of the known New Cuzcos became after Inka
conquest the new local center of power, and indigenous social life
became strongly attached to them. Moreover, local elites had to ne-
gotiate their new positions with representatives of Tawantinsuyu that
resided there. Local agents were forced to work in these places peri-
odically, while elite participated in new ceremonies and rituals. Some
people from other regions of the Empire, and even in some cases lo-
cal people (Acuto, 1999b), were removed from their original land and
towns and permanently settled here. All these individuals, in different
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circumstances, experienced a novel built environment, new social prac-
tices, and new meanings. They would have learned how to use, move
and decode the spatiality of these new settlements in order to become
competent agents in this new social environment.

The Inka built thus sites that were stages where everyone had fixed
roles, and through these sites, and the rituals performed there, they
taught everyone the script they would have to play. According to some
scholars, many of the most important Inka sites were sites for ritual and
spectacle rather than for habitation or productive activities (von Hagen
and Morris, 1998). For example, and according to Morris (1982; Morris
and Thompson, 1985), intensive studies in Huánuco Pampa, a main
Inka provincial center that historical accounts have designated a “New
Cuzco,” the principal tasks developed in this site were ritual and diplo-
matic more than activities related to the military or production. Accord-
ing to von Hagen and Morris (1998), the great size of Inka plazas in
general seems to confirm the key importance of their public activities.
Contrary to what happened in previous important sites (such as those
of Huari), Inka plazas were geared toward gathering a large body of
people.

Experiencing Inka centers implied the realization of the existence
of deep inequalities and differences in power between groups that did
not belong together. Those who resided in or visited Inka sites faced
a landscape that promoted social separation and stratification, and that
located the Inka at the top of this new social structure.

The Appropriation of Local Ritual Spaces and the Inka
as Ancestors

I propose here that one of the most important mechanisms used by the
Inka to spread and impose their cosmology and ideology, and to trans-
form vernacular beliefs, was the appropriation or “conquest” of ritual
spaces and facilities. The most important pilgrimage centers and oracles
of the Andean world were eventually captured and occupied by the Inka
(i.e., Tiwanaku, Isle of the Sun, Pachacamac, Samipata, Puma Punku,
among some of the most important; Bauer and Stanish, 2001; Farring-
ton, 1998; Meyers and Ulbert, 1997; Niles, 1992, 1999; Rostworowski,
1992). In each of these religious centers, the Inka presence is witnessed
by their imperial buildings. The Inka, however, not only controlled the
best known religious centers, but there is some evidence that they also
managed to take over and rebuild the public and ceremonial spaces
of important local settlements (see for example, Acuto, 2002; Cornejo,
1995; Heffernan, 1996; Nielsen and Walker, 1999; Wallace, 1998;). Why
was there such a concern for local ritual practices? What role did ritual
play in Inka domination?

Rituals are formalized and repetitive social practices closely associ-
ated to the communication and reproduction of religious and cosmologi-
cal ideas and meanings, that beyond promoting unity and social balance
(like a Rousseauian ‘Social Contract’), act ideologically to legitimate the
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social order and naturalize inequality and dominance (Godelier, 1986).
They make social order appear fixed by relating it to a superior sacred
order. Through rituals, the elite justify their privileged position, demon-
strating that supernatural forces positively sanction social inequality. Rit-
uals have been generally described as practices that promote social re-
production and defend social order and homogeneity. Rituals not only
distinguish what it is permitted from what it is prohibited, but they also
allow some transgressions to the rules, although limiting them. Through
rituals, society controls the risk of change (Garcı́a Canclini, 1995).

Ritual practices not only involve ‘ideas’, but also objects, structures,
monuments and the people that use them. Control over these prac-
tices, the associated material culture and meanings, or what has been
denominated ‘Ritual Conquest’ (Nielsen and Walker, 1999), by external
conquerors is a form of symbolic violence that aims to promote and
legitimate a new social order and domination.

It is known that under the Inka Empire, subject societies’ religious
objects could be violently destroyed, in the case of resistance, and in
the case of ‘voluntary’ subjection local wak’as or deities could be in-
corporated into the imperial vault (Silverblatt, 1988; Nielsen and Walker,
1999). Nevertheless, as Nielsen and Walker (1999: 154; my translation)
point out:

. . . it is possible that the active manipulation of objects and ritual behaviors
have also played a central role in the Inka expansion. In some cases, ritual
conquest could have constituted the main strategy used by the Empire to
dominate or ‘promote obedience’ of rivals groups, using in this way violence
in a more limited but more effective way.

In brief, Inka domination implied the appropriation of important
pan-regional religious pilgrimage centers, key local ceremonial spaces,
and local gods or wak’as (Silverblatt, 1988). In the latter case, trans-
portable objects that were considered wak’as in provincial cults, were
subtly taken to Cuzco. According to Rowe’s (1967: 63) ethnohistorical
research,

Each province of the empire was required to send one of its principal cult
objects to Cuzco every year. The provincial cult objects were installed in all
honor in the chief temple of the state religion, where they served at the same
time as hostages for the good behavior of their worshippers and as remain-
ders that Cuzco was a religious center for the entire empire. Each year when
new cult objects were brought the provincials were allowed to take back the
ones that had remained in Cuzco the previous year.

The control of wak’as implies the control of their worshippers. When
a community was defeated, it was said that their wak’as were defeated
by the wak’as of the victorious community.

During the Capacocha all the wak’as incorporated into Inka religion
received sacrifices, depending on their relative importance and the re-
lationship of their worshippers with the Inka. All the objects or people
sacrificed to a wak’as were previously legitimated in ceremonies car-
ried out in Cuzco by the emperor himself (Duviols, 1976). In this way,
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the Inka gained the monopoly of every cult and thus had the power to
destroy or promote provincial wak’as. Through the type and amount
of tribute granted, they decided the importance of these local sacred
places, and even created new wak’as to impose on the provinces. In
fact, during the Capacocha, children from the provinces (generally sons
or daughters of principal chiefs) were taken to Cuzco to participate in
different rituals. In these ceremonies they were sanctified as sons of
the Sun (Farrington, 1998), like the emperor himself, and after returning
to their homeland they were sacrificed to and buried on the summit of
important mountains. These children became “made-in-Cuzco” wak’as
that were subsequently worshiped by provincial populations (Reinhard,
1985; Farrington, 1998). Broadly speaking, these children were created
as wak’as in the imperial center and imposed on the provinces, possi-
bly as reminders of Cuzco’s centrality and power. As Silverblatt (1988:
97) states: “As conquered groups worshiped these imperial creations,
they were honoring the very symbols of their subordination.”

Local pacarinas were among the most common wak’as appropri-
ated by the Inka (Albornoz, 1984 [c. 1584]; Heffernan, 1996; van de
Guchte, 1999). Pacarinas were natural places (such as caves, islands,
water springs, and mountains, for example) that were considered as
places of origin of a community or ayllu, where their mythical ancestors
came from. The Inka constructed their own sites in these places and
claimed the very origin points of conquered groups. As Niles (1999: 84)
says: “For the Incas, architecture was a way to give form to claims of
mythical or legendary history. It could legitimate claims to kingship, to
ownership, and to victory; it could validate claims to mythical descent
or justify the usurpation of a mythical history, as at Titicaca, Tiahanaco,
and Pachacamac.” In this way, the Inka sought to usurp those features
of local landscapes that represented “memory of origins” and means of
communication with the supernatural world and the past to local com-
munities (van de Guchte, 1999).

What did the Inka actually do with mountains? On the peak of the
highest mountains, generally above 5,000 meters, the Inka constructed
impressive ceremonial complexes, where rituals and human sacrifices
were carried out (Besom, 2000). Mountains were central participants
in daily Andean life. Mountain worship seems to be, and have been,
a Pan-Andean phenomena (Albornoz, 1984 [c. 1584]; Martı́nez, 1983).
Some mountains have particular imposing features that still draw our at-
tention, including their outstanding height, their permanent snowcaps,
which contrasts starkly with the Andean desert landscape, and their gen-
erosity in supplying water to valley rivers year-round. It is well known
that mountains were and are meaningful for Andean societies and par-
ticipated actively in daily life (Cornejo, 1995; Bastien, 1978; Martı́nez,
1976, 1983; Meddens, 1994, 1997; Reinhard, 1985). It is possible, there-
fore, to claim that for many Andean societies nature was not external
or something alienated from culture. Rather some natural features were
constitutive aspects of social life. For instance, Cuzco, as a meaningful
unit, as a concept and as a sacred space, included not only the city itself
but the surrounding natural landscape (Agurto Calvo, 1987; Farrington,
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1998; Niles, 1999). The Inka domesticated, materially and symbolically,
the natural landscape of Cuzco Valley; and it seems they did the same
in each of the conquered territories (van Hagen and Morris, 1998). This
still happen in many parts of the Andes, where local communities hu-
manized the natural environment by giving and loading the landscape
with names and meanings (see for example Martı́nez, 1976).

Some mountains were (and still are) considered as ancestors,
places of ancestor origin, transformed ancestors, gods that controlled
water and weather and agricultural activities, givers of protection, fer-
tility, keepers of the social order, and places to communicate with su-
pernatural levels (Bastien, 1978; Bauer, 1999; Bengtsson, 1999; Hef-
fernan, 1996; Martı́nez, 1983; Meddens, 1994, 1997). Mountain peaks
were in many cases considered pacarinas (Albornoz, 1984 [c. 1584]):
the place where ancestors emerged and where they returned after dy-
ing. They were also conceived of as ancestors themselves. Today, in
several parts of the Andes, the same quechua or aymara words em-
ployed to name the gods of the mountains, also mean grandfather and
ancestor (Martı́nez, 1983: 88). For example, in a contemporary ethno-
graphic research on the topic, Martı́nez found that the way people name
mountains is connected to the role they consider mountains play in
their life. When mountains are seen as wak’as, they usually give them
(quechua or aymara) names that also mean father or grandfather, reck-
oning mountains, in this way, as procreators or as the head of the fam-
ily (Martı́nez, 1983: 100). While there is evidence that pre-Inka groups
worshipped mountaintops (Cornejo, 1995; Heffernan, 1996; Meddens,
1994; Reinhard, 1985), the Inka were the first to introduce permanent
structures on even the highest mountaintops. Nowadays, few are the
opportunities when people climb mountains to perform rituals at their
summit (Martı́nez, 1976: 272, 1983). Even in these rare occasions, the
activities developed in these places do not, of course, reach the formal-
ity and magnificence of Inka rituals. In general, few people, little material
culture, and sparse constructions are involved in contemporary moun-
tain worshipping. In the Inka case, this activity included architectural
complexes built at the top of the mountains, pilgrimages to the summit,
human sacrifices, and even permanent workers the Inka assigned to
assist the mountain (Albornoz, 1984 [c. 1584]: 198; Reinhard, 1985).

Through the formal conquest of these sacred mountains, the Inka
claimed a monopoly over the connection with the supernatural world,
they appropriated local gods and mythic history, and claimed a direct
association with local ancestors. Now the Inka themselves directed cer-
emonies to and worshipped the mountains, and their connection with
these places was even better than that established by local groups.
The Inka could reach the sacred summits, materially formalize their ritu-
als, and feed the mountains with the greatest offering possible, children
of the Sun. The ancestors and the mountain gods belonged now to the
Inka. Furthermore the Inka became the ancestors themselves, they now
lived and emerged from the same places as the ancestors and gods. I
would say that through the symbolic and material appropriation of these
sacred places, mythical histories and pacarinas, the Inka claimed they
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had always been there, that they were part of the natural order of things,
part of nature and the supernatural order. They positioned themselves
as the natural continuum between the past and the present, seeking to
transform local beliefs and history.

There is interesting evidence that supports the idea that the Inka
sought to position themselves as the ancestors of subject communi-
ties. For example, in the northern part of Chile, local communities still
identified the Inka as mallkus or deities from the mountains, as moun-
tains themselves, and as ancestors or grandfather (Martı́nez, 1976). In
the same vein, Irene Silverblatt (1988) claims that the Inka intentionally
attempted to rewrite local histories and to create a common past be-
tween the Empire and their subjects.

The Incas would attempt to accomplish such historical reconstruction by cap-
turing their subordinates’ ideologies of descent, the ideologies that voiced
social time and gave human significance to the past. Selecting and reworking
those histories—along with the widespread custom of deifying ancestors—
Cusco was intent on transforming the familiar into a flattering, novel, imperial
fantasy in which kings became kin of those they ruled (Silverblatt, 1988: 85).

In this truly accomplished chapter, Silverblatt gives several exam-
ples of how the Inka attempted to make themselves relatives of their
subjects, and in many cases, the very ancestors of local communities
and local chiefs. She explains that inside the most important temple in
Cuzco, the Coricancha or Temple of the Sun—which the Inka continued
to reproduce in their most important provincial centers—, the Inka pre-
sented, during different ceremonies, their idea of the correct social and
cosmological order. These ideas, of course, had political motives. In this
scheme, Viracocha the creator, occupied the highest position. He was
the origin and source of a series of masculine and feminine deities. On
the masculine line, arranged in hierarchical order, were the Sun, Vira-
cocha’s first descendant, the planet Venus in its morning apparition, the
Lord Earth, and finally men. Within the female sequence we find the
Moon, Venus of the evening, Mother Sea, and women (Silverblatt, 1988:
88). The Inka emperor claimed to be the son of the Sun. Provincial chiefs
where placed within Coricancha’s organization as the children of Venus.
Venus occupied the same position as the Inka, as both were considered
children of the Sun. From the union of Venus and the Inka came the lo-
cal chiefs who were positioned as the fathers of the commoners. “Thus
imperial descent ideologies contended that the Inca was the ’father’ of
local chiefs . . . ” (Silverblatt, 1988: 89). We might assume, hence, that in
rituals and ceremonies performed in Inka provincial sites, local leaders
played the role of the son of the Inka, which implied that the whole
community descended from their imperial rulers. Here again, the Inka
became the ancestors of local people.

Silverblatt (1988) also states that the Inka sought to create actual
descent groups. The Inka selected special women from each commu-
nity to become aqlla, the ‘wives of the Sun’ or the ‘wives of the Inka’.
These women were taken to Cuzco and other imperial centers where
the Inka controlled both their labor and social reproduction. Eventually,
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the Inka emperor took one of these women for himself or gave them to
other important lords. Since the aqlla were separated from their native
communities, and belonged exclusively to the Sun and the Inka, their
offspring were considered of pure imperial descent. Again we see how
the Inka positioned themselves as ancestors thereby linking different
communties’ identity directly to Tawantinsuyu.

Finally, Silverblatt (1988: 97) presents an interesting example of how
the Inka introduced an imperial deity into a provincial vault. This god
(who belonged, after all, to the group that had defeated local commu-
nities and gods) reflected power and support from Cuzco that could
transform her into a figure worshipped and revered by local people. This
goddess eventually married, according to local traditions, the most im-
portant local god, whom the local community considered its ancestor.
Thus, this particular Inka deity became the ancestor of this local group.

To conclude, I believe that in order to naturalize their domination, the
Inka sought to represent their presence within the provincial context as
something essential, as an integral part of the natural landscape. In this
particular Andean world, nature was incorporated as a fundamental part
of social life. Natural features were esteemed as wak’as, pacarinas, an-
cestors, places of origin, etc. Inka architecture was itself part of nature.
Inka sites are not imposed on the natural landscape, but rather were
seen as a continuation of nature. According to Agurto Calvo (1987), Inka
sites acted in communion with nature. They adapted their settlements
to natural topography and if any natural feature was in their way, instead
of eliminating it, the Inka incorporated it into architectural design (Niles,
1999; van de Guchte, 1999). “[Inka] architects harmonized architecture
and sacred geography, framing views of nearby mountains in doorways
and windows and even carving some stones to echo the mountains’
shapes” (van Hagen and Morris, 1998: 183). Thereby, I would say this
reinforces the idea that the Inka positioned themselves as ancestors,
originating in the past. Inka sites were thus nature itself, considered a
natural continuum of nature, and not something that was imposed on,
or built in spite of topography.

Conclusions

The complexity of the relationship between Inka and provincial societies
allow us only to grasp some aspects of this process of domination. Many
variables were involved in this process, but it seems ritual, landscape,
memory, nature and material culture all played central roles. In Inka so-
ciety, landscape and social structure were part of the same dialectically
constituted whole. Material culture thus not only played an active part
in people’s everyday life, but was embedded in their understanding of
the world and their social nature themselves. The materiality of nature,
ancestors, social relations and history was an essential aspect of being-
in-the-world and a fundamental and integral part of Inka processes of
domination.



231
THE MATERIALITY

OF INKA
DOMINATION

Cuzco was a very meaningful setting that regulated the social prac-
tices and relations within Inka society. Moreover, the city was an over-
whelming propaganda device used to insinuate itself onto non-Inka vis-
itors’ perception of the world.

The concepts and materiality of the core were used as well to pro-
mote Inka cosmology in provincial contexts. The Inka construction of
the landscape here was twofold. In the first instance, they sought to dis-
tinguish themselves from prior structures of power and set themselves
apart as something different and something greater. In the second in-
stance, however, the Inka did not position themselves as entirely new.
In contrast, and through the conquest of the mountains, the Inka claimed
to be closely linked to the local past through their natural relation with
the ancient landscape. In this sense they established two interrelated
narratives; one that said that they were bearers of a new world order (in
which they were at the pinnacle) and the second which said that that
power was as old as time itself and came from their intimate relationship
with the ancestors, gods, and nature.

This is, of course, but a partial view of this story. Although I have
addressed Inka strategies of domination without exploring the reaction
of ruled populations, I do not pretend to say that all these communities,
or even a part of them, bought en toto or passively accepted Inka power
and ideology. Moreover, we must start exploring how the Inka remade
themselves through interaction with provincial societies. Despite this
general view of the Inka Empire, I am conscious that by considering
specific cases we might better comprehend the dynamic relationship
between rulers and subordinates, and understand how the Inka adapted
their strategies of domination in each situation.
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Notes

1These groups did not belong to Inka lineages and lived in the vicinity of the Cuzco.
They formed a class or segment located between the Inka and non-Inka populations
(Zuidema, 1983). Inka of privilege had access to hierarchical positions in the adminis-
trative and military structure of the Empire.

2Wak’as have multiple meanings and significations for Andean people such as the power
of their ancestors, their gods, place of origins, and places of rituals.
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3It is impossible to enumerate all the cases of Inka sites in marginal and depopulated
areas. For a more detailed description of this see Acuto (1999a).

4In my study of the Calchaquı́ Valley (Argentina), the Inka did not control the access to
the Puna directly from where important mineral, obsidian and salt resources could be
obtained. On the contrary, local populations privileged their connection with this region
by settling in and controlling the routes that connected Calchaquı́ Valley with the Puna.

5Ushnus can be characterized as thrones, places for rituals, libations and sacrifices, and
as stone altars. Cuzco’s ushnu was a representation of the Sun. Provincial ushnus, on
the other hand, were the place where the Inka emperor, as the Sun’s representative, sat
during special ceremonies (Meddens, 1997). Kallankas were big rectangular buildings,
without interior divisions, that were used for administrative functions and to lodge high
state officials (Hyslop, 1984; Raffino, 1988). Kanchas were a basic Inka architectural unit,
constituted by rectangular buildings around a central patio and surrounded by a wall.
There was a great variation in their size and the number of structures they contained.
Some represented residential units, other temples and palaces, and even others of
production (Hyslop, 1990).

6Salomon (1986) claims that during Inka domination in Ecuador, the local population and
space was divided into two parts, Hanan and Hurin, and that this structure was com-
pletely novel to the region. On the other hand, some archaeologists have suggested
that the spatial organization of some of the main Inka provincial centers followed princi-
ples of bipartition and quadripartition (see Morris, 1987 regarding Huánuco Pampa, and
Matos, 1994 in the case of Pumpu).
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14
Walls of Domestication—
Archaeology of the
Architecture of Capitalist
Elementary Public Schools
The Case of Buenos Aires

Andrés Zarankin

Introduction

One of the characteristics of the modern world is the concentration of
social life in big cities. These artificial landscapes created by man have
replaced natural landscapes radically. Architecture, as part of that new
world, occupies a central place in our life. As inhabitants of these big
cities, consciously or not, we spend almost our entire life circulating in-
side buildings. We are born, grow up, eat, reproduce ourselves, rest,
seek protection, die and we are also buried inside them. This situation
makes natural things become exotic, making in turn artificial things ap-
pear more natural. For example, living inside small apartments; walking
along streets where the sky is generally only a tiny blue line above our
heads; or working in closed, controlled and watched spaces—generally
engaged in bureaucratic activities—is usual for us. Cities that lack green
spaces and wallow below contaminating fog amidst only mechanical
sounds have become more natural to us than mountains or a lake—
which have become exotic objects. But in opposition to oceans, valleys
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or mountains, architectural structures are thought, designed and built by
humans (so are a cultural product full of meaning).

Then, why not use architecture to study the social world? This ques-
tion is the starting for this paper. Here, I am specifically interested in the
function of architecture to the foundation process of the modern world
(Orser, 1996). In order to explore this, following Foucault (1976), I under-
stand architecture as a “technology of power”, that is to say, as a strategy
employed by the System to produce disciplined individuals who will
contribute to its reproduction. Because of its inherent characteristics,
architecture becomes a central tool in this process.

There are many ways to face this issue. In our case, followig
Johnson’s proposals (1996), I chose a twofold archaeological approach
first using archaeology in its traditional sense, as the study of the social
world through material culture, and at the same time, following Fou-
cault (1970), thereby using archaeology as the search for the specificity
of speech:

In short archaeology doesn’t try to restore what may have been thought, faced,
experienced or wanted by men in a very moment they generated speech ( . . . )
it is only a re-writing, that is to say (in the maintained form of exteriority), an
average transformation of what has been said and written. It is not the return
to the secret of the origin, it is the systematic description of a speech object.
(Foucault, 1970:235).

On the other hand, without ignoring the importance of other ap-
proaches and their contributions, it is necessary to clarify that the study
of architecture, from an archaeological standpoint, offers an interest-
ing avenue of approaching the social world (Stedman, 1996). If we un-
derstand constructions as active elements in dynamic interaction with
people, they become a useful tool for discussing historical processes
related to the constitution of the modern world.

Foucault (1976) believes that the System uses different strategies,
at times imperceptible to ordinary people, to produce disciplined indi-
viduals. One of these strategies is the manipulation of material culture.
Loaded with social and personal meanings, this manipulation generates
a symbolic violence (Bourdieu, 1989) which enables the system to im-
pose and legitimate its own ideology (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1970).
Therefore, within this context, the analysis of the ways in which the
System builds essential categories and mental structures which con-
tribute to naturalize the bases for its operation—for example inequality—
becomes pivotal to this analysis. Again in this context, if we understand
architecture as a technology of power, its manipulation can be seen as
a strategy of power that seeks to reproduce itself.

Special importance must be given to the relationship between
architectural structures and processes of socialization. Among these
processes, Bourdieu (1977) highlights two: the family household and
schools which are of special important they provide key environments
where people incorporate most of the mental frameworks according to
which the rest of their life will be structured.
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A previous study focused on processes of change and transforma-
tion in middle class houses in Buenos Aires, from the 18th Century to
the present. Its results have enabled us to establish a direct relationship
between these changes and the development of the capitalist system
in that part of the world (Zarankin, 1997, 1999a, b). It is necessary now
to direct our attention to the material configuration of school buildings,
to achieve a deeper understanding of one of the strategies central to the
System’s functioning and self-reproduction.

Architecture as Material Speech

In order to use space, people must transform it into a place. In other
words, space is an empty plane which must be domesticated, or turned
into a “place”. Among the different ways of turning space into a place,
we can distinguish:

1. An abstract dimension, including the of drawing maps and plans,
which involves dividing space in specific fragments, according to
diverse methods, and granting each fragment a name and spe-
cific characteristics.

2. A material dimension, whereby Space is transformed into place
through modifications and transformations in its materiality, such
as the pruning of a forest in order to turn it into working soil and
the building of a road or a city.

The construction of social relationships by means of material
speeches is an efficient power strategy for self-reproduction (Funari,
1999 and Funari’s chapter in this volume). The capitalist system can
be characterized by the special relationship between the production,
circulation and consumption of objects (Johnson, 1996) it engenders,
which occupy a central place and generate a “culture of consumption”.
However, material culture has no significance of its own and it is only
within a certain cultural system that it acquires an active and ideological
dimension. I agree with the idea that the objects used by humans are
active, dynamic and generate meanings in their own right. Through this
perspective exists an alternative way of studying both people and their
social world. Several scholars have seen the relevance of this kind of
approach to material culture (Andrade Lima, 1999; Austin and Thomas,
1986; Deetz, 1977; Funari, 1991; Hodder, 1982; Johnson, 1996; Leone,
1984; Miller, 1987; Shanks and Tilley, 1987; Tilley 1989; McGuire and
Paynter, 1991; among others).

Three questions which have previously been asked (Zarankin,
1999b) help us structure our research on school buildings: First, how
objects were socially built—understanding objects as systems of mean-
ings; second, how they change through time; and third, which strategies
are used to legitimate them. We are also interested in another issue: un-
derstanding the subjectivities contained in and generated by material
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culture. In order to answer these questions, one needs the references
used by objects and understand how these developed through time.
These “truths”—here, “legitimated objects”—are built through multiple
practices, among which stands out those related to the manipulation
of the material world (Leone, 1984; McGuire and Paynter, 1991; Miller
and Tilley, 1984).

If architecture is also considered it a kind of language that can
be read (Fletcher, 1989; Grahame, 1995, 1997, 2000; Monks, 1992;
Markus, 1993; Parker Pearson and Richards, 1994), when we analyze
its growth processes, we will be able to understand its significance
throughout history. It also necessary to assume that the human land-
scape is built and resisted through a continuous struggle between dom-
inance and resistance (De Certeau, 1980; McGuire, 1991; Miller et al.,
1989; Parker Pearson and Richards, 1994; Shanks and Tilley, 1987).
Within this context, architecture—as part of the cultural landscape—can
be approached as a battlefield were powers and opposed ideologies
face each other (i.e., Miller, 1984; Parker Pearson and Richards, 1994).

Archaeology of the School

In the film “The Matrix”, Morpheus (Larry Fishbourne) says that people
only tolerate reality in this world because they think that at any moment
they will be able to wake up. This statement prompts the question:
what are the devices created to constrain—a class, a group, a worker, a
woman, a boy, etc.—and prevent the small resistances generated in our
daily life from becoming an insurrection? The elementary public school,
undoubtedly, has much to do with this situation (Althusser, 1968; Apple,
1979; Baudelot and Establet, 1971; Bourdieu and Passeron, 1970; Fer-
nandez Enguita, 1985; Querrien, 1979; Varela and Alvarez Uria, 1991).

The history of the planning and construction of school buildings has
been barely approached by scholars. The few works existing generally
focus their analysis on formal questions such as pedagogy, hygiene, di-
dactics and stylistic aspects, among others. A series of recent studies,
however, have focused on studying the material dimensions of teach-
ing (see especially Viñao Frago and Escolano, 1998). These authors un-
derstand the emergence, consolidation and current crisis of the public
elementary school as part of a historical process.

Capitalism, by means of different strategies and mechanisms, has
not ceased to expand its own limits (Deleuze, 1990). Among these
strategies are found: the formation of an appropriate labor force for its
changing necessities as well as the production of people who partici-
pate actively in the reproduction of the system without posing questions
about their daily reality. Within this context, the history of modern school
can be considered part of the history of the search for devices to achieve
this aim.

Althusser (1968) points out that an ideology presupposes a series of
practices and material representations, the material existence of which
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is a concrete apparatus. In the case of a school, an archaeological anal-
ysis, as proposed here, allows a better understanding of this new insti-
tution into the ideological apparatus of the State (Althusser, 1968). The
ways in which this institution functions within the capitalist system as
speeches contained in the walls and as a technology of power also
figures heavily in the present analysis. The morphologic-space transfor-
mations in elementary public schools in Buenos Aires, from their appear-
ance in the mid 19th to the late 20th Century, represents the case study
with which the general propositions proposed above are evaluated.

The Buenos Aires Case

In Latin America, the development of education has been an essen-
tially heterogeneous process. However, by the end of the 19th Cen-
tury, the State in almost every country takes over the organization and
monopoly of all educational devices which had resided previously un-
der the control of different civil organizations, such as town councils,
churches and private institutions. In Buenos Aires, access to education
during the colonial period was not an exclusive privilege of the aristo-
cratic class but an essential tool for the social promotion of the lower
classes, especially for the acquisition of bureaucratic posts (Szuchman,
1990). Another factor which influenced the need to generate educa-
tional policies for children was related to the existence, in the hegemonic
classes, of new ideas about childhood 1 (Aries, 1973). In response to
these changes, educational methods were brought in from Europe in-
cluding, among many, the Lancasterian system and the simultaneous
method of Pestalozzi. However, and in spite of these new ideas, peda-
gogical methods were still predominantly in the hands of the teachers
who continued to emphasize memorization and corporal punishment
(Newland, 1991).

On the other hand, the certainty remained in Argentina that eco-
nomic success was related to workers’ competence. These ideas were
mainly promoted by the President of the Nation, Domingo Faustino
Sarmiento who, in the mid the 19th Century, devoted himself to building
the foundation of the Argentine educational system.

A model of identity that is linked to the imaginary of progress and civilization
is proposed: the child has to be a pupil of the public school, and a scholastic
generation is the main condition for a modern country to exist. (Carli, 1999:27)

This situation turned Argentina (and in particular its capital, Buenos
Aires) into a pioneering country in South America for the construction
of school buildings. The first school was built in the center of Buenos
Aires in the year 1857: the Escuela Catedral del Sur. Since then, the long
and complex process of planning and building schools has continued.

As a whole, we can say that the free elementary public schools of
the mid 20th Century in Argentina had the following objectives:
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1) Face a heterogeneous cultural immigrant population while at-
tempting to establish a national identity.

2) Educate and discipline the future working classes while avoiding
contact with socialist and anarchist ideas arriving with the immi-
gration process.

3) Generate an educational common ground for the entire popula-
tion which was based on an ideology imposed by hegemonic
class.

4) Increase the political power of the State rather than that of the
Church, thus construct elaborate, imposing and sacred church-
like schools in competition.

The school architecture of the 19th Century, especially after the in-
centives of the 1882 Law # 1420 which establishes the foundation of
the Argentine educational system, was characterized by the search for
models which would represent both what a school was and what was
expected of a school, in a functional as well as a symbolic sense. It was
also believed that the importance of institutions was closely related to
the solidity of their architecture. As a result, monument-schools were
constructed, that is grand properties resembling palaces, temples or
mansions, which represented the power of education and of the State
(Figures 14.1 and 14.2). From that time, the kind of schools built in
Argentina, particularly those in Buenos Aires, as well as the importance

Figure 14.1. General Roca School (1903).



243
CAPITALIST

ELEMENTARY
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Figure 14.2. Ministry of Education (1905) (previously Petronila Rodrı́guez
School).

given to them, have changed according to different government policies
and the power needs generated.2

The Schools of Buenos Aires

In relation to the typology of school building in Buenos Aires, there are
two fundamental studies conducted by an interdisciplinary team be-
longing to the Head Office of Educational Research—MCBA (1991a, b).3

Twelve different types of school buildings have been identified through-
out time: Sarmientist, Waldorph, Gelly Cantilo, Closed Form, U Shape,
Adapted Chorizo House, International Style, Republic, Park, Nineteen-
Sixties, Plan 60 and Prenova schools (Tables 14.1 and 14.2).

Sarmientist Architecture was characterized by monumental struc-
tures and represented (in the late 19th and early 20th centuries) a desire
to build a country according to the Illuminist principles of reason and
education. These buildings were considered not only schools but “tem-
ples of knowledge”; they were created with an ahistorical conception
of time and space, as shown in the “Roca” school example (Figure 14.1),
which is still evident within its Neoclassical façade. Another characteris-
tic of these structures was the European origin of most of their building
materials.
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Table 14.1. Frequency of Buildings
According to Architectural Tradition

School Quantity Percentage

Sarmientist 25 7.1
Closed Form 48 13.7
U Shape 69 19.7
Adapted Chorizo House 23 6.5
Waldorph 28 8
Gelly Cantillo 18 5.1
International Style 41 11.7
Republic 38 10.8
Nineteen-Sixties 15 4.2
Park 4 1.1
Plan 60 41 11.7
Total 35014 100%

Table 14.2. Date Ranges for Each Architectural Tradition

Typology 1850 1875 1900 1925 1950 1975 2000

Sarmientist -----------------------------------
Closed Form ------------------
U shape ----------------------------
Adapted Chorizo House -------------------
Waldorph ---------------------
Gelly Cantillo -----------------
International Style -----------------
Republic -----
Nineteen-Sixties ---
Park -
Plan 60 ---------------------

However, the technological and material effort of Sarmientist
schools was not enough to meet the demands of a population that
had grown exponentially in the late 19th and early 20th Century due
to waves of European immigration. New options were employed, such
as the adaptation of houses into schools or the building of new ones
according to a domestic conception of space, i.e., the “Closed Form”
and “U Shape”. Another kind of buildings erected by the State in the
early 20th Century were the “Waldorph Schools”, planned from an aca-
demic point of view (DIE, 1991a) and the “Gelly Cantilo Schools”, both
named after the architects who designed them. Both Waldorph and
Gelly Cantilo used elements of the Spanish American tradition (DIE,
1991a).

The technological and social changes during the thirties also had
repercussions for school buildings. The influence of the “International
Style”, in which ornamental aspects were rejected and emphasis was
placed on a holistic and technological style, using “modern” building
materials such as concrete, metal and glass, created explicitly rational
buildings labeled “International Style Schools”.

Later, simultaneous with military coups and the growth of
the Peronist party in Argentina, school architectural policies began
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constructing national norms for school architecture. Paradoxically, the
outcome was a kind of building with expressive and formal elements
from Italian architecture (DIE, 1991a) and named after—as well as sup-
ported by—Latin-American countries (i.e., The Republic of Mexico, The
Republic of Peru, The Republic of Chile, and others). These are known
as “Republic Schools”.

In the late 1950s, and the 1960s, some of the international archi-
tecture principles were reestablished.4 Two types of schools were built
during this period, “Park Schools” and “Nineteen-Sixties schools”. Both
were built with standard materials, their façades were made of brick and
concrete, and aluminum carpentry was used (DIE, 1991a). By the mid
sixties, investments in educational facilities had begun to decrease, so
the general answer to the problem of increasing numbers of pupils was
to add new classrooms onto existing schools.

“Plan 60 schools” were the result of the dissolution of the old National
Council of Education and the transfer of schools from national control
to provincial, and in the case of the city of Buenos Aires, to municipal
administration. The Federal Capital benefited from this shift, in contrast
to the rest of the country. The military government (1976–1983) began a
monumental plan for schools to be build by private architectural studios.
These high budget buildings fit with the “international” style, following
LeCorbusier, that is to say: macro-structures of concrete, covered with
glass and aluminum carpentry, yards and cement terraces, few green
spaces and visible facilities. They were usually located in high and
middle-class neighborhoods within the city. This kind of school was de-
fined by many intellectuals, precisely because of their layout and trans-
parency, as “panoptical” (Nielsen, personal communication). During the
military government, prefabricated elements called “PRENOVA”5 were
also used experimentally. When democratic governance was reinstated
in 1983, most construction activities were related exclusively to finish-
ing “Plan 60” schools, which continued through the nineteen-nineties. At
the same time, educational policies were focused on pedagogical as-
pects, which led to an important reform—the Federal Educational Law—
which does not include in its regulations issues related with school
architecture.

How to Study a School Building?

Although there are different methods of making comparative studies
among different architectural structures (Blanton, 1994; Hage, 1979;
Hillier and Hanson, 1984; Samson, 1990; among other) the indices of
“Scale”, “Integration” and “Complexity” (4) developed by Blanton (1994)
prove useful to our objectives and hypotheses. These require the appli-
cation of the “Gamma” pattern, proposed by Hillier and Hanson (1984)
which allows us to break down the plan of a building into different cells
and establish connections among them to show its underlying structure.
One of the interesting aspects of Hillier and Hanson’s (1984) work has
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to do with the connection characteristics presented by a given architec-
tonic tradition. Thus, they consider two types of spatial configurations:
distributive and non-distributive.

Non-distributive spaces are those which you can reach or leave only
through one opening (Figure 14.3). Distributive spaces are those which
you can reach of leave through more than one opening (Figure 14.4).
On studying this characteristic in one given structure, in general we ob-
serve that as many distributive and non-distributive spaces are likely to
appear. Therefore, when analyzing a structure it is necessary to make a
general evaluation in order to categorize its configuration as distributive
or non-distributive. Non-distributive structures show high figures of low
connections (that is, one connection every node). Distributive structures
present high figures of high connections, that is two or more connec-
tions every node.

In those structures defined as distributive, power and control are
distributed homogeneously, therefore they are more democratic in char-
acter (Hillier y Hanson, 1984; Markus, 1993a). On the other hand, non-
distributive structures concentrate power and control heterogeneously,
giving priority to some spaces over others so as to rank them hierar-
chically. A further central aspect in this Gamma analysis is related to
the degree of access to spaces within a given structure. Accessibility
is considered according to the remoteness of spaces to the outside.
The result has to do with the isolation and difficulty of access of each
space.

As Grahame points out (1995:62), the application of Hillier and
Hanson’s pattern does not consist of a mere translation of designs into
schemes and graphics; on the contrary it is a very delicate job which
involves both the decisions made by the researcher and the statement
of the criteria he used in this process. In our case these decisions imply
the generation of a model which will allow us to make a basic reading
of the plans in order to establish a morphological comparison.

On the other hand, the indices set by Richard Blanton (1994), which
require the application of the Hillier and Hanson pattern, help achieve a
comparison of the different architectural structures to one another, and
can be summed up as follows:

1) Scale index. This consists of counting the number of nodes6 in
the Gamma diagram. If possible, the surface area and number of

Figure 14.3. Schematic Representation of a Non-Distributive Space.

Figure 14.4. Schematic Representation of a Distributive Space.
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inhabitants should be added, in order to get a measure of square
meters per person.

Scale Index = Number of Nodes

2) Integration index. This index is connected to circulation within the
structure and expresses its degree of restraint. It is the result of di-
viding the number of nodes by the amount of doors or passages
in the structure.7 One (1) is the smallest figure possible, because
a room must have at least one connection. The highest restraint,
then, is 1 and it decreases while the integration index increases.
Integration is achieved through creating alternate circuits so that
many potential routes exist between places.

Integration Index = Number of Connections8

Number of Nodes

3) Complexity index. In his model, Blanton refers to functional vari-
ation in the use of space. If the information on activities or spe-
cific functionality is scarce, the author proposes that calculations
should be based on the degree of accessibility or intercommuni-
cation of each node. In this way not only do we know the amount
of connections in the structure but also the degrees of accessi-
bility and the circulation within each node

Complexity Index A: Amount of Connections Among Nodes9

Complexity Index B: Accessibility of Each Node to the Outside
(number of spaces to be crossed)10

In light of these models, a Gamma diagram to which we apply the
scale, integration and complexity indices can be attempted for differ-
ent historic schools in Buenos Aires. The results allow us to make a
qualitative and quantitative comparative analysis among the different
architectural “types”, and see more significant structural and accessibil-
ity changes in these buildings through time.

Schools in Buenos Aires

Having chosen the school building classification model proposed by
the multidisciplinary team of the Municipalidad de Buenos Aires as a
basis for our analysis, I selected a school from each type, and applied
Hillier and Hanson’s Gamma analysis and Blanton’s indices (see Figures
14.5–14.15, and see legend Figure 14.16).



248
ANDRÉS ZARANKIN

Figure 14.5. A Gamma Pattern of a Sarmientist School.

Figure 14.6. A Gamma Pattern of a Close Form School.

A first reading of the Gamma models allows the identification of a
basic structural element common to all schools—a main central space
surrounded by other secondary spaces linked to it—called a “panoptical
shape” here. In the case of the “Sarmientist schools”, however, there
is another predominant shape of spatial structuring: a deep chain of
spaces linked to each other, such that, in order to reach to one of them,
it is necessary to go through others (Figure 14.17).
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Figure 14.7. A Gamma Pattern of a U-Shaped School.

Figure 14.8. A Gamma Pattern of a Adapted Chorizo House School.

A “simple panoptical shape” is found in the “closed form” schools
(Figure 14.18) as well as in the “U shape” schools. These buildings show
this morphology, which will become the basic structure of all schools,
for the first time. The in-depth chains of the “Sarmientist schools” also
reoccur at a smaller scale.

In the later buildings, this panoptical shape was taken as a cen-
tral axis from which a complex system of links radiated, resulting in
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Figure 14.9. A Gamma Pattern of a Waldorph School.

Figure 14.10. A Gamma Pattern of a Nelly Cantilo School.



251
CAPITALIST

ELEMENTARY
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Figure 14.11. A Gamma Pattern of a Internacional Style School.

Figure 14.12. A Gamma Pattern of a Republic School.
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Figure 14.13. A Gamma Pattern of a Nineteen-Sixties School.

Figure 14.14. A Gamma Pattern of a Park School.

Figure 14.15. A Gamma Pattern of a Plan 60 School.
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Figure 14.16. Legend for Gamma Patterns in Figures 5 to 15.

Figure 14.17. The Deep Structure of the Sarmientist School.

Figure 14.18. The Deep Structure of the Closed Plan School.

buildings made of ‘sets’ of panoptical shapes (Figure 14.19). All these
models show how structures branch out as we move through the build-
ing. Thus there are one or two linked spaces from which access and exit
are controlled and they usually constitute the essential structuring space
of the school. They are strategically placed in the building to work as
filters, from which one can control, regulate and watch people’s move-
ments. Classrooms, on the other hand, are placed at the end of these
chains and are only reachable once the filters have been crossed, hence
the tree-shape seen in the plans. Even more can be discerned by em-
ploying the various Blanton indices (Table 14.3).



254
ANDRÉS ZARANKIN

Table 14.3. Blanton Indices by Architectural Tradition

Scale Integration Complexity Complexity
School type index index index A index B

Sarmientist 72 1.13 166 6.2
Closed Form 22 1.04 45 3.2
U Shape 21 1 41 3.6
Adapted Chorizo House 25 1.04 50 4.4
Waldorph 70 1.14 158 6.3
Gelly Cantillo 65 1.06 136 5.1
International Style 35 1 69 5.74
Republic 62 1.04 141 7
Nineteen-Sixties 82 1.06 172 5.1
Park 87 1.13 194 4.2
Plan 60 55 1.09 118 3.6

Figure 14.19. The Deep Structure of the 1960s School.

Scale Index

In general, we find a steadily increasing pattern in the amount of nodes
in school buildings throughout time. Although the “Sarmientist school” is
an exception, because of its high Scale index, the others schools built
in the 19th Century and at the beginning of the 20th Century show an
average of 21 to 25 nodes. In 1920, school buildings had at least two
stories which helped to maximize covered space, even in small lots.
Their scale indices range from 35 to 70 nodes. Finally, schools built
after 1960 are the ones with the highest numbers of nodes, from 55 to
82 nodes. In Figure 14.20, the tendency toward larger school buildings
is evident, while oscillations often represent schools belonging to the
same period.

Integration Index

A common characteristic of all school buildings throughout history has
been the non-distributive condition of spaces. This is shown in the very
low levels of integration indices that range from 1 (the minimum possible
figure) to 1.14. That is to say that in every case the average shows that
most of the spaces have only one door.
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On the other hand, the integration index also shows:

1. Proportionally, there is a concentration of spaces with low con-
nection levels (1, in general),11 demonstrating the non-distributive
condition.

2. This panoptical organization leads to many spaces with few
connections (1 access point per node) and a few spaces with
many connections (10 or more access points per node) (Figure
14.21). Figure 14.22 shows a high number of nodes with low
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Figure 14.20. Comparison of Scale Index between School Types. 1. Sarmientist;
2. Closed Form; 3. U Shape; 4. Adapted Chorizo House; 5. Waldorph; 6. Gelly
Cantilo; 7. International Style; 8. Republic; 9. Park; 10. Nineteen-Sixties; 11. Plan
60.

Figure 14.21. The Panopticon, Non-Distributive Model of School Building.
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Figure 14.22. Connection Analysis: Comparison among all Schools.

connections, a dip in the number of nodes with average connec-
tions, and a slight increase in the numbers of nodes with high con-
nections (10, 12 and even 22). In other words, these results show
that there are many secondary spaces controlled by a few cen-
tral ones. And when compared with Figure 14.21, Figure 14.22
also shows the two central aspects of the spatial organization of
the school building: its panoptical and non-distributive structure.

Complexity Index A

At first sight, it might seem as of there are major differences in the com-
plexity index A (that is, the proportion between nodes and connections)
among different schools. Nevertheless, this index should be interpreted
on a proportional basis in relation with the size of the school building,
that is to say, taking into account the proportion of number of nodes and
the number of connections (the average is 50 connections for every
25 nodes; or rather 100 connections every 50 nodes or 150 connec-
tions every 75 nodes). It is clear, then, that the results do not really vary
in their indices of complexity A.

Index of Complexity B12

This index, that is the relationship between the internal spaces of a
structure and the “outside”, shows some temporal variation. In order



257
CAPITALIST

ELEMENTARY
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

to understand the data it is important to make this comparison while
taking into consideration the size of the building as in Complex Index A.
Figures that might seem relatively low, such as those for the “Closed
Form”, “U Shape” and “Adapted Chorizo House”, are actually high. The
result of the complexity indices of these buildings (from 3.2 to 4.4) and
their reduced size (scale indices around 22), show the high degree of
isolation and confinement of these spaces.

Thus we find a relatively homogeneous pattern of high index figures
(i.e., low accessibility to spaces) for schools built before the 1960s (Fig-
ure 14.23). Then a sustained process of shortening distances between
interior spaces and the outside takes place (i.e., the Plan 60 school is the
one with the lowest index of complexity B: 3.6). This decrease in the dis-
tance between the “outside” and the “inside” can be understood in light
of the fact that in the beginning, schools intended to isolate children
from the rest of society, because that was where “dangerous” ideas and
unacceptable knowledge lay. There was also an emphasis on making
those transitional places separated the space inside the school building
with the space outside more visible. In this way, the headmaster’s office
would generally be at the entrance of the building. In the sixties, “danger-
ous” ideologies seemed to be found “inside” the school space, probably
brought by teachers and students. So then surveillance was reoriented

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

n° of nodes passed to leave the building

qu
an

tit
y 

of
 n

od
es

Sarmientist

Close Form

U Shape

Adapted...

Waldorph

Gelly...

International...

Republic

Nineteen...

Park

Plan 60

Figure 14.23. Accessibility Analysis: Comparison among all Schools.
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toward each and every space within the school and its inhabitants. New
“transparent” schools were built (i.e., the inside of the classrooms were
visible through glass walls) and the headmaster’s office was placed well
inside the building, revealing new organizational criteria.

Conclusion

These results allow us to observe that, even though styles and shapes
might seem different, the structures of the schools basically remain the
same throughout time. Thus, while the indices of integration and com-
plexity A do not vary, the indices of scale and complexity B show some
minor changes through time. The scale index in particular shows an
increase in the number of nodes (or discreet spaces) found in the build-
ings, while the index of complexity B shows a gradual decrease in the
depth and isolation of nodes as related to the outside. As the Gamma
plans show, the simple panoptical shapes become more complex. In
the most recent models, the structure of the building becomes a panop-
tical chain, linked by corridors, halls, yards or staircases.

It could be said that, in general, there have been no structural
changes in the public school buildings throughout time, therefore they
still function as disciplinary institutions. Basically it is only their formal
aspect that has changed in order to look more up to date in an aesthetic
sense. Perhaps only “Plan 60” schools, with their possibilities to modify
space, their projection of continuous visibility, and the reorientation of
their focus of surveillance, that initiated a new trend more connected
with the new requests of the system.

Some Ideas about the Public School in Argentina
in a Post-Industrial Society

From the mid 20th Century there is a gradual process of emergence
and growth of a new ‘marginal’ social figure, existing outside the system
(Forrester, 1996, 2000). These are individuals that even in the “best
situation” they cannot expect to be exploited by the system. From its
ranks come the most radical and harmful resistance movements to
capitalism—for example the landless movement (Movimiento de los Sin
Tierra) in Brazil-. In opposition to other social groups within system,
these groups have no future, nothing to lose, not even their putative
freedom, thus they can confront power more effectively. In this way, re-
senting and in opposition to a system that excludes and ignores them,
they create their own cultural values.

What is the way to disciplining those groups of people which grow
far from the institution (such schools and families, or factories, hos-
pitals and justice), designed by power to manage the mental tools
that facilitate the later control of them? Otherwise, the only devices
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that the power structure has to face them are jails, physical repres-
sion and the hope that their own lack of organization will lead to self-
destruction.

Education, once used as a mechanism social promotion, has now
lost its power. To invest time, money and effort in training does not
guarantee unemployment or success. In fact, education is now seen as
generating anti-economic expenses.

Education is no longer thought of as an automatic public good, to be funded
without question from the public purse. (Beare 1998:18)

Nowadays in Argentina (as well as in many other countries) there
exists a short-circuit between the needs of the system, the interests of
the market, and the public educational training of individuals. This has
led to a crisis in the educational system. The difficulty of achieving the
goal of “training individuals who will be useful for society” —in fact, for
the needs of the capitalist system—has led school into to a deep crisis.
As Charlot (1976) points out, it is particularly in these times of crisis and
social chaos that society worries about the kind of education given to
the young.

It is necessary to consider that the productive unit of the post-
industrial society, according to Deleuze, 1990)—the enterprise, does
not require more people to repeat the same operations in a silent,
mechanical, monotonous and standard way. The modern enterprise
needs trained workers, who can be flexible, active and competitive.
They have to be able to deal with different matters in specific ways. This
is why many enterprises choose to train their own workers themselves.
At present, working for an enterprise is not enough, it is necessary to
believe in it and to feel that one, as an individual, has an important role
in its development. To do so, new disciplinable devices that use emo-
tions as the main method of persuasion are being created. For example,
there are many places where employees are referred to as “associates”,
or they may even be called by their first names.

We can relate to the inability of public schools to adapt to this idea
that, unlike the other establishments that constitute our society, it has
been ruled by conservative ideas which help the same original princi-
ples prevail (Townsend, 1998). Thus, over a century after their consoli-
dation, we can see that the same buildings, the same class organization
(1 professor to 20 or 30 students), the same classrooms, the same cur-
ricula are still being used. In the Argentine case, the speed at which
public schools changed was quick not enough to supply the new type
of worker needed by the system (Figure 14.24). Private schools have
therefore slowly begun to occupy this vacant space, creating a new
kind of school (Zarankin, 2002).

If we consider what has happened in “developed” countries, we find
public primary schools have changed radically in the last few years,
both in their organization and material structure (Townsend 1998). How-
ever, in the case of Buenos Aires, unlike what could be expected of this
new postindustrial reality, public schools only intensify the usage of the
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Figure 14.24. Relationship between Societal Orientation and Pedagogical
System.

disciplinary model’s criteria. The origin of the public school as an institu-
tion created within the frame of a disciplined and normalized organiza-
tion of childhood reveals its inability to adapt to the new requirements
of the system.

I have visited many public schools, both in my country and in Latin America,
and I have a feeling that, there, the 19th Century is not over yet. (Cangiano
2000)

It is possible to wonder, then, what kind of school will need a sys-
tem in a society where only a few will have the chance to enter the
productive sector and where most will became members of a new so-
cial group that exists outside the system (Forrester 1996). Perhaps they
want a school with “eyes” and surveillance mechanisms that inculcates
norms for living while watching and controlling it, or perhaps a school
that transmits a false optimism about the future, or a school that, instead
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of training a working class, becomes a temporary storehouse, for lock
up the children during the day.13 Perhaps elementary public schools
in Argentina only continue existing thanks to the legitimacy inherited
from their functionality in the past and a belief in the positive effects of
education.
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Notes

1A synthesis of the speeches and policies of childhood in Argentina can be found in Carli
(1999).

2For a history of school buildings in Argentina, please consult the work of Architect Gus-
tavo Brandariz (1984, 1987, 1997, 1998).

3In 1991, an interdisciplinary team completed two reports (DIE, 1991a and 1991b) about
school buildings in the Federal Capital. These studies are extremely important because
they provided a level of detail and a quantity of information that had not been available
previously. As such, these reports constitute the basis from which I organize the present
cases under analysis.

4The construction of dining rooms in schools begins at this point too.

5Only 3 schools were built following this system. Morever, as they do not follow explicit
models, but employ prefabricated materials, these buildings will not be analysed in this
paper.

6The number of nodes implies the number of circumscribed physical spaces defined
within an architectural structure. In contrast to Blanton (1994:52), outside spaces are
not considered nodes here.

7In the present case, due to the examples used, it is useful for us to divide the number
of connections by the number of nodes.

8In this case, it comes from the addition of each connection.
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9The “number of connections between nodes” comes from the addition of the of “amount
of connections”.

10The work was done with the averages of the addition of the column “outside distance”
and its division by the number of nodes.

11This means that a space has only one link (or door).

12This is the average number of spaces that have to be passed through in order to leave
the building.

13How else could one explain that the last Argentine government made education oblig-
atory yet reduced its budget?

14The typology mention 353 buildings. Our chart include only 350 because the PRENOVA
buildings were not analized.
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Enlightened Discourses,
Representations, and Social
Practices in the Spanish
Settlement of Floridablanca,
Patagonia 18th Century

Maria Ximena Senatore

Enlightenment Discourses and the Spanish Project
in Patagonia

The following question, posed by Roger Chartier, is an excellent start-
ing point from which to begin a discussion of the motivations behind
the Patagonian project, within the predominant ideological framework
in force during its elaboration. It is in this context that we can detect the
ideas of Enlightenment and the basis for modern society at work.

Is it certain that Enlightenment must be characterized exclusively or principally
as a corpus of self-contained transparent ideas, or a set of clear and distinct
propositions? Should not the century’s novelty be read elsewhere, in multiple
practices guided by an interest in utility and a service that aimed at the man-
agement of spaces and populations and whose mechanism (intellectual or
institutional) imposed a profound reorganization of the systems of perception
an of the order of the social world? (Chartier, 1991: 17).
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The Spanish Crown embarked on the incorporation of Southern
Patagonian territories in the late 18th century. In order to achieve this,
the Ministers of Charles the Third’s court designed a plan of establish-
ing settlements in different places along the southern Atlantic coast. In
essence, this project may be considered an attempt to create Impe-
rial reference points in spaces where there were none. One of our first
questions concerns whether Patagonian settlements were organized ac-
cording to social models already in use or whether they represented a
trial for new models belonging to the particular body of ideas inherent
to the Spanish Enlightenment, to which Charles the Third’s Ministers
adhered.

It is important to state that Spanish colonization projects were com-
mon in the 18th century (see Navarro, 1994). The one paradigmatic case
within the Iberian Peninsula was the Sierra Morena colonization. Ac-
cording to historians, this project shows “that Spanish reformers, having
looked at their society, knew what was wrong and what was needed”
(Lynch, 1989: 213–214). The Sierra Morena case has many similarities
to the Patagonian settlements in the late 18th century (Porro, 1995). In
1767, one of Charles the Third’s Ministers outlined a plan meant to es-
tablish colonies in the empty regions of southern Spain, where German
and Flemish catholic immigrants were taken in order to promote agricul-
ture and industry (see Capel, 1970). It has been said that “Sierra Morena
was more than a colony- that it worked as a model or social experiment,
meant to demonstrate that agrarian problems could be solved by apply-
ing an enlightened program untrammeled of the Spanish past and free
of latifundia, entail, and mortmain” (Lynch, 1989: 213–214).

Most historical research on the reformation projects found in En-
lightenment Spain of the 18th century, has focused on the ideas of the
learned men who were close to Charles the Third’s court and on their dis-
course of Spanish Enlightenment (see Anes, 1969, 1982; Argemı́, 1988;
Elorza, 1970; Herr, 1964, Mestre, 1993; Palacio, 1964; Rodrı́guez, 1975;
Sarrailh, 1954; among others). This paper seeks to explore how this the-
oretical discourse relates to the practical aspects that arise when such
projects are put into practice through the lens of one particular case on
the Patagonian coast.

The aim of this paper is to discuss the social order of the Patagonia
Project and its implicit social tensions by using both material culture
and documentary evidence. There is a variety of interesting approaches
to the combined analysis of written and material evidence (see Funari
et al., 1999). In Morris’ (1997: 8–9) words, “both categories of evidence
are generated by actors manipulating shared but contested cultural
expectations in the process of living their lives. Words and things are re-
sponses to situations created by events beyond our control, but are also
inventions aimed to shape the flow of events in ways which, we hope,
will suit us”. On the other hand we understand that “both archaeology
and documentary evidence can be used as a form of discourse”
(Johnson, 1996: 113). As Funari et al. (1999: 9) state, “verbal and artifac-
tual discourses intersect with one another in diverse ways, and the de-
velopment of techniques for addressing their interrelationships remains
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a fundamental methodological question binding together the field of
historical archaeology”. Following Hall (2000: 15), a better understand-
ing of events in the past was sought by fitting propositions against docu-
ments, artifact assemblages, and other sources of evidence, by looking
at what these sources reveal about eachother, and by modifying theo-
retical propositions during our research.

In colonial situations, it is common “to construct new spatial forms
with the preconceived intention either of introducing or reinforcing a
new set of behaviors to a colonized area” (Delle 1999b: 107); or at
least “as a means of preserving colonists and their cultural values and
to encourage economic growth” (Blades, 1986: 259). Patagonian settle-
ments were built on a tabula rasa: that is to say there was no previous
European settlement in these lands. Thus we start from the idea that
built space worked as a starting frame of reference for the development
of settlers’ everyday practices and that such a space would be acting
as the representation of the ideas underlying the Spanish project. It is
our purpose to evaluate the context in which these practices were pro-
duced and the relation between these practices and the enlightened
discourses.

Patagonia

The Southern Atlantic coast had been visited by vessels from different
countries since the 15th century. Concerned by this situation, in 1580,
the Spanish Crown developed a plan to settle two colonies in the coast
of the Magellan Straits (Figure 15.1). This plan ultimately failed (Braun
Menéndez, 1950; Saravia, 1988), thus until the 18th century, there were
no permanent European settlements in Patagonia and the only inhabi-
tants of those lands were indigenous groups with mobile hunter-gatherer
economies.

In the 18th century, the design and careful planning of the Spanish
project involved different levels of projection such as the integration of a
geo-strategic mission and the economic use of settlements in the mid-
dle to long term. Overall, the plan consisted of establishing permanent
settlements in specified places on the coast. From an economic point
of view these settlements had three central goals: to support the ex-
ploitation of maritime resources that the Crown was planning to supply
salt to the Rio de la Plata, and, according to some authors, to become
ports that served the colonial trade system. The geo-strategic mission
was to establish the physical presence of Spain in these southern terri-
tories, thus ensuring Spanish sovereignty in the region.

A close exploration and inspection of the Southern Atlantic coast oc-
curred during the opening stage of the settlement project. These trips
provided abundant information to facilitate the selection of the locations
for the new settlements, such as sheltered natural ports which offered
the best living conditions. The design for this plan considered the cre-
ation of two main settlements “Población de Nuestra Señora del Carmen
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Figure 15.1. Spanish Settlements in Patagonian Coast.

del Rı́o Negro” and “Nueva Población y Fuerte de Floridablanca”, and two
other subsidiary ones (Gorla, 1984) (Figure 15.1).

In the Floridablanca case, the concepts of agriculture and family
were the centre of the discourse for each new colony. According to
contemporary hierarchies of the possible economic activities for the
Patagonian coast (such as fishing, maritime resources, orsalt extraction),
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agriculture was selected as the main means of support for new popula-
tions. An attempt was made to guarantee agricultural development
through building a society of principally farming families tied to the land.
Households were seen as the essential unit of society and the basic el-
ements needed for their maintenance was determined by the Spanish
Crown (i.e., lodging, food, health, land, seeds, and production means).
Nevertheless, when these key elements are examined closely, discord
is evident between the theoretical discourse and resulting practices.

People

The recruitment of settlers was also organized and supervised by the
Spanish Crown (Apolant, 1970; Porro, 1995). The Ministers who de-
signed the project determined a priori the profile of the settlements to be
established in the region. The Real Orden of 1778 expressed the inten-
tion of sending poor Spanish farming families who would develop per-
manent bonds with the land (Ramos 1984). A recruiting campaign was
thus implemented in the northern Spanish provinces (Galicia, Asturias
and Castilla-Leon). Posters promised lodging, tools, land ownership,
seeds, and a daily food ration. Interested families signed an agree-
ment such that they were sent to Rio de la Plata, where the Viceroyalty
would determine which Patagonian settlement they would be sent to.
Conditions stated in the agreement included ‘subjection to destination’,
that is, settler families were not allowed to abandon the settlement by
their own will, rather only by permission of the local authorities (Porro,
1995).

Even though Spanish families formed the main component of the
settlement population, other social groups were present as well. Ar-
chaeologists can make use of written documents in more than one way,
for instance by studying the structure of documents rather than by us-
ing them as a source of information (Johnson, 1996: 97). Documents
clearly classify the people living in San Julian colony into six different
groups, each with different rights and duties assigned to them by the
Spanish Crown. These groups were: local representatives and officers
of the Crown, troops, craftsmen, settlers, convicts, and crew members
of the King’s brigantines. The organization of each group is expressed
in lists ordered hierarchically from the most important to the least im-
portant member. Settlers were listed as families. Each familial unit is
registered under the name of the male settler or head of the family, fol-
lowed by his wife and his children, including specifying whether the
latter are under eight years of age (“párvulos”). These written lists may
be understood as a representation of Floridablanca social structure. By
means of expressing categories and subcategories, and the hierarchies
between and within them, the lists both represent and reproduce the
social order.

According to the information found in archives about the number of
people in each group, farming settlers constituted largest group within
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Figure 15.2. The Floridablanca Population, Composition of Social Groups,
October 1781.

the settlement population. During the first year after the colony was
established, there was a 20% mortality rate which affected all groups
(Senatore and Insiarte, 2000), and as such, the composition of the pop-
ulation structure did not change, as demonstrated by Figure 15.2.

Analysis of documents and published data (Apolant, 1970; Porro,
1995) enables us to determine the composition and evolution of the
Floridablanca population throughout its existence. In San Julian, for ex-
ample, settler families came from thirteen villages in the Zamora, Leon,
Valencia and Valladolid regions of central Spain (i.e., Castilla-León). Such
homogeneity in settler origins enables us to homogeneity in terms of
settler origins, which enables us to infer a certain regularity in every-
day practices previous to their arrival in Patagonia. Moreover, when
examining further the composition of families sent to Floridablanca,
we find that many were related such that communities were in some
sense extended families. These ties may have influenced the system
of social relationships inside the settlement, reinforcing bonds of sol-
idarity among families and even influencing the reorganization of the
settlement after the significant mortality rate experienced during the first
year.

A further group was formed by Crown officers- such as the Super-
intendent Don Antonio Viedma who headed the colony-, accountants,
surgeons, priests, and other officers whose duties and pay were closely
regulated. Troops from Infantry and Artillery Regiments of Buenos
Aires were stationed in Floridablanca, and regulation of their duties,
rights, activities, release conditions, and pay differed from those of the
groups previously mentioned in relation to the regiments they belonged
to.

Craftsmen constituted yet another group, appearing in the docu-
ments under the name of “Maestranza” (workers), and including masons,
carpenters, blacksmiths, barrel makers, lantern makers, caulkers and
laborers, among others. Living conditions established by the Spanish
Crown for this particular group also differed from those established for
the farmers. Interestingly, only men are found in this group. Most of them
received monthly pay that varied according to their work, and some
were given a daily food ration as well. Tools belonged to the craftsmen
themselves and were not supplied by the Crown. Workers’ mobility was
higher than that of the farmers since their presence in Floridablanca
was closely related to how much their work was needed. In addition,
the crew of the Brigantine San Francisco de Paula, stationed in the San
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Julián port, was also recorded as part of the population. Last of all, the
documents mention a group of convicts and exiles send by the Rio de
la Plata Viceroyalty to serve out their prison terms.

This document analysis demonstrates that Spanish farmer families
were the principle and most homogeneous component of the Florid-
ablanca population. They were also the most stable population in the
settlement, whereas the members of other minority groups sent from
the Viceroyalty (i.e., officers, troops, workers, convicts and exiles) lived
there on a temporary basis only as their stay was tied to their job or
positions.

Space

When analyzing built space in Floridablanca, the decisions made in
the building and organization of domestic spaces were given particular
weight because architecture is a technology of power (Foucault, 1976),
while it helps fix the social order by establishing a certain spatial order
(Grahame, 1995: 55). Our analysis of space involves the study of two
lines of evidence: archaeological and documentary. Both are forms of
discourse (Johnson 1996: 113). In the Patagonian case, built space in
Floridablanca forms part of the Enlightenment discourse which served
as the basis for the settlement endeavor.

In Patagonia, as far as the space-occupation model is concerned,
the populating process emphasized concentrating populations devoted
to agriculture into small villages, surrounded by cultivated land. If we
consider that the only means of communication settlers had was by
sea, the choice of the location for Floridablanca—10 km away from the
coast—suggests that fresh water availability prevailed over a strategic
location on the coastline in the decision-making process. There is still
more evidence that the agricultural character of the settlement also en-
tered in to this process, even though a location on the coastline would
have meant more comfort and less isolation for the settlers.

The only existing historical design of the San Julian settlement is
of a fortification and dates to the time of the establishment of the set-
tlement in January 1781 (Figure 15.3). Because of the subject of this
image, writers of historical narratives often mistake the character of this
settlement to be defensive. According to the reports sent to the Rio de la
Plata Viceroyalty, the fort sheltered the entire population during the first
year until the village expansion was completed (Viedma, [1783] 1980).
The fort was both 50m long and wide, made of wood, and surrounded
by a moat. It was square, with a central open space surrounded by
four barracks, two of which were meant to lodge settler families and an-
other two to lodge the other members of the population (officers, troops,
workers and convicts). The only kitchen was located in the middle of
the central space. Bastions were devoted to specific functions com-
mon to all the population (hospitals and warehouses). Other productive
spaces were located outside the fort (blacksmith’s forge, bakery).
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Figure 15.3. Historical Plan of the San Julián Settlement ‘Nueva Población
y Fuerte de Floridablanca’, 28th January 1781: 1. Bastion and Tools Ware-
house; 2. Accountant’s Room; 3. Surgeon’s Room; 4. Priest’s Room; 5. Chapel;
6. Priest’s Room; 7. Superintendent’s House; 8. Superintendent Servants’ Room;
9. Warehouse Warden’s Room; 10. Bastion and Food Warehouse; 11. Bastion
and Hospital; 12. Bleeders’ Room; 13. Artillery-troop Room; 14. Worker’s House;
15. Convicts’ Barrack; 16. Troop Barrack; 17. and 18. Troop-officers’ Rooms; 19.
Bastion and Food Warehouse; 20. Kitchen; 21. Blacksmith’s Forge; 22. Bakery;
23. Settler Family Rooms.

Interestingly, the lateral barracks devoted to Spanish farmers showed
a marked homogeneity—all the rooms were similar in shape and size-
whereas the barracks at the entrance and the back had a greater social
and functional heterogeneity.

The village enlargement was financed by the Crown and supervised
by Crown officers in San Julián and built by workers hired for that ex-
press purpose. During 1781, a hospital, a blacksmith’s forge, a bakery,
and nine houses for permanent settlers were built. From then on, living
quarters for all Spanish settler families were located outside the fort. Two
years later, and a few months before the abandonment of the colony,
a new series of houses for the families was built opposite the previous
one, thus closing the central square space. Archaeology shows that
these houses remained unfinished.

As soon as the first stage of the village enlargement was finished,
a report was sent from San Julián to the Rio de la Plata in which the
state of the colony and the projects for new buildings are described.
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In this report, spaces are described according to the use given to them,
and in some cases, their size and construction materials. An interest-
ing aspect of this report is that each group was attached to a specific
living space. The typical cultural strategy of dominant actors and insti-
tutions is not so much to establish uniformity as it is to organize differ-
ence (Sewell, 1999:56). It is from this point on that we can start inter-
preting the social order at work in Floridablanca, as suggested by the
documents.

In general terms, some characteristics of the initial organization and
orientation were kept when the built area was enlarged, for instance the
quadrangular disposition around a central space or plaza remained. On
the other hand, changes were implemented in the number and location
of entrances to this central area which had a subsequent influence on
the entrance to and circulation within the settlement.

To begin, the shape and function of the lateral quarters of the fort
were kept. Settler family houses were built along the two lateral wings
of the plaza in parallel streets. The general homogeneity of living spaces
for Spanish settlers was maintained, as well as the way into the central
area. The description of houses enables us to deepen into some as-
pects related to settlers’ living space.

By integrating documentary and archaeological information we can
acquire some knowledge of daily life within living spaces and the differ-
ent practices associated with them. Our archaeological approaches to
the site resulted in the drawing of a plan of the San Julián settlement in
which the location of the different buildings outside the fort is shown for
the first time (Senatore, 2001, Senatore et al., 2001). Geophysical sur-
veys are also provided (see Buscaglia, 2001, Buscaglia et al., 2001). In
order to interpret the archaeological plan (Figure 15.4), spaces devoted
to specific functions such as living, production and socialization were
considered, as well as the location of public and private spaces and
limitations to the access different groups or individuals had to specific
spaces.

When focusing our analysis on living spaces, we can say that so-
cial space in Floridablanca was mainly structured on two components:
Spanish settler families, and others (i.e., officers, troops, workers, and
convicts). According to the information available, the fort -apart from its
functional heterogeneity (church, warehouse, and lodging)—was a so-
cially diversified space. It lodged officers, troops, workers and convicts
that, however, shared two characteristics: they were all single men and
they were in Floridablanca on a temporary basis. According to the his-
torical plan, private space differed for each one of the social groups (i.e.,
individual private space in the case of officers or shared space in the
case of troops or convicts). The kitchen was common to all, which pos-
sibly needed a certain level of organization to accommodate so many
different groups.

The description of settler family houses enables us to deepen our
understanding of their living space. As mentioned before, this group
was formed by families residing in Floridablanca on a permanent basis.
The living spaces provided by the Crown for them were identical in size
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Figure 15.4. Archaeological Blueprint of the Floridablanca site, San Julián Bay,
Santa Cruz Province.

and design for all settlers both inside and outside the fort. Every house
was approximately 30m square and consisted of a room, a kitchen and a
roofed yard. Archaeology shows that internal divisions were established
at the time the houses were built. This is to say that an ‘average’ house
was determined for each family with predetermined spaces for sleeping,
eating, and storage. Private space was pre-established for a domestic
unit since no differentiated spaces existed for individual members of the
family.

Settler family houses were made of durable materials, such as clay-
bricks for the walls and tiles for the roof, which may reflect part of their
obligation to stay permanently in the settlement. In contrast, the mate-
rial used for the fort was principally wood, less permanent, which may,
in turn, be a product of the temporary commitment of the groups occu-
pying this space (see Table 15.1).

The analysis presented suggests that social organization in Florid-
ablanca was structured on the basis of two population groups: Spanish
settler families and others. Differentiation was marked by the compo-
sition of each group (families versus single men), the length of time
they were supposed to stay in the place (permanent versus tempo-
rary settlers), and differentiated living conditions. Those of the set-
tler families, involving greater privacy and freedom for the organiza-
tion of daily life. Moreover, absolute homogeneity in the design and
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Table 15.1. Comparison of Farming and Non-Farming Structures

Farmer families Others

Condition Permanent Temporary
Function Agriculture Diverse
Composition Families Single men
Housing Space Identical houses with Individual or group shared

differentiated space to cook, inside the fort
sleep and store

Building Materials Greater durability: clay bricks and tiles Less lasting: wood

size of all houses suggests that the Crown determined an initial equality
in the conditions of each settler family. They also shared the same legal
and juridical rights and duties, as was shown in the contracts signed
in Spain when formalizing the terms of the settlement agreement. Our
analysis reinforces the idea that from the beginning, all the families in
this group were hired under presumably egalitarian conditions.

Discourses and Social Practices: Family, House,
and Land

A first interpretation of the organization of domestic living spaces may
reflect a predetermined social order within which each settler family is
concurrently a reproductive and productive unit isolated within discrete
spatial units. But the meaning of any spatial order is not intrinsic, and
must be invoked through practice (Moore, 1986: 6). Everyday practices
demonstrate that there was no direct equivalence of family, domestic
living space and productive unit.

To begin, each house was built to be occupied by one family, though
at times, two families shared them. In spite of the fact that several official
documents express the need of building one house for each family,
during most of the settlement’s existence, one house often lodged more
than one family. Moreover, when a male settler (husband/father) died, his
widow and children were forced to abandon the settlement since the
family unit had become of no use to the development of the colony.
Each unit was, therefore, considered productive only if headed by a
man and as such there is no equivalence between the idea of the ‘entire
family’ and that of a productive unit.

From the analysis of everyday practices in Floridablanca, we can
see, quoting Moore (1986: 9), “that the danger of suggesting that the or-
ganization of space simply reflects social order or socioeconomic con-
ditions is avoided by showing that what is reflected is a representation
of the unity of the individual family rather than its real unity.” Exploration
of the meaning of these representations leads us to consider space as a
kind of discourse. The discordance between practices and discourses
leads us to return to the question posed by Chartier quoted at the be-
ginning.
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Society

In general terms, when we think of Enlightenment, we agree with Munck
(2000: 26) that, although rural society is not the obvious place to start
looking for signs of social and cultural innovation, despite intensive re-
search in recent years, there is very little agreement about what early
European popular culture really was. Therefore, the Floridablanca set-
tlement enables us to propose some new questions about Spanish
Enlightenment considering social order from the link between discourse
and social practices.

In the Patagonian case, we stress certain ideas which are at the root
of the discourse on settlement. One is the central importance given to
agriculture, and that families were fundamental to achieving agricultural
development. The family, however, “was not only the fundamental eco-
nomic unit of society; it also provided the basis for political and social
order. It is well-known that in this period the family served as a metaphor
for the state; in conventional political thought the king was the father to
his people, the father king is the household” (Amussen, 1988: 1, see
also Johnson, 1996).

In the new colonies, households seemed to become the essential
unit of society and basic conditions for its reproduction were ensured
(i.e., lodging, food, health, land, seeds and production means). Never-
theless, when these key units are examined in detail, discordance be-
tween discourse and practices is evident. Discourse refers to a family
as a reproductive and a productive unit, isolated in space as a domestic
unit, but in practice this unit did not function as such.

In Floridablanca, domestic space was family space, based on the
patriarchal idea that the man-husband-father is an essential component.
When the pater familias died, his widow and children were sent to the
Rio de la Plata since they were considered “useless for the colony”, that
is to say that the family worked as a productive unit only if the man
was present. Thus, gender relationships were built on this patriarchal
structure bearing a strong hierarchy.

From a material point of view, egalitarian conditions were estab-
lished for all families from the start, though it remains to be seen whether
these conditions ever became permanent. It is thus necessary to eval-
uate the development of differentiation later or—for instance in the reg-
ulation of production.

Moreover, gender relations in other settlements may differ from
those found in San Julián where widows were considered useless for
agricultural labor (Table 15.2). In Carmen de Rı́o Negro, women appear
in lists of volumes produced by each settler, such that here, the produc-
tive unit did not depend on the presence of a man and that in the Rı́o
Negro settlement, the productive unit and the family was considered
more equivalent.

Land distribution and the regulation of production are key to under-
standing the projection of social development in Patagonian settlements
in order to be able to link these practices in local contexts, belonging to
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Table 15.2. Gender Roles at Floridablanca and Rio Negro

Floridablanca Rio Negro

Head of the family Only the man Man or widow
Head of the productive unit Only the man Man or widow
Man Necessary Not necessary
Woman Cannot stay at the colony
without a man Useless or dangerous? Useful

Table 15.3. Discourses vs. Practices at Floridablanca
and Rio Negro

Floridablanca Rio Negro

Discourses Family = house = land Family = house = land
Practices Discord: Concordance:

Reproductive unit �=a Productive unit Reproductive unit = Productive unit
�= Domestic space �= Domestic space

a is not equal to

marginal sectors of Spanish expansion in America, to global socioeco-
nomic trends present in the late 18th century. Differentiation between
the structuring of gender relations within the domestic unit and that of
the productive unit may very well be showing important social tensions
at a smaller scale (Table 15.3).

In other words, in spite of the imposition of one Enlightenment un-
derstanding of social order on new colonies, each Patagonian settle-
ment shows different ways of organizing social relationships involving
gender and production. Some questions arise from this difference with
regard to the social project according to which both settlements were
established.

Conclusion

The interpretative potential offered by relating global and local scales
(Orser, 1996) forces us to consider here larger social, economic, ideo-
logical and political changes characteristic of the late 18th century. The
Patagonian project arises from the ideas of Spanish Enlightenment men
and, as such, evaluating their discourse is central to our research. In gen-
eral terms, when we think of Enlightenment, we follow Chartier (1991:
18) in that:

To think of the Enlightenment as a web of practices without discourse (or at
least without those varieties of discourse traditionally and spontaneously de-
fined as ‘enlightened’) is to give oneself a way to postulate distances and even
contradictions between ideological declarations and the ‘formality of practice’.

The idea of family as a key unit in the social order was empha-
sized in the Patagonian case. In Enlightenment discourse, the family is
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conceived of as both a productive and reproductive unit, involving the
organization of social relationships and agricultural production. The built
space in Floridablanca is interpreted here representing this discourse in-
sofar as domestic space represents the family as a single unit. Domestic
space also captures the equalitarian premises under which the fami-
lies were sent to the settlement. Even so, I argue here that there is no
automatic equivalence of the concepts of family, domestic space, pro-
ductive unit, and reproductive unit in the Floridablanca society. Space
represents predefined social order, but not the real one. This real order
is invoked as a result of everyday practices which—in the case under
study—show internal tensions.

The relationship between Enlightenment discourse and everyday
practices in other Patagonian settlements shows further tensions within
that order. In the Rio Negro case, family is equivalent to the idea of
both productive and reproductive units and is represented materially
in the domestic space. So closely structured productive and gender
relationships differ from those described for the Floridablanca case.

Within the frame of these discords and as a way to start discussion
on their meaning, we understand the Patagonian project as one exam-
ple of cultural conditions of the Spanish 18th century. As such, Enlight-
enment projects may have “resided not in any harmony that supposedly
united acts and the ideology governing them, but in the discordances
that existed between the (moreover competing) discourses that in repre-
senting the social world proposed its reorganization and the (moreover
discontinuous) practices that, as they were put into effect, created new
differentiation and new divisions” (Chartier, 1991:18).

We believe that fragmentation and integration may be an interesting
avenue towards the understanding of modern society. The fragmenta-
tion of this society implies—particularly in this case—accepting that there
are innumerable ways of structuring modernity in different times and
spaces. Understanding modernity, then, involves learning the diversity
of dynamics within these processes in their different versions, starting
from the multiplicity of practices but bearing in mind that the meanings
of those social practices are different if in different contexts.
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Gorla, C., 1984, Los establecimientos españoles en la Patagonia: estudio institucional.

Escuela de Estudios Hispanoamericanos de Sevilla, Consejo Superior de Investiga-
ciones Cientı́ficas, Sevilla.

Grahame, M., 1995, The Houses of Pompeii: Space and Social Interaction. Ph. D. disser-
tation, University of Southampton.

Hall, M., 1992, Small Things and the Mobile, Conflictual Fusion of Power, Fear and Desire.
In The Art and Mystery of Historical Archaeology: Essays in Honor of James Deetz,
edited by A. Yentsch and M. Beaudry, pp. 373–399. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

1999, Subaltern Voices? Finding the Spaces between Things and Words. In Historical
Archaeology: Back from the Edge, edited by P. Funari, S. Jones and M. Hall, pp. 193–
202. Routledge, London.

2000, Archaeology and the Modern World: Colonial Transcripts in South Africa and the
Chesapeake. Routledge, London.

Herr, R., 1964, España y la revolución del siglo XVIII. Aguilar, Madrid.
Hodder, I., Shanks, M., Alexandri, A., Buchli, V., Carman, J., Lastand, J. and Lucas, G., ed-

itors, 1995, Interpreting Archaeology; Finding Meaning in the Past. Routledge London.
Johnson, M., 1996, An Archaeology of Capitalism. Blackwell, Oxford.
Leone, M., and P. Potter., editors, 1988, The Recovery of Meaning: Historical Archaeology

in the Eastern United Stated. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington D.C.
Little, B., 1992, Text-Aided Archaeology. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

1994, People with History: An Update on Historical Archaeology in United States. Journal
of Archaeological Method and Theory 1(1): 5–40.

Lynch, J., 1989, Bourbon Spain 1700–1808. Basil Blackwell, Cambridge, MA.
Mestre Sachı́s, A., 1993, La Ilustración. Editorial Sı́ntesis, Madrid.
Moore, H., 1986, Space, Text and Gender. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Morris, I., 1997, Archaeology as Cultural History. Archaeological Review of Cambridge

14(1):3–16.
Mukerji, C., 1983, Patterns of Modern Materialism. From Graven Images, pp. 1–29.

Columbia University Press, New York.
Munck, T., 2000, The Enlightenment: A Comparative Social History 1721–1794. Arnold

Publishers, London.
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16
Stylistic Units
in Prehistoric Art Research
Archeofacts or Realities?

André Prous

Introduction

When modern Western thinking divided knowledge into several strictly
separated areas by the 18th century, the idea then appeared that ‘art’
constituted its own category that Kant characterized as ‘its own finality’.
Actually, the concept of art does not exist in most cultures. Even in Latin,
ars, artis means technological skill (of the craftsman—artisan, artesão,
artesano in neo-Latin languages) as well the capacity to create a lovely
thing (proper of our artist).

And while Plato wrote about Beauty, he did not create an aesthetic.
The very word ‘art’, thus, when applied to a different cultural context, is
an ethnocentric and problematic one. Can we truly study prehistoric pro-
ductions like ‘Rock Art’ according to our own mental categories without
speaking exclusively about ourselves?

There are two main groups among the many Western scholars that
have studied artistic phenomena from the beginning of the 20th Cen-
tury. In the first, we find mostly artists and aestheticians that study
non-Western objects from an aesthetic point of view, as if there were
universal categories; in the second, we find some archaeologists and
ethnologists mainly from the second half the 19th Century who have
tried to discover ethnic realities. But even the concept of ethnicity was
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created as a political instrument in Western culture, during the 19th Cen-
tury.

Archaeologists that have studied prehistoric art have worked in
three main directions:

1. Archaeometric studies that try to date objects, identify techniques
of elaboration, and raw materials, etc.

2. Attempts to explore the significance of artifacts or iconography
to their producers.

3. Studies that delve into implicit information (ethnic, sociological,
aesthetic, economic, perceptions of reality) about the producers
captured in their so-called ‘artistic’ production. Prehistoric people
were, putatively, not always conscious of this type of information.

In this paper, only this last orientation will figure and the attempt to
identify ethnic, social or gender groups. Concepts like ‘style’, ‘tradition’
(and, in Brazil, ‘variety’ or ‘facies’) are generally used to characterize the
production of these alleged populations.

In this way it is important to know if these categories express objec-
tive realities, or if they are only a statement of our ethnocentrism. Are
Rock Art descriptive units archaeofacts, or realities?

To discuss this point further, the objectives of each different archae-
ologist when they proposed stylistic units is pivotal. One must also test
the validity of these categories within Western historical art. The util-
ity and limitations of ethnographic examples to archaeologists will be
demonstrated through concrete examples.

Research on Prehistoric Art: A Short History

The First Steps

Since the 16th Century, ‘tourist’ guides have mentioned the painting of
Niaux cave in France. Obviously, these did not consider the prehistoric
age (as this concept did not exist yet), but people imagined the paintings
had been made by peasants that did not know how to paint (accord-
ing to the naturalistic manner of Renaissance period, of course). The
paintings were, thus, objects of curiosity but not of investigation or of
aesthetic pleasure.

The first scientific interest arose in Europe during the late 19th Cen-
tury, when engraved bones were found at Paleolithic levels. People was
amazed by the fact that prehistoric Man should have time enough to
waste on artistic productions; early Man, and even the so called ‘primi-
tive’ living populations, were seen as poor people that had to cope with
a world too difficult to allow high intellectual activities. In any case, the
first scholars did not think that prehistoric art needed to be studied: they
interpreted it as a purely aesthetic statement, in conformity with the Neo-
classical or Parnassian ideas about art.
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The Comparativist and Evolutionist Periods:
Magic and Hunting

In the beginning of the 20th Century, concurrent with a worldwide ex-
pansion of ethnological research, prehistorians remained evolutionists
and thought that the behavior of modern ‘primitives’ should explain how
past societies belonged to the same ‘evolutionary stage’. The time of
analogy had arrived. Some aboriginal populations were said to paint
animals before they hunted them to catch their souls—and later, their
body—in a ‘sympathetic’, magical way. Scholars like H. Breuil pointed to
the frequency of animals in the recently-discovered rock art of Franco-
Cantabrian Caves as evidence that they depicted hunting scenes. Linear
geometric figures were considered representations of weapons while
circular ones were seen as representations of wounds. Every animal
with a round belly represented a pregnant female, portrayed to ensure
propagation of game. These explanations were applied to the whole of
European Paleolithic art.

Differences in the way animals were painted were seen as the result
of the development primitive artists toward the laws of perspective from
the Aurignacian to Magdalenian periods.

Rich rock art was soon discovered in non-European regions like Tas-
sili, where H. Lhote identified successive chronological periods, each
one characterized by different themes: hunter-gatherers depicting wild
animals (Bubalin period); pastoralists illustrating livestock (Bovine pe-
riod); and horse herders of the bronze period representing chariots.
From such few regional sequences, evolutionists developed the idea
(implicit or explicit) that each type of rock art should show the evolution-
ary stage of its authors.

This idea remains alive and well in Anati’s work (1993: 47) that
lists the characteristic themes of each evolutionary stage 1) archaic
hunter (wild animals, masked human figures, psychograms; few ac-
tual scenes), 2) evolved hunters (anecdotal scenes, imaginary beings),
3) pastoral breeders (domestic animals, idealization of forms), and 4)
complex societies (implements and weapons, mythological scenes,
schematic and abstract graphics.

The Reaction against Ethnographic Comparativism:
The Structuralist Approach

A new era began in the 1960s, evident from independent studies car-
ried out by of A. Laming-Emperaire and A. Leroi-Gourhan (embody-
ing the perspective predicted by M. Raphael in the 1940s; Chesney,
1991). Neither accepted naive ethnographic analogy; they did not con-
sider indigenous populations fossilized ‘primitive’ peoples capable of
offering keys to interpret paintings made thousands of years ago and
thousands of kilometers away. They asserted that scholars like Breuil
always used the same figures in their publications to prove their ideas
and that, in fact, most painted Paleolithic animals were not wounded or
pregnant. As it was not possible to use living people in order to explain



286
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prehistoric art anymore, it was necessary to find information in the pre-
historic corpus that could not be inspired by any ethnic discourse; nei-
ther European, nor Indigenous. The new goal was to understand what
themes were chosen by prehistoric people, which were excluded, and
the way they reflect a structured, coherent body of organized symbols.
Specific relationships between horse and bovine representations (Leroi-
Gourhan later added deer/goats), or between linear/round shaped ge-
ometric forms were recognized. Researchers sought relationships be-
tween certain types of symbols and topographic features (i.e., horses
and bovines in central places; dots at the entry of corridors, or ‘danger-
ous’ animals at the end of corridors). These recurrent associations, gen-
erally of a binary nature, were seen as structurally opposed, influenced
by Boole’s algebra and structuralist thinking. It is important to question
whether this is really a universal or rather a historically determined vi-
sion of the world.

Though Leroi-Gourhan (like Breuil before him) recognized the exis-
tence of chronological modifications during the millennia (he proposed
the existence of 4 successive styles), his approach let him to privilege
statistics, using the whole corpus of Paleolithic figures, as if they were
the product of only one mode of thinking. This served to underestimate
abundant variability throughout millennia and many different loci.

After showing some underlying binary pairs in European Paleolithic
rock art, Laming-Emperaire and Leroi-Gourhan tried to interpret their
meaning (i.e., the bovine/equine pair was seen as reflecting a
male/female duality). As such, the authors were no longer searching for
‘objective’ structures, but making subjective interpretations. All subse-
quent semiotic work on rock art (like those of Sauvet and Wlodenczyck,
1977) continued in this structuralist way.

The Diversification of Approaches During
the Late 20th Century

During the 1970s and 1980s, hundreds of new sites were discovered in
all continents. It was no longer possible to study them in the same way
and many new approaches arose. One of these is ethnographic interpre-
tation which assumes modern indigenous traditions might offer some in-
formation about the earlier meanings of regional rock art. This has been
attempted on a regional level in Western Canada or northern Australia.
But other interpretations are being proposed as tentative ‘keys’ for other
places. Some authors, for example, have used the idea of J. Lewis-
William and T. Dowson that many paintings or engravings should depict
visions of shamans who had ingested hallucinogenic mushrooms or
other psychoactive substances. Most geometric figures, found every-
where, are thus considered phosphenes and thus universal. Much like
Lewis William’s proposal that South African animal representations were
made to improve good results during hunting parties, the presence of
geometric figures as phosphenes reinforced Breuil’s old theories. This
latter idea, however, reflects more our modern obsession with drugs. As
a result, representations of hallucinogenic plants were sought through-
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out the world. San Pedro cactus was identified on Chavin sculptures in
Peru; an old Salish woman explained North American engravings as vi-
sions and dreams of starving youths during initiation phases (York et al.,
1993).

In any case, it appears that the Shamanistic theory could not explain
all forms of rock art (Clottes and Lewis-William, 1996). The ‘information’
theory of the 1990s that tried to show (again principally from European
rock art examples) that prehistoric figures were didactic representations
used to improve hunting success (i.e., determining the type of tracks,
for example) also proved not to be an all-embracing theory. From this
approach, however, we know that some European Paleolithic paintings
were far more naturalistic than had been thought before; i.e., seasonal
differences and behavior can be shown by antlers, fur and gestures,
(Bouvier and Dubourg, 1997). Medical problems and specific patholo-
gies are evident in anthropomorphic figures (Duhard, 1993).

In the early 1970s, Marschack’s and Ouy’s work on European art
and studies of Southern Brazilian cultures by Prous (Marshack, 1972;
Ouy and Ouy-Parcszewska, 1972; Prous, 1977) tried to demonstrate the
existence of mathematical or rhythmic records.

During the same period, archaeoastronomy became fashionable
along with searching for celestial phenomena (i.e., comets, supernova
explosions). Very recently observations have appeared on the acous-
tic properties of some sites (Dauvois, 1992). There is also ethnographic
evidence that historic Californian tribes used places with special sound
propagation for ritual purposes (K. Hedges, 1993).

Since then, a gendered perspective has been introduced too, such
as in the study of the Paleolithic ‘Venus’ body (McCoid and McDermott,
1996). Systematic experiments to replicate and analyze the prehistoric
preparations of pigments began with Couraud (Couraud and Laming-
Emperaire, 1979) and have seen huge advancement in the last years,
aided by growing cooperation between chemists and archaeologists.
Chemists have found how to extract minute quantities of organic ma-
terial to be dated by AMS (Russ et al., 1990) thus the direct dating of
some rock paintings and engraving is now possible. At the same time,
the gesture and chronology of engravings on walls and bones was stud-
ied through the micro-analysis of the grooves (d’Errico, 1989).

But the ostensible ‘ethnicity research’ has turned into an even more
important approach. Frequent superimpositions were shown to be
painted by successive populations, each in its different way, while schol-
ars work to establish the chronology of styles or traditions, like Lhote
has done in Sahara, Chaloupka in Australia, and Prous in central Brazil.
In Australia, the identification of ancient tribal territories identification
from the study of their mythological representations turned into a pri-
ority because aboriginal peoples were claiming their right to control
the sites that symbolized their cultural identity. Notwithstanding, some
ethnoarchaeological studies refute the presumed one-to one correspon-
dence between styles and ethnic units (Franklin, 1989).

In Europe, regional styles are being valorized and the new dates al-
low the scholars to analyze modifications to technique and theme dur-
ing the Late Paleolithic. Some speak of a ‘post-stylistic era’ (Lorblanchet)
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to clarify that the unilinear view of European rock art that characterized
the Breuil and Leroi-Gourhan periods is finished. But this does not mean
that the style concept will no longer be used, as it remains useful when
applied in a more restricted context.

The Principal Approaches to Rock Art in Brazil

Both artists and naturalists have discussed the meaning of Brazilian rock
art from the early 19th Century such as J. B. Debret (1972), who in 1839
reproduced the drawings of Spix and Martius, modifying the graphics in
order to demonstrate their interpretation, but thereby partially falsifying
their representation; or T. Sampaio (1918), who interpreted the paintings
as descriptions of travels, battles or funerary inscriptions.

In the late 1960s, D. Aytai published a remarkable structuralist paper
about Itapeva rock art (São Paulo state), where he tried to find an orga-
nization within the pictographs in a way that mirrored Leroi-Gourhan’s
work—although he did not know this author’s publications on rock art.
Aytai (1969) also suggested an interpretation using Gê mythology. This
ethnographic analogy was renewed recently, when M. Beltrão (1994)
explained some painting from the Bahia State, using the mythology of
Tukano, a Western Amazonian tribe that live thousands of kilometers
from the sites (moreover, the painting are claimed to be very ancient,
some are even argued to date to the Pleistocene age). Even where
there are modern indigenous traditions about rock art existing in their
present territory (as occurs with the Krenak Indians, in Minas Gerais), it is
quite clear that their interpretation is recent and that it helps them built a
new ethnic identity and is not a fossilized ‘original’ interpretation (Baeta,
1998). For this reason, most Brazilian scholars, even if they sometime
mention interesting local ethnographic similarities (Victor, 1997), gener-
ally avoid this approach.

In the 1970s, scholars preferred a stylistic treatment that could in-
dicate social and cultural units (i.e., territories, ethnic groups). At that
time, it was clear to V. Calderon (Bahia State), N. Guidon (Piaui state)
and A. Prous (Minas Gerais state) that rock art differed from one re-
gion to another. In the last state, drastic chronological modifications
were also evident in a number of places (Lagoa Santa region, Peruaçu
valley, Montalvânia . . . ), and regional chrono-stylistic sequences were
attempted. Many buried paintings or engraving were found and strati-
graphic levels on the decorated walls were studied. Buried pigments and
their characterization became a new field of study used in combination
with rock art (Prous, 1991). Chemical analysis also began in Piaui (Lajes,
1990) and Minas Gerais (Costa et al., 1989).

In the 1980s, it seemed possible to know actually who had made
what. Homogenous thematic complexes were credited to authors using
a same code and were differentiated from other complexes presumably
made by other tribes. Traditions were defined to express cultural con-
tinuity; for example, one characterized by the dominance of specific
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geometrical drawings; another by human beings organized into ritual
scenes, a third by the association of certain kinds of animals.

Technical attributes (i.e., the method of drawing, the morphology of
the figures) or minor variations in recurrent themes have been used to
define stylistic sub-units (i.e., varieties, styles, facies typical of a small
region or periods within one tradition.

The result should be seen, in a way, like a culture/historical ap-
proach (Wüst, 1991). This type of classification, that began with Prous
and Guidon, became very popular, in the sense that almost 200 tradi-
tions, and styles, etc. were created in one decade. Consens and Seda
(1989), though, have discussed how poorly characterized many of these
stylistic units are. They highlight one case where the definition of one
style was: “engravings on boulders near/on waterflows”, without further
information (Consens and Seda, 1989). In several papers, Prous and
his collaborators also discussed what the meaning of differences and
similarities identified in these stylistic units should be, for it was clear to
them that they were not only ethnic markers (Prous, 1997; Solá, et al.
1981).

The Definition of Stylistic Units: What are ‘Good’ Criteria?

It is time to reflect on the classifications that archaeologists make and
the significance of the attributes we choose to make them with.

Similarity and Difference

When creating classifications of bones, ceramics, stones or petro-
glyphs, archaeologists compare the artifacts, seeking similarities and
differences. The first question that arises is: are we looking at what
prehistoric man would have seen? Or rather, would that which is sig-
nificant to us also be significant to prehistoric people? Second, if our
classifications would have made no sense for prehistoric ‘artists’, are
they worthwhile? Do they really increase our knowledge of the past?

In reference to the first question, I will recount a story about the an-
thropologist W. Chiara and what happened to her while she lived with
a Brazilian tribe. An indigenous man showed two girls to the anthro-
pologist, saying they looked very much alike. Looking at their faces, the
Anthropologist saw no similarity and said so. The Indian answered ‘look
at the shape of the breast’. Obviously, we are used to seeing the simi-
larities between people in their unclothed parts: their hands and face.
Indigenous people, of course, see other parts because they do not hide
their bodies. In a traditional Iranian village, it is probable that people
compare the way the girls walked.

This case demonstrates that to perceive that which was significant
for prehistoric cultures, one must be ready to look at a great number of
attributes, with the hope that some of them are truly important (some-
thing like the emblematic category in Wiessner’s sense) and that our
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study shall be able to demonstrate it. We must not use only one or
a few dimensions, like iconography, to characterize a stylistic unit.

What Attributes Could Be Important?

In order to make comparisons among graphic complexes (i.e., within
regions, between sites in one region, between panels at one site, or
chronological levels within one panel), we must look not only at the
drawings themselves, but also at the natural and cultural context in
which they appear.

Prehistoric people could have chosen a site for many reasons: for
its visibility in the landscape, its topographic location, its proximity to a
water supply, its orientation and exposure to the sun. Moreover, one can
judge this point only with caution. In 1976, 20 rock art sites were found
during a survey in Montalvânia (Brazil), all with the same orientation. The
next year, 30 more were discovered along other cardinal orientations
and it therefore appeared that their orientation was not important.

Inside a site, the selection of the wall to be worked is not neu-
tral. In Lapa Vermelha dolina, near Lagoa Santa, the many wide, flat,
smooth and well illuminated walls that Western people might have used
were not decorated (Baeta et al., 1992). Prehistoric artists preferred less
regular surfaces. In Peruaçu valley, each tradition had its own prefer-
ences: S. Francisco people chose the higher part of large and flat sur-
faces while at the same sites, Piolho do Urubu people painted the lower
part of the same panels. Desenhos artists also used lower places, but
mostly fallen blocks while Nordeste people used discrete and generally
marginal places. In fact, it is equally important to know why a site or a
panel has been used and why another one has not been used.

In the same way, when we study iconography, it is not sufficient to
point out the primary and secondary themes. It is also worthwhile to
identify what has not been depicted. In central Brazil, the animals most
coveted by recent indigenous hunters are deer, peccari (wild American
pigs) and tapirs. But in the rock art of Minas Gerais state, deer are the
most popular animals painted in the Planalto tradition, while peccaris
and tapirs are almost completely absent; the same occurs in the do-
mestic refuse in archaeological layers. In other words, we find many
bones of deer, but few or none of peccari: why, thus, are some worthy
of representation and consumption and others not?

Obviously, a dominant iconographic theme cannot create a tradition
alone. In such a system the Planalto tradition would thus exist over
several continents, where numerous deer are also depicted.

In fact, the way that figures are made is full of information, even if
they might be of a more assertive nature than emblematic. In Brazil, for
instance, anthropomorphic figures of the Planalto Tradition are generally
very small (i.e., smaller than the associated animals) and schematic in
their representation, but in the Agreste tradition they are large and more
naturalistic.

The very disposition of figures may also be typical of a stylistic unit.
Spear throwers, for example, always appear in the hands of a hunting
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human being in the Nordeste tradition. In the São Francisco tradition,
however, the same implements are depicted far away from anthropo-
morphic figures, either isolated (Januaria style) or in alignment (Montal-
vania complex).

Some aspects of the aesthetic sense of prehistoric people can also
be approximated. In central Brazil, São Francisco people liked splendid
drawings and bright colors that can be seen from a distance. Nordeste
people liked to express movement in their little figures that must be
examined closely. A clear spatial logic and iconographic organization
is characteristic of the Montalvânia phase, while Planalto paintings are
distributed on walls in a confused, more random fashion.

We can even go further than the main stylistic units (i.e., tradition,
style, facie, variety) that are used to characterize wide social groups. It
is not unrealistic to attempt to identify individuality through the observa-
tion of idiosyncratic patterns. Brazilian archaeology may not at present
view this as a worthy enough endeavor to justify high investment, but
the discrete styles of specific artists have been recognized in the deer
representations of Serra do Cipó (Prous and Baeta, 1992/3).

The Significance of Archaeological Categories

What Reality, if Any, Do Our Classifications Reflect?

We saw that the stylistic units that have been proposed in Brazil have,
consciously or not, reflected an attempt to identify prehistoric people
through what A. Leroi-Gourhan named an ‘ethnic style’. Is it possible
to do this? During the last years, it has become clear that archaeology
cannot help us find ‘cultures’ or ethnic groups in the modern sense, but
only the remains of some behaviors.

Let us consider some historical examples. If we look at European
and Vietnamese Catholic churches, we hope that iconography will be
the same (i.e., a Cross, the Virgin Mary, and some Saints) because they
belong to the same tradition (in the way we use this term in Brazil); but
some stylistic patterns might be different, introducing oriental conven-
tions (or at least a Southeastern Asiatic inspiration). We used to associate
eastern cultures not with Catholic religion (or iconography), but with the
way they depict reality. But although Vietnam Catholics have the same
rituals and ideas of God as their European brothers, there are many dif-
ferent of representing them. In the same manner, we cannot be sure
that Nordeste rock art tradition was produced by one tribe, nor one lin-
guistic, racial or one technological group; nor can we suppose they had
the same lithic technology. Even so, the stylistic units created by the
archaeologist do have analytical importance: it expresses a kind of sen-
sitivity, of knowledge and of thinking that is the same for every Nordeste
artistic person.

At the same time, we cannot be sure that every type of social unit
has only one stylistic form of expression. For example, there is, among
Brazilian tribes, a significant difference between women’s art and men’s,
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even in the drawings made with a pencil on paper. The former produce
angular geometric figures that use one element to represent a whole
reality. Men generally draw curvilinear figures that fit better into our con-
cept of ‘realism’. Scholars explain this difference as the product of coil-
ing and basketry activities, that allow only geometric figures, which are
strictly women’s domain and thus would have influenced their percep-
tion of reality (Prous, 1977).

Such gender differentiation also exists in our culture: in France, baby
girls traditionally use pink and baby boys, mostly blue clothes. Clas-
sic Ballet has been considered a feminine—or rather, not male—activity
since the 19th Century. In our society, there are also many styles that
co-exist. Classic music is listened to by old people and rock, by young-
sters in the 1960s. Rock and classic belong to the same modern West-
ern tradition (heptatonic temperate tonal music from the 18th Century)
but they are different styles, one of them showing non-European influ-
ences. Could some Brazilian rock art styles be expressing the same
thing?

To be sure, as the styles we create are actually chronological, we
have to be sure that their figures are separated by a long period of time.
In Lapa Vermelha dolina (Baeta et al.,1992), we tried to see if different
styles could have coexisted in time. I shall once again use an historic
analogy. The iconography of Christian churches is not homogenous,
even in the Western World: both Catholics and Orthodox believers pray
to the Virgin, but the Greek Church prays to Saints (such as St John
Chrysostome) that don’t appear in Western Europe (St. Francisco or
St. Anton are more typical Latin Saints). We can thus say that there are
geographical facies to Christian Mediterranean art. Other differences are
less geographic, like those between catholic and protestants churches:
one does not see the Virgin or Saints in the latter, though both churches
can be found in the same territory. There are also more subtle differ-
ences, like those between churches of the same period, same region
and belong to the same faith: i.e., the brightly decorated Clunisian mon-
uments versus the ascetic and plain Cistercian ones. Both constitute
varieties within the same medieval Christian community.

Diversity can also be functional. In Ouro Preto, a baroque Brazilian
town, two churches, both consecrated to St. Mary, exhibit the images
of distinct Saints because one (Sta. Maria do Rosário) was the temple of
the African congregation and the other, belonged to the local aristocrat’s
godmother (Sta. Maria do Carmo). The same thing may have occurred
in prehistoric times and it is quite possible that moieties, clans, genders,
and age classes have left distinctive marks on these shelters. Obviously,
there is also the progressive modifications of fashion throughout the
millennia (i.e., a roman sculpture is different from a gothic one, even
though they are both found in the same church). The products of all
these kinds of variation can be used by archaeologists to create stylistic
sub-units (styles, varieties) within a tradition.

It is also sometimes possible to study the relationship between
different traditions (Prous and Seda, 1987). In Peruaçu valley, we found
evidence of respect when figures of Caboclo style are painted on
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the periphery of elder Januaria pictograms. We see neutrality among
Januaria paintings, that do not avoid superimposition. But the authors
of Desenhos petroglyphs express a negative appreciation of older
traditions by hiding them under a red layer of dye before they re-
pecked zoomorphic figures. In Lagoa Santa and Serra do Cipo regions,
the ‘artists’ of a new tradition sometimes ‘peeled’ the rock to destroy
previous works.

Events such as the recovering or renewal of ancient paintings are
also frequent. The first occurs when an ancient painting is put in a new
context. Example of recovering is an ancient isolated zoomorphic fig-
ure that receives a new interpretation when surrounded by anthropo-
morphic ones, as if it were hunted; or, in Peruaçu valley, a geometric
figure that has been transformed into a vegetal. Renewal occurs when
some part of a figure is reinforced, like many old and patinated images
that received a new layer of dye (frequently of another color) in Lagoa
Santa; or the eyes of animals that were painted over and over again in
the Australian desert.

These attitudes are the same we know from art history in Europe:
there is a social continuity between ‘classic’ masterpieces that glorify
the elites and that are preserved by their successors. But when there is
an ideological gap, as when Protestants broke statues of Saints, French
revolutionaries broke images of the King, and Catholics and Jews de-
stroyed idols. But we also see missionaries recovering pagan sacred
places through cross engravings.

The Many Possible Classifications for One Social Group

A question we have heard many times is ‘how can we justify the creation
of rock art traditions, the work of people that have also been classified
according to their stone or ceramic production?’ Would it not be prob-
lematic, however, to have two labels for the same people that made
Serranopolis phase lithic instruments and that may have painted São
Francisco pictograms? First, it is very hard to make chronological cor-
relations between art and technology. Classifications are needed for all
these kinds of reality. Last, but not least, we use parallel classifications
for our own historic framework; the same people or ‘culture’ are said
to be Catholic (a religious concept) and mercantilist (an economic one).
We also know that not every Catholic is a mercantilist, nor that every
mercantilist is a Catholic. Today, the same person belongs to a number
of different groups: family, social class, religious congregation, political
party, etc., and can be considered within the different categories that are
used to study each group. It would be tragic if archaeology were more
totalitarian than others fields of knowledge and wanted to lock up a mul-
tifaceted reality within only one strictly controlled and labeled drawer.
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Conclusion

Consens and Seda (1990) have written about the hundreds of stylistic
units created by archaeologists, commenting that if Brazilian scholars
have seen differences, these should be considered real. These archae-
ological categories probably express some kind of reality, if they are well
defined. To give a name to the phenomena, we can see it is correct and
useful to discover cultural or social identities, but this is not sufficient.

The problem is how to interpret these units. We have seen that the
differences in the rock art corpus are significant to several kinds of real-
ity. Some of them may be similar to ethnic groups labeled in the modern
period. In fact, people that lived in 14th Century in the southwestern part
of France were not ‘ethnically’ nor politically ‘French’, nor ‘English’, nor
even, maybe, ‘Gascon’ in the modern sense of these concepts. They
knew they were subjects of the king of France and may be subjects
of the king of England tomorrow, but that they really depended on the
Earl of Pau. They shared a universal religion, were members of a little
peasant community, and spoke a regional dialect. On the same way,
most people that lived in Gallia in the 5th Century AD did not know they
were on the doorstep of the Medieval period (Prous, 1967). These real-
ties do not invalidate our concepts which remain useful from our point
of view. What matters is we know that similarities and differences may
expresses realities that are not those of our own society.

Even if we diversify our observations, we can never be sure we will
be able to perceive what was essential for prehistoric peoples. But our
typologies are valid if they are useful to the approach we have chosen.
We are no longer searching for the old adaequatio rei et intellectu, but for
an adequatio instrumentis et quaestionis. Our work is not an illusion, as
it helps us to contrast our values with those of others cultures. We know
that our point of view is not the only possible, but it can produce signifi-
cant observations about the phenomena of which prehistoric men were
not aware. Surely, our view of rock art manifestations is more sensitive
to their ‘artistic’ aspect than prehistoric peoples’ were. This is because
we express our linkage with a consumerist society in which art is a per
se product. In its ‘art’, Karajá Indians should express their gender com-
plementarity; other tribes should project their clanic o class values.

The archaeologist must therefore avoid three dangers. The first is
creating a great number of small, irrelevant stylistic units (a real dan-
ger at this moment in Brazilian archaeology). The second is to trust
that these units are objectives realities. They should be used as sim-
ple instruments, as long they are worthy, but cast out when they are no
longer useful. A fossilization of the classification system would break
the energy of the research. The third danger, maybe the worst in this
post-modern era, should be to prevent investigation because of the
impossibility to fully understand the cultures of the past. This attitude
will conduce to a sterile skepticism of the archaeological discourse, or
to the idea that we are free to make a subjective discourse without se-
rious implications for a real—though partial—understanding of the past.
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As we intend to participate in the expansion of some kind of knowl-
edge, we are not afraid if we have to use stylistic units that are archae-
ofacts (i.e., created by the archaeologist rather than the prehistoric sub-
ject) for research purposes that express the kind of interest we have
about the past. The descriptive units may change, but the reality that
they express is not an illusion. In this way, we reconcile the conscious-
ness we have of our subjectivity with our scholarly exigency. We are
not engaging an empty discourse upon ourselves only to excuse the
pretext of an invented Other.
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14(33): 69–61.
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Piaué, Brasil. Ph. D. dissertation, Paris.
Laming-Emperaire, A., 1962, La signification de l’art rupestre paléolithique. Picard, Paris.
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Water and Olive Oil
An Analysis of Rural Scenes in Black and Red
Figure Attic Vases and the Construction of the
Athenian Empire

André Leonardo Chevitarese

This chapter proposes to establish a discussion on the following hy-
pothesis. The images on the Attic pottery show a drastic reduction of
the rural scenes by the end of the sixth and beginning of the fifth cen-
turies. This decrease was the direct result of a flagrant shift made by
the Athenians towards urban space (asty) to the detriment of rural space
(khora) after the victory in the Greek-Persian war.

This should not be understood, however, as a policy of abandon-
ment undertaken by the Athenians in relation to landed properties, agri-
culture and pastoral rights in the fifth century B.C. On the contrary, not
only did landed properties remain in force, but also several rural activi-
ties continued throughout the Attic period (for a detailed historiographic
and documentary discussion of the Athenian shift, see Chevitarese,
2001a: 181–195)

The last three decades of the 20th century witnessed the develop-
ment of uncountable archaeological studies related to ancient Greek
rural space. We can even speak of a “true discovery” of the Greek khora
when comparing the great volume of publications in the last thirty years
with the historiographic production previous to 1970. One can see, how-
ever, that the results obtained by these studies remain unrecognized by
the larger public and by a significant number of researchers of Ancient
Greek history. Five points can be highlighted that help us understand
the reason for this lack of connection between recent work on Ancient
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Greek rural space and the majority of individuals interested in the history
and archaeology of the Ancient World:

First, there is a generally accepted perception disseminated by
many researchers (historians, archaeologists, classicists), who seem
unaware of its implications, that polis is a synonym for city-state or city.
This conception is based on three principles:

1. The majority of the poliad population lived in urban spaces;
2. The calendar that ruled life in the poliad community was estab-

lished by urban activities;
3. A greater part of poleis production came from the urban sector.

These three points constitute situations that actually appear anoma-
lous to the dynamics of the polis. As I have observed elsewhere
(Chevitarese, 2001a: 23, footnote 2), the majority of citizens lived in ru-
ral areas, the calendar that regulated the community’s life was related
to agriculture, and that in fact agricultural production was predominant
in the Greek polis. Even so, the recurrent use of polis as a synonym
for city ends up suggesting (to any unaware reader) that ancient Greek
culture was predominantly urban, with a strong emphasis in urban life
and habits. This analysis perspective contributes to the overlooking of
rural space in many history books.

Second, and strongly related to the first point though it demands
separate attention, Snodgrass (1987: 67–68) has observed that ancient
Greek texts emphasize urban life themselves, with exception of military
campaigns and battles, such as assemblies, tribunals, sanctuaries, and
marketplaces. This inclination in the written sources to reinforce city
data instead of rural, has also helped consolidate the argument that
archaeological fieldwork in Greece must be, basically, if not entirely,
directed towards urban sites.

Another piece of information that helps us explain the absence of the
khora from recent studies is related to a long literary tradition (with strong
implications for Western political thought), starting with ancient Greek
literature, which has sought to disqualify the peasant. This element is
very meaningful since the readings made by the kaloi kagathoi, who
were responsible for literary production, sought to confine the agroikos
into a certain pattern: a rude person (Teophrastus, Characters 4.7, 4.11–
12, 4.16), ignorant (Aristophanes, Clouds 627–631), devoid of any kind
of social refinement (Aristophanes, Wasps 1120–1537), against politics
(Aristophanes, Acharnians and Peace), who tries to maintain distance
from the habits and novelties of the asty, who is seen as rejecting rurality
(Teophrastus, Characters 4.8; Aristophanes, Acharnians 33–39; Clouds
43–52). These texts reinforce the assumption that the peasant was wor-
ried exclusively about his day-to-day life or, in the best of cases, with
his survival.

We can also verify the prejudice of elites toward manual crafts
(this too is greatly disseminated in Western political thought); not only
towards the work realized by the agroikos but also towards crafts-
men (banausos). This points to a very interesting question in ancient
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Greek texts: why write about individuals that should not be counted
among the citizens but among the douloi (Aristotle, Politics 1328b
40–1329a 2, 1329a 25–27)? Why waste time with men that live on
the brink of death, that need to work hard, using their own hands,
just to keep themselves alive? The answers to such questions are
found in the elite Greek understanding of citizenship: a true citizen
should hold a skole which signified knowledge of music, philosophy,
rhetoric, oratory and other activities that ennoble him, and should
never have to work with his own hands or be submitted to another’s
will.

The last point, but no less important, is the close relationship
between archaeology and public investment policies. We find a fla-
grant preference in Grecian governmental archaeological funding for
urban areas or areas close to urban centers. This choice reflects the
fact that tourism is one of the most important sources of income for
the Greek government. This results in the concentration of archaeo-
logical research in sites well served by streets, avenues and paved
roads and not far from hotels, so as to avoid tourists getting tired
or wasting time inside buses, cabs or other means of transportation.
This concern for channeling public resources to archaeological activ-
ities in sites close to urban centers reinforces the idea, for the gen-
eral public, that ancient Greek culture was basically (if not exclusively)
urban.

Recent studies related to the ancient rural world have given little at-
tention to the valuable information contained in the paintings of black
and red figure Attic vases. We shall emphasize them in this study, so
as to contribute new data from this area of material culture, consisting
of Athenian figured pottery from the Archaic and Classical periods. This
material is extremely important as a means of verifying the validity of
the hypothesis mentioned above. The procedure employed here to re-
cover rural images consisted of a systematic examination of the Corpus
Vasorum Antiquorum (CVA) in reference publications and in the large
bibliography that uses scenes related to the rural world from black and
red figure Attic vases. This task resulted in two systematic catalogs—
one of rural scenes from black figure Attic pottery and the other of rural
scenes from the red figure Attic ceramic.

For the first catalogue we followed the model supplied by the pio-
neer work of Nassi Malagardis (1988: 95–134) closely. In her analysis of
the Archaic period, she drew extensively, but not exclusively, on black
figure Attic pottery. She established the major themes in the rural spaces
represented in Attic pottery, including (with modifications made by the
author of this chapter) hunting scenes, fruit harvest, vintages and tread-
ing of grapes, shepherds and flocks, agricultural labor, olive harvest,
apiculture, bird hunting, oil making and selling, flour and bread making,
grape harvest, fishing, rustic fountains, and sea or river bathing.

From the themes identified by Malagardis on the black figure Attic
vases, only six appear on the red figure Attic pottery: hunting scenes,
fruit harvest, shepherds, treading of grapes, bird hunting, and fishing.
During research conducted for the present paper, four new themes were
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identified: hoplites and peltastes in rural space, breeding and characteri-
zation of animal husbandry, Attic peasants and women retrieving water
from rural wells.

The data are organized into two Tables (17.1 and 17.2). Both seek to
establish the relationship between vase shape and scenic theme found
on black and red variants. Table 17.1 offers a total of two hundred and
fifty-one images, distributed between fourteen types of scenes and nine-
teen ceramic forms. A wide range of themes developed by the painters
encompassing a big number of situations present in the Attic khora are
included, in addition to some that have passed relatively unnoticed: the
making of flour and bread, rustic fountains (of water) and sea or river
bathing. These themes are, without a doubt, a rare repertoire among
the rural scenes in all the Attic pottery.

Table 17.2 offers a total of one hundred and nine images, distributed
between ten types of scenes and fourteen ceramic forms. Two themes
may be classified as rare, concerning the kind of information they offer
to the researcher: hoplites in the khora and women next to wells. Two
topics arise when analyzing Table 17.2:

1. Only six of the fourteen themes present on Table 17.1 date to the
Classical period.

2. There is a drastic reduction of the scenes involving the rural world
in the red figure Attic vases from the second half of the fifth cen-
tury, disappearing in the next century.

From a total of one hundred and nine vases only thirteen of them,
or 11.92%, occur in this period. It must be observed, however, that from
this total only one vase, or 0.92% of the total, is securely dated to the
fourth century. These data reveal that rural themes were appreciated by
a very restricted number of people during the Classical period (Burford,
1993: 10).

The two topics identified above constitute very interesting prob-
lems that are common to other types of documents, such as ancient
texts. Both present a partial and fragmentary description of the Attic ru-
ral space while representing (in iconography) and describing (in texts) a
khora that is practically deprived of inhabitants. When referring to texts,
we can also add a certain inclination in presenting the Athenian peas-
ants as politically ignorant and incapable of sociability (Chevitarese,
2001a: 237–239). These two topics, however, allow for further explo-
ration of the issue in the form of relative percentages of themes found
on the black and red variants (Table 17.3). This Table provides the fol-
lowing observations and opportunities.

A close analysis of the six themes that remained unaltered dur-
ing the transition from the black to the red figure vases—hunting, fruit
harvest, vintages and treading of grapes, shepherds and flocks, bird
hunting, fishing—confirmed continuities and variation between the two
styles. Of these six, two suffered a proportional reduction, such that
hunting decreased from 70.92% of the total images in black to 55.96%
in red; fruit harvest changed from 11.95% of the total images in black
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Table 17.3. Relative Percentage of Rural Themes on Black and
Red Figure Attic Pottery

Black Red Total (Black
Figure Figure and

Rural scene Total % Total % Red Figures) %

Hunt 178/251 70.92 ⇓61/109 55.96 239/360 66.40
Fruit Harvest 30/251 11.95 ⇓ 9/109 8.26 39/360 10.83
Vintages and 15/251 5.98 ⇑16/109 14.68 31/360 8.61

Treading Grapes
Shepherds and Flocks 7/251 2.79 ⇓ 5/109 4.60 12/360 3.33
Agricultural Labor 5/251 1.99 — — 5/360 1.40
Olive Harvest 3/251 1.19 — — 3/360 0.83
Apiculture 2/251 0.80 — — 2/360 0.55
Bird Hunting 2/251 0.80 ⇑ 3/109 2.75 5/360 1.40
Oil Making and Selling 2/251 0.80 — — 2/360 0.55
Flour and Bread Making 2/251 0.80 — — 2/360 0.55
Grape Harvest 2/251 0.80 — — 2/360 0.55
Fishing 1/251 0.40 ⇑ 7/109 6.42 8/360 2.22
Rustic Fountains 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Sea or River Bathing 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Breeding of Animals — — 4/109 3.67 4/360 1.11
Attic Peasants — — 1/109 0.92 1/360 0.30
Hoplites in the Khora — — 1/109 0.92 1/360 0.30
Women at Wells — — 2/109 1.83 2/360 0.55

to 8.26% in red. On the other hand, two other themes presented an in-
crease in the number of scenes developed by the painters, which are:
vintages and treading of grapes changed from 5.98% of the rural scenes
developed by the black figure painters to 14.68% of the total in red fig-
ure pottery; and fishing changed from 0.40% of scenes in black to 6.42%
of the total in red. Of the themes that ceased to be developed by the
Attic red figure painters, all, without exception, are directly associated
with production activities performed by agricultural workers: plowing
and sowing of the fields, olive harvest, apiculture, oil making, flour and
bread making and grape harvest. Of the four new themes identified on
the red figure Attic pottery, only one is directly related to a rural produc-
tive activity—breeding of animal husbandry—while the other three show,
in general, individuals in the khora—peasants, hoplites and women.

Table 17.3 shows us that there are only three rural themes that
stand out in both the black and red figure Attic pottery: the hunting
scene—without a doubt the scene developed the most by painters—the
fruit harvest and vintage and treading of grapes. It is not an easy task to
explain this preference. We can concede, at least for the hunting scenes,
the existence of three arguments that would explain the fascination for
this theme among Attic painters engaged in representing rural scenes.
The following arguments are not presented in hierarchical order nor
should be seen as mutually exclusive, but rather as complementary.

1. This emphasis may be related to an interest in the urban rather
than the rural universe, encompassing the connections between
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hunting (hunter/hunting pursuit/capture) and homoerotic rela-
tionship (erastes/eromenos, pursuit/capture) (for a more detailed
discussion, see Chevitarese, 2002: 32–33);

2. Athenians, especially the elite, found pleasure in hunting, not
only as a sport but as a training for war (for a more detailed dis-
cussion, see Chevitarese, 2002: 32);

3. Hunting had an alimentary function to the Athenians (Chevitarese,
2001a: 203, footnote 107), and for this reason too it was
considered one of the most important activities conducted in ru-
ral environments.

Scenes of fruit harvest and treading of grapes also reached consid-
erable percentages in the both black and red figure pottery, and some
observations, more than explanations of their choice, will be presented
separately here. Interestingly, most of the characters involved in fruit har-
vesting are women (Chevitarese, 2000: 175–187; Chevitarese, 2001b:
7–15), the only exception being one scene which shows a beardless
youth carrying a bunch of grapes (Chevitarese, 2001a: 287–288). It is in-
teresting to observe that this direct association—woman/fruit harvest—
may be the result, as suggested by Webster (1972: 247), of these scenes
having been painted by women or, even more probable, that it was a
rural activity conducted predominantly by women. The latter calls into
question a significant part of the historiography that insists on placing
women (as well as the activities practiced by them) inside the house
(for critics on this historiographic model see de Andrade, 2001; Lessa,
2001). In the treading of grapes, we see only a very small number of rep-
resentations directly associated with human beings. There is only one
scene dated to the first quarter of the fifth century (# 73, Chevitarese,
2001a: 292–293) that shows men, never women, involved in the pro-
cess of treading grapes. This almost complete absence of human rep-
resentations would be the result of the ritual character of the images
with their great numbers of satyrs, maenads, and even of Dionysios
(Chevitarese, 2001a: 220).

From Tables 17.1 and 17.2, a discussion of the percentages of dif-
ferent rural scenes found on black and red figure Attic pottery allowed
the organization of Table 17.4. To begin, rural scenes appear better dis-
tributed throughout the black figure Attic vases. Of the twenty- four types
of forms used (we include in this total the four lids: of the amphora, the
lekanis, the pixis and that of a non–specified vase), nineteen were used
by painters of black figure against only fourteen used in red figure paint-
ing. Among the forms chosen for the development of black figure ru-
ral images, four employ almost 81% of all identified scenes—kylix with
seventy-one, amphora with fifty-six, lekythos with forty-one and hydria
with thirty-four. The same pattern is also observed in the case of red
figure vases. There we find three forms display 75.34% of all identified
images—kylix with fifty-one, krater with eighteen and lekythos with thir-
teen. There is an obvious preference shown by Attic painters for the
kylix form for images involving the rural world. This evidence is shown
on two levels:
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Table 17.4. Relative Percentage of Vase Shape among Rural
Themes in Black and Red Figure Attic Pottery

Black Red Black and
Vase Shape Figures % Figures % Red Figures %

Kylix 71/251 28.30 ⇓51/109 46.90 122/360 33.90
Amphora 56/251 22.31 ⇓ 5/109 4.60 61/360 16.94
Lekythos 41/251 16.33 ⇓13/109 11.93 54/360 15.00
Hydria 34/251 13.54 ⇓ 3/109 2.75 37/360 10.30
Oinochoe 12/251 4.78 — — 12/360 3.33
Skyphos 7/251 2.90 ⇓ 1/109 0.92 8/360 2.22
Dinos 5/251 2.00 ⇓ 1/109 0.92 6/360 1.70
Bol 4/251 1.59 — — 4/360 1.11
Kyathos 3/251 1.19 ⇓ 1/109 0.92 4/360 1.11
Krater 3/251 1.19 ⇑18/109 16.51 21/360 5.83
Cover 4/251 1.59 — — 4/360 1.11
Pinax 4/251 1.59 — — 3/360 0.83
Kothon 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Phiale 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Kantharos 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Lekanis 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Pelike 1/251 0.40 ⇑ 5/109 4.60 6/360 1.70
Klepsydra 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Exaleiptron 1/251 0.40 — — 1/360 0.30
Chous — — 1/109 0.92 1/360 0.30
Psykter — — 1/109 0.92 1/360 0.30
Pixis — — 2/109 1.83 2/360 0.55
Askos — — 1/109 0.92 1/360 0.30
Rython — — 2/109 1.83 2/360 0.55

1. of the three hundred and sixty vases containing these scenes,
one hundred and twenty-two are kylix bringing up to a total of
33.90% of all the Attic rural images;

2. of the eighteen identified themes in Tables 17.1 and 17.2, the
kylix appears in thirteen of them, in the following proportion: five
of the fourteen themes among black figure vases and eight of the
nine themes among red figure vases.

We can also see a direct relationship between the kylix and hunt-
ing: of the total one hundred and twenty-two kylix forms used for
the different rural scenes, 74.59% of them were devoted exclusively
to hunting scenes. This association, observed previously elsewhere
(Chevitarese, 2001a: 201), is related to wine consumption at ban-
quets, suggesting the values of masculinity, youth, aristocratic ideals,
leisure among friends (and lovers—erastai), and eating and drinking
together.

In the shift from black to red figural representations some vase
shapes diminish in popularity. Amphora, for example, drop from fifty-
six to five, lekythos from forty-one to thirteen, hydria from thirty-four to
three, skyphos from seven to one, and dinos from five to one. Other
vase shapes cease to be used by red figure Attic painters: the oinochoe,
the bol, any lid (of different vases), the pinax, the kothon, the phiale, the
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kantharos, the lekanis, the klepsydra, and the exaleiptron. The amphora,
which appears in twelve of the fourteen rural themes developed in the
Archaic period, also suffers a retraction of its use during the Classical
period: it is present in only two of the nine rural themes. On the other
hand, two other forms grew in their use by painters:

1. The krater, that had been used only three times previously (Table
17.1)—always with hunt scenes—leaps to eighteen (Table 17.2)—
with four different themes: hunting, fruit harvesting, treading of
grapes, and shepherds and flocks—in the red figure Attic pottery.
The growth in use of this form with the treading of grapes theme
is particularly marked;

2. The pelike, used only once previously (Table 17.1) with represen-
tations of oil making and selling was used five times (Table 17.2)
with four different themes—hunting, shepherds and flocks, Attic
peasants, and fishing—in the red figure Attic pottery.

In addition, some vase shapes that had never been used as forms
for rural scenes in the Archaic period came to be used by the red figure
Attic painters: chous, psykter, pixis, askos, and rhyton.

It seem clear, then, in consideration of the data provided in Tables
17.1 to 17.4, that a direct relationship existed between the function of
each vase (as suggested by its form) and the type of rural scene used in
its decoration. This relationship could explain why 74.59% of the plates
containing hunt scenes were associated with kylix. The wine consumed
by the citizens in this vessel form present at banquets can suggest mas-
culinity, youth, aristocratic ideals, the leisure among friends, and eating
and drinking together. The massive presence of amphoras, hydrias, and
kraters in hunting scenes, vintages and the treading of grapes could be
explained by the use of these vases in the preparation and storing of
wine. It is not surprising that most of these scenes include elements re-
lated to Dionysism. The frequent use of lekythos for hunting scenes can
be explained especially for the Classical period due to the fact that the
white background of the lekythos made it particularly useful for funerary
ritual. In this way the scenes could possibly symbolize someone killed
during a hunt or even represent an homage to the deceased by their
family recalling a favorite activity.

The hypothesis proposed here suggests a program developed by
the Athenian democratic leadership. This program would have had its
foundations in the following:

1. The development of a new military-political power—the trireme
rowers—that arose after the Greek-Persian confrontation. At this
moment, this group constituted the main military defense and
attack force of Athens (Meiggs, 1987: 205ss) It was the rowers,
mainly native to popular urban strata, who guaranteed much
more than the hoplites and the knights, including the control
of the sea routes, the submission of allies and a vast part of
the safety of the Athenian territory (for a discussion involving
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the number of men aboard these warships see Morrison and
Coates, 1986: 107–127).

2. The significant increase in income that Athens witnesses not
only with the creation of the Delos League, but also with the
transposition of the League’s treasure to Athens.

These two pillars provided tangible benefits to the entire Athenian
civic community after the third quarter of the fifth century. Moses Finley
(1989: 43–64; see also De Ste Croix, 1972: 43–48; Meiggs, 1987: 255–
272) considers them in more detail, developing six main topics: 1) the
payment of tribute by allies; 2) the massive use of citizens in the navy; 3)
the confiscation of allied poleis land thus integrating the empire for the
use of its citizens; 4) the control of commercial routes on the Aegean and
oriental Mediterranean seas; 5) the institution of the misthophoria; and
6) the access of Athens to the internal affairs of allied poleis. One must
consider that the advent of democracy precedes the Athenian empire.
The stabilization of this kind of government, however, involves the at-
tainment of lands for citizens and the importation of cereals, especially
of wheat (for an association of the imperialism with nourishment see
Austin and Vidal-Naquet, 1986: 117–118; Finley, 1984: 54; Hornblower,
1988: xxii; for a critical position about this postulate in historiography
see Bloedow, 1975: 20–29), which defines the six benefits the empire
provided Athens with. In other words, we can confirm that the stability
of the polis was connected to its capacity to mitigate internal problems
(Finley, 1985: 129ss).

Therefore, the two bases shown here form part of the same ob-
jective: since the conclusion of the Persian wars and the construc-
tion of a maritime empire, Athens assumed a new role in the Greek
social-political, economic and ideological spheres. It begins to exert
an almost incontestable hegemony through the Aegean and oriental
Mediterranean seas. This prominence in an international setting is com-
plemented by a decided preference in representation on the part of the
Athenians for urban space. This shift is strongly evident in numerous
kinds of documents, including ceramic iconography. The city was as-
sociated with complexity, as if it were a privileged space for the execu-
tion of political activities, the location par excellence for the citizen to
live. The city acquires before the eyes of the ancient Greek writers and
artists a political, economic, social and ideological supremacy over the
rural world. The latter continued to be present—it is a common element
in the black and red figure Attic pottery—but is represented as uniform
and simple. It seems as if all the different types of rural themes devel-
oped by the painters could be found anywhere and everywhere in the
Attic khora.

We can confirm an almost direct relationship between the devel-
opment of Athenian imperialism and the meaningful reduction of rural
scenes on Attic vases after the second quarter of the fifth century, and
its virtual disappearance during the following century. This association
may be related to the control of commercial routes, especially those
that guaranteed Athens’ wheat supply.
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The construction and development of imperialism since the second
quarter of the fifth century reinforced characteristic urban ideas, visions
and values. The Empire can be seen as a chronological mark of the
choice made by the Athenians—at least by the democratic leadership,
of the elites who produced texts and of the artisans involved in the
elaboration of the themes developed on the red figure Attic vases—to
emphasize a group of elements related to urban life to the detriment of
those associated with rural space. The title of this chapter was elabo-
rated through reflecting on this chronological mark: in the same way
olive oil and water do not blend with each other, so the decision made
by Athenians to throw themselves to the sea—in the throes of construct-
ing an empire—led Athens to accept urban values and reject the rural
oil.
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18
Between Motorcycles
and Rifles
Anglo-American and Latin American
Radical Archaeologies

Randall H. McGuire and Rodrigo Navarrete

The recent English publication of Che Guevara’s (1995) journal of his
youthful motorcycle trip through South America, The Motorcycle Diaries,
has generated a resurgence of public interest in the iconic figure of Che.
The publicity blurb on the back of the book represents Che as a South
American James Dean who embarked on a journey of discovery and
adventure. In our opinion this comparison is extremely misleading be-
cause it confuses individual rebellion with true social revolution. This
confusion makes the formulation of a radical praxis difficult because it
mistakes the angst of youth for transformative social struggle. Just as
Che and James Dean may be muddled so too may the attempts to build
a radical praxis in Anglo-American and Latin American archaeologies be
confused.

The differences between James Dean, the archetypal American
rebel without a cause, and Che Guevara, the most renowned Latin
American revolutionary with a cause, are clearly more notable than the
similarities between these two men. The rebellion of James Dean can
be characterized as an intimate, individualistic, self-serving, safe, and in-
trospective transgression that lacked efficacy as a means to change the
world. In contrast, the revolution of Che Guevara formed part of an effec-
tive and significant sociopolitical program that involved a high degree of
personal sacrifice, and real danger. Both men died in a violent manner.

309
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James Dean crashed his car while traveling at a high speed on a country
road. Che Guevara left the security of a post-revolutionary Cuba to help
advance the revolution in Bolivia and died at the hands of the Bolivian
army. Victims and symbols of the same convulsive decade, these
men represent the extremes of approaches to confront established
authority.

We would argue that those scholars who seek to develop a radi-
cal theory of archaeology also can be identified within these same ex-
tremes, the contrast between rebellion and revolution, the difference
between James Dean and Che Guevara. For us these two cultural icons
are metaphors for the disparity between Anglo-American and Latin
American attempts to create a radical archaeology. The radical archae-
ology of Great Britain and the United States often looks very much like
the teenage rebellion of James Dean. The radical archaeology of Latin
American, on the other hand, has struggled to build a revolutionary prac-
tice like that of Che Guevara.

The Praxis of Archeology

A radical praxis of archaeology that seeks to effect the social world in
a meaningful and beneficial way necessarily involves three goals: 1) to
know the world, 2) to critique the world, and 3) to take action in the
world. Knowledge, critique, and action lie at the core of a radical praxis.
Without a praxis that integrates these three goals, intellectuals cannot
fully realize their place in society nor their capacity to transform society.

In order to change the world we must have accurate knowledge
of the world. Action based upon false or flawed knowledge can only
lead to failure and error. Accurate knowledge does not, however, ex-
ist independently of the social consciousness of the researcher simply
waiting to be discovered in the world. It is instead a complex product
of the dialectic between the reality that we observe as archaeologists
and the consciousness that we bring to our research. Knowledge for
knowledge’s sake is often self-serving or trivial. Knowledge becomes
meaningful and important when the process of gaining knowledge is
intimately interconnected both with social concerns and with the so-
cial position and interests of archaeologists as social agents. Accurate
knowledge, therefore, is only possible with a critical stance. If we do not
question the ethics, politics, epistemology, and reality behind our knowl-
edge, then our actions in the world will be unsound and may result in
unanticipated, pernicious, and/or counterproductive consequences.

By critique, we mean a challenge to how archaeologists use the
reality of the world, the social context they exist in, and their own in-
terests in creating knowledge. This critique involves both a question-
ing of different archaeological visions or interpretations of knowledge,
and an auto-critique of our own perspectives. It must ultimately rest in
the reality of the observable world, however, because if it does not,
then it will only lead to self-delusion and fantasy. By the same token,
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critique should be coupled with social action. Just as critique without
reality equals self-delusion, critique without social action produces only
nihilism and despair. Critique without social action spawns James Dean,
the rebel without a cause.

Along these lines, we argue that to take effective social action in
the world archaeologists need to step outside of often-sterile debates
and reflect on our larger social context. The political, ideological, and
ethnic confrontations of the last three decades have led many social
scientists to conclude that taking action in the world without concrete
knowledge of that world inevitably leads to erroneous and pernicious
results. In the same way social action that springs from knowledge and
converts it into a rich platform for debate and critique avoids the ten-
dency towards self-delusion and totalitarianism that lurks in isolated and
unexamined knowledge or in absolute truths.

It is in the articulation of knowledge, critique, and social action, all
based in the concrete world, that praxis is realized. Praxis enriched by
knowledge, critique, and action can only exist within real contexts of so-
cial relations, social struggles, social interests, and social agents. Praxis
cannot exist in the abstract. To understand then why Anglo-American
and Latin American archaeologies developed different forms of praxis
and why one is more like James Dean and the other like Che Guevara,
we must critically compare and contrast their social contexts.

Two Worlds

In order to compare the development of Anglo-American and Latin
American radical archaeologies we will consider both the general trends
of each and the internal differentiation found within them. These similar-
ities and differences are only understandable in their historically specific
social contexts.

In the Anglo-American context, the appearance of a radical archae-
ology was the result of a tacit alliance between diverse theoretical ap-
proaches unified against a common enemy, processual archaeology.
These different approaches never formed a unified theoretical perspec-
tive (McGuire 1992; Trigger 1989a). They included the primarily British
development of post-modernist and post-structuralist theory (Bapty and
Yates, 1990; Hodder, 1982, 1986; Hodder et al., 1995; Preucel 1991;
Shanks and Tilley, 1987a, b; Tilley, 1990, 1993), and the evolution
of a feminist archaeology firmly rooted in the social movements of
both the United States and Great Britain (Claasen and Joyce, 1997;
Conkey and Spector, 1984; Gilchrist, 1994; Moore, 1994; Sweely, 1999;
Wall, 1994; Wright, 1996; Wylie, 1992). Perhaps the weakest of these
Anglo-American approaches has been a heterogeneous set of Marxist
based theories (Bender, 1989, 1990, 1998; Handsman, 1983; Kohl,
1985, 1989; Leone, 1982, 1988, 1995; McGuire, 1992; Patterson, 1986;
Paynter, 1989; Rowlands, 1989; Saitta, 1988, 1989, 1997; Trigger, 1984;
Wurst, 1991).
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In contrast, the development of a radical archaeology in Latin
America has been much more homogeneous because of the centrality
of Marxism to the development of a Latin American Social Archaeology
(Bate, 1998; Lorenzo, 1976; Oyuela-Caycedo, 1997; Patterson, 1994;
Vargas and Sanoja, 1999). Feminist and post-modernist theories have
had much less impact in Latin American than in Anglo-American archae-
ology and there are few examples of these approaches in the Latin
American literature (although a well established and growing feminist
archaeology exists in Spain. i.e., Sanahuja, 2002) (Navarrete, 1995; Poli-
tis, 1995; Politis and Alberti, 1999).

There exist many significant differences between post-modernist or
post-structuralist thought and both Marxism and feminism (Kohl, 1985;
McGuire, 1992; Navarrete, 1995; Trigger, 1989b). At their extreme, post-
processual theories embrace a severe relativism, advocating an ex-
cessive degree of contextualization that negates the possibility of mak-
ing any generalizations about social change, and accepting a notion of
multi-vocality that inhibits the development of general theories of soci-
ety. In the most extreme interpretation of this theory, any archaeological
proposition is only valid in its specific context of theoretical production
and each individual or group can construct a past consistent with its own
vision of the world (Kohl, 1985; McGuire, 1992; Navarrete, 1995; Trigger,
1989b). Post-modernism tends to offer a nihilistic and pessimistic vi-
sion for the future of archaeology that does not provide an effective
base for political action in the world. The perspective of Post-modernism
emphasizes how knowledge is constructed in consciousness without
giving sufficient attention to the dialectical relationship between con-
sciousness and the concrete world. From this perspective, knowledge
is captive to the specific logic of representation, ideas, and cultural per-
ceptions of the individuals that create it. It is difficult or impossible to
effect change in the world when our knowledge of it dissolves into a
constellation of infinite, unstable, and irreconcilable perspectives.

We do not think that it is an accident that post-modernist theory has
developed, thrived, and been rewarded in the world’s most prestigious
universities, such as Cambridge, Berkeley, and Stanford. Such universi-
ties are not just sanctuaries for the production of knowledge; they are
also factories for the production of the dominant ideologies of our time
(Chippendale, 1993). Thus we find the political program of postproces-
sualism provocative and challenging, but never revolutionary. Rather
we would see it as more reformative than transformative of modern so-
cial relations. Once again, like James Dean, the rebellion begins and
ends with the individual, in this case with archaeologists and our own
internal discourse.

Feminist theory for its part has generated a vibrant and useful debate
concerning the praxis of archaeology by social agents. In fact, as has
happened with Latin American Social Archaeology, feminist archaeol-
ogy has produced an interesting encounter between social movements
and theory in the Anglo-American context. When feminists integrated
the study of symbols and representations into the study of power re-
lations and the analysis of class, they produced the necessary tools
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to understand gender discrimination as a historical process intimately
linked to inequalities of class, race, and ethnicity (Conkey and Gero,
1991; Sanahuja, 2002; Wylie, 1992).

Our own perspective is a Marxist one. Marxist thought assumes the
existence of social actors in specific historical contexts that act within
a political and economic dialectic. Marxism places knowing subjects
within a social context comprised of the relations of production, and
considers the dynamic of the actions of social actors and reactions
within both the social context and the natural environment. The dialec-
tical nature of social action means that knowledge does not exist for
its own sake, but instead that knowledge is necessary to take action in
the world. Equally, our position assumes that archaeologists as social
agents produce knowledge conditioned by their historical social context
but that this knowledge can also be used to transform that context. Such
transformation is only possible when archaeologists maintain a critical
perspective on how well this knowledge reflects the concrete world and
on the social relations of its production.

Aspects of Marxist theory have frequently appeared in Western ar-
chaeological thought since the middle of the 20th century (McGuire,
1992). In some cases Marxism has arrived indirectly, for example via
Leslie White’s theory of cultural materialism, and in other cases more
directly, usually via the work of V. Gordon Childe (Trigger, 1989a). It
is, however, undeniable that the development of Marxist archaeology
owes a great debt to Latin American archaeologists and their theory of
Social Archaeology (Patterson, 1994). The existence of Che as a global
symbol of revolution gives testimony to the broad contribution of Latin
American thought to the construction of an international revolutionary
praxis.

Making History

Cultural Historical archaeology preceded both the Marxist archaeologies
of Latin America and the United States and was dominant in both areas
throughout the 1950s (Politis, 1995; Trigger, 1989a). In Latin America,
Social Archaeology developed as a scientific alternative to a hegemonic
culture history. By contrast, in North America Marxist archaeology devel-
oped later in reaction to the positivist currents of a processual archaeol-
ogy that had replaced the Cultural History of the first half of the century.

At the beginning of the 20th century, theories of Cultural Evolution
dominated archaeology. Cultural History displaced this approach, how-
ever, in the second and third decades of the century. Culture History
throughout the Americas was a product of German Natural History with
an emphasis on the importance and uniqueness of cultures (Politis,
1995; Trigger, 1989a). Cultural Historians used the existence of variation
between cultures as the starting point of their approach. They rejected
both the idea that this variation had any evolutionary significance and
that value judgments could be made with respect to it. This Normative
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Archaeology resisted theoretical and methodological elaboration but did
develop an extensive body of techniques to observe and classify the
archaeological record. It also resisted any ethical or political contamina-
tion of its practice. Despite this abhorrence of politics, Cultural Histori-
cal archaeology remained at the center of nationalist discourses in both
North and South America (McGuire, 1992; Politis, 1995; Trigger, 1989a).

By the second half of the century, over 50 years of Culture History
research had resulted in an extensive, and some time intensive, classifi-
cation of the archaeological record of North and South America. Also at
this time, the rise of U.S. hegemony in the world altered the larger politi-
cal context of archaeology in both continents. In the 1960s, in both Latin
America and in the United States, archaeologists responded to these
changes in the social context of their production of knowledge by for-
mulating new approaches to the study of archaeology. Not surprisingly,
given the dissimilar position of the two archaeological communities in
this social context, these new approaches differed considerably.

In Latin America, Culture History dominated archaeology through
the 1960s and into the 1970s. The continued emphasis on chronological
and stylistic studies of artifacts did not produce a past for Latin America
that was relevant to the then contemporary conditions or needs of the
region (Lumbreras, 1974; Sanoja, 1983). At the same time Capitalism
was in crisis in Latin America with Marxist revolutions and/or revolu-
tionary movements afoot in practically every nation of the continent.
Indeed, U.S. imperialism was under attack in many parts of the world
during this epoch. In this context a Marxist archaeology developed ear-
lier in Latin America than in the United States (Patterson, 1994; Politis,
1995; Vargas, 1995). Latin American Social Archaeology had its origin
as part of political and intellectual movements within Latin America in
opposition to the hegemonic power of U.S. ideologies. It represented an
anti-imperialist rejection of dominant ideas from Europe and the United
States that had lost their relevance in Latin America as a product of the
convulsive struggles during this period (Lorenzo, 1976).

One of the crucial elements necessary to understand the develop-
ment of Latin American theory is the relationship of scholars with po-
litical and ideological institutions both within and between the varied
nations of the region. Latin American intellectuals have produced many
important theoretical currents, such as indigenismo, nationalism, and
dependency theory (Sturm, 1998). These currents can only be under-
stood in terms of the tensions between the popular sectors of society
and the elites of the various nation states and the relationship of these
tensions to global relations of power (Badillo, 1995; Vargas, 1995). Also,
at least since the 19th century, Latin American intellectuals have taken
an active and leading role in the political movements and political par-
ties of the region. This trend was accentuated during the convulsions
of the 1960s. Radical theoretical developments such as Paulo Freyre’s
Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Dependency Theory, and Fals Borda’s Rev-
olutionary Science sprang up in this decade (Navarrete, 1995, 1999).

Within this larger Latin American context Latin American Social
Archaeology has always maintained a contradictory relationship with
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European and especially U.S. archaeological theories. This relationship
rests in the irresolvable contradiction between imperial domination and
cultural dependency (Navarrete, 1995). On the one hand Social Archae-
ology represented a definitive political and epistemological break with
the Cultural Historical approach and its emphasis on chronology and de-
scription. On the other hand it cannot escape the dead weight of the
tradition of Cultural History in its work. Towards the end of the 1960s,
Social Archaeology began to develop a common theoretical program
and this effort culminated in the Teotihuacán Group (Lorenzo, 1976).
The work of this group resulted in a shared body of theory and scientific
program, but this larger corpus of theory bore the mark of the various
national traditions of archaeology that it drew on.

The articulation of Latin American archaeology with political move-
ments is clear in the case of Cuba. The Cuban Revolution of 1959 rep-
resented a significant political and ideological event that challenged the
balance of power in global politics. In Latin America, the Cuban Rev-
olution opened the door for political and revolutionary endeavors that
included intellectuals. Within Cuba itself the implementation of a social-
ist society included the immersion of cultural and scientific production in
a Marxist discourse. This was especially true for the social sciences, in-
cluding archaeology (Tabı́o and Ray, 1985). This transformation in Cuba
reinvigorated revolutionary movements in other Latin American coun-
tries and in many of these nations, including Venezuela, Colombia, and
Perú, armed revolutionary guerrilla forces appeared. These movements
had extensive membership and support among the intellectual sectors
of their nations. This process was one of the principle motivations for
the development of Marxist archaeology in Perú and Venezuela (Oyuela-
Caycedo et al., 1997; Patterson, 1994).

Developments in Chile and Argentina followed a somewhat differ-
ent course. Traditionally Argentina had been one of the principal centers
for progressive intellectual thought in South America. Chile became the
first nation of Latin America to elect a socialist government in 1971.
In the 1970s, reactionary forces in both nations moved violently to
establish military dictatorships that sought to crush these leftist ideas
and actions. This repression drove many intellectuals, including archae-
ologists, to more democratic countries including México, Venezuela,
Canada, and Switzerland. In México these archaeologists came into
contact with an already established progressive tradition of nationalism
and indigenismo (Bernal, 1979; Caso, 1958). As a result of this process
México became the center for the intellectual development of So-
cial Archaeology in the 1970s and 1980s (McGuire, 1992; Navarrete,
1999).

In the Anglo-American context, especially in the United States,
Marxist archaeologies developed at a later point. By the 1970s pro-
cessual archaeology had replaced Cultural History as the dominant
theoretical approach to archaeology in the United States. The early
1970s were also a time of turmoil as the United States lost the
Vietnam War and the Watergate scandal unfolded. Economic recession
added to this malaise. Within archaeology, the optimistic beginnings of



316
RANDALL H.
McGUIRE AND
RODRIGO
NAVARRETE

New Archaeology ended because of growing questions about its basic
premises and assumptions. Several U.S. archaeologists including Bruce
Trigger (1978), Thomas Patterson (1986), Philip Kohl (1981) and Antonio
Gilman (1984) had never adopted processual archaeology and began
to investigate Marxist approaches during the 1970s. These authors and
those who followed them in the 1980s tended to be self-taught in their
Marxism and as such they adopted a wide range of Marxist theoreti-
cal perspectives. In Great Britain, by the end of the 1970s, a postpro-
cessual critique was developing that challenged the positivist method,
technological determinism, and systems perspective of processual ar-
chaeology (McGuire, 1992; Trigger, 1989a). Anglo-American Marxist ar-
chaeology developed in this context primarily as a critique of proces-
sual archaeology and positivism, rather than as a critique of Culture
History.

This difference, in relation to previous theories and especially to
positivism, lies at the heart of the differences in emphasis between Latin
American Social Archaeology and Anglo-American Marxist archaeolo-
gies. The Latin American reaction to the empiricism of Culture History
was to develop a structured, scientific, objective and substantive ap-
proach that stressed Marxism as a way of knowing the world. The ar-
chaeological perspectives that developed in the U.S. and Great Britain
during the 1980s occurred in reaction to the positivism of the processual
archaeology, emphasizing Marxism as a means of critiquing the world.
Their critique tended to be anti-programmatic and to focus on the so-
cial construction of knowledge, the political nature of science, and on
ideology (McGuire, 1992).

Two Visions of The World

It is clear that differences in the development of radical archaeologies in
Latin America and in the United States reflect the different positions of
these two regions in a global context. The tensions, institutions, politics,
and social relations that archaeologists enter into and help shape, differ
greatly between nations in the core and the periphery of that world.

Nowhere is this clearer than in how archaeology is financed.
The most obvious contrast is the fact that there is far more money
spent on archaeology in the core states than in the periphery, but
the sources of this money also differ. In the United States and Great
Britain archaeologists draw their financial support from a multitude of
sources, including government grants, state and local governments,
private foundations, public and private colleges and universities, mu-
seums, and private companies. In Latin America, with few exceptions,
federal governments alone fund archaeology, providing both the money
for research and the jobs that archaeologists hold on a day-to-day basis
(Gándara, 1992b; Oyuela-Caycedo et al., 1997; Patterson, 1994).

These differences in funding sources and amounts result in different
behaviors and contradictions within the two contexts. Anglo-American
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archaeologists with more money and more varied sources for that
money have more independence in their research. It would seem that
this should permit a greater liberty in the range of ideas they can
consider. But, as private firms and the state most often direct research
objectives, and access to this abundance of funding, they require the
archaeologist to take an uncritical stance to fulfill these objectives. In
Latin America, state control of funding should mean less freedom of
ideas, but the cracks and imperfections that exist in the state systems
frequently permits the appearance of critique within the state-supported
institutions and universities (Vargas, 1990; Vargas and Sanoja, 1993).
The state often, however, does not permit such a critique outside of
those institutions and universities (Gándara, 1992b).

At an even more general level the development of Anglo-American
critical thought occurred in an imperialistic milieu while critical thought
in Latin American archaeology exists within an anti-imperialist, usually
nationalistic, archaeology. The goals of critique in these two contexts
differ. Following Trigger (1984), a nationalist archaeology serves to de-
fine a distinct heritage for a nation state and as such is particular and
local in its focus. In contrast, an imperialist archaeology focuses on
the application of general methods to answering universal and broad
ranging theoretical questions with little consideration of the national
context.

The political and economic domination of the periphery by the
core also entails ideological hegemony. This ability to define or impose
hegemonic discourses also characterizes an imperialistic archaeology
(Trigger, 1984). The major Anglo-American theoretical approaches to
archaeology, including Culture History and processual archaeology, en-
tered Latin America as part of such a hegemonic discourse. It is for this
reason that the development of Latin American Social Archaeology as
a rejection of first Culture History and then of the processual archaeol-
ogy is both a scientific critique of these perspectives, a way of know-
ing the world, and a political critique of hegemonic ideologies. Archae-
ologists in the United States and Great Britain have to transcend their
position in the social relations of the world and recognize these hege-
monic discourses in order to take radical political action. The position
of Latin American archaeologists is in some ways more contradictory.
From their position in the periphery the hegemonic nature of the dis-
course should be clear, yet they are formed within this discourse and
are often educated in the universities and colleges of the center where
these ideologies are manufactured.

To paraphrase Carlos Fuentes, Anglo-American archaeologists live
in the belly of the beast. They produce and reproduce their critique
within the center of power and they participate in the very processes
and institutional contexts of dominant ideology production that they
wish to criticize. In the case of Latin American archaeology, the rela-
tionship with the beast is more complicated. From the periphery they
can clearly see the form of the animal yet many have nourished them-
selves from the beast and many have also spent time within its en-
trails. As a consequence, many of the critiques originating from Latin
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America reflect genuine expressions based on local relations antagonis-
tic to hegemony, even as other critiques simply reproduce the debates
going on in the center. In this way the peripheral position represents the
strongest and easiest space from which to formulate a critique but those
intellectuals in this position are also inescapably immersed in the hege-
monic discourse of the center. To put it another way, it is possible to
better perceive the beast from outside but all of us are ensnared within
its lair.

Another factor in understanding the differences between both radi-
cal archaeologies is the differing role of intellectuals in these societies.
One of the elements that define the intellectual culture of Latin America
is its engagement with political praxis in society. At the beginning of the
20th century this started with propositions such as the state ideologies
of indigenismo in México (Bernal, 1979; Caso, 1958; Gándara, 1992b;
Ochoa, 1989) and Perú (Mariategui, 1973; Valcarcel, 1978, 1981). More
recently this engagement was manifested in notions such as Paulo
Freyre’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Dependency Theory, and Fals
Borda’s Revolutionary Science. Latin American intellectuals have com-
monly integrated their scholarship with political struggles in their soci-
eties. In general in Latin America, political and intellectual elites greatly
overlap or are the same people. Latin American scholars who prac-
tice science and produce knowledge can also become political leaders
of their countries, or rather people who effect change in their nations,
or conserve the status quo. This situation contrasts convincingly with
the strong separation of political and intellectual elites in the English-
speaking world.

In general, intellectuals in the United States and Great Britain repre-
sent a sector of the national elites restricted to the production of knowl-
edge. Within society, the justification for such knowledge most often
lies in its practical technological application. Such practical application
is seen as existing outside politics. For this reason the intellectual lives
an ivory tower and his or her participation in the public realm of politics
is limited. Within this context there also exists an ideology that active
participation in politics by intellectuals corrupts and compromises ob-
jective science and knowledge.

These differences not only pertain to the actions and politics of sci-
entists and intellectuals but also to the institutions, universities, research
centers, and museums that house them (Vargas and Sanoja, 1993). A
guiding principle for universities in Latin America is the model of the
autonomous university. Students in Córdoba, Argentina won the first
rights of autonomy for a Latin American university in 1917 and these
rights have been defended, often with blood, at many Latin American
universities since then. The state funds autonomous universities but the
university community controls the fiscal, intellectual, moral, and political
integrity of the university through internal governance. The intellectual
community controls not only the curriculum but also the leadership and
priorities of the university. Agents of the state, such as the police and
army, cannot enter the campus of a Latin American autonomous univer-
sity. Within Latin America an affront to the autonomy of the universities
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is considered a violation of academic freedom and of liberty in the na-
tion. The only regimes in recent history to violate the autonomy of their
national universities have been the most repressive military dictator-
ships of Argentina and Chile. For these reasons Latin American univer-
sities are not only symbols of liberty and free speech but also havens
for political and intellectual currents and personalities that are opposed
to the state.

In contrast North American universities are not autonomous. The
state or an external board of governors directs the administration of
such universities and increasingly corporations and the marketplace
hold sway in their corridors. The U.S. author of this paper has often
heard Latin American colleagues question how free inquiry can in fact
occur when external bodies control the university and when agents
of the state can enter a campus, or even a professor’s office, at will.
With this comparison we do not wish to suggest that the autonomy
of Latin American universities is absolutely inviolable. On the contrary
there exist many examples of how national and global political and
economic forces shape Latin American universities. The difference is
that in the U.S. the university functions within the regulation of the
state and the market place and not through internal, democratic, de-
cision making processes. What we see here are two distinct types of
institutions. In Latin America the intellectual community has an auton-
omy that allows it to dissent from the state, while in North America
the university is part of the apparatus that legitimates the state and
capitalism.

Another basic difference rests in the nature of political organiza-
tions in the two regions and the role of political parties in public opinion
and action. In Latin America political parties are much more structured,
autonomous, and socially far reaching than the political parties of the
United States that serve primarily to get individuals elected.

In Latin America political parties are involved not only in the politics
of government but also in programs of social transformation. Public ac-
tion in Latin America has in large measure been a product of the level
of participation in national life by political parties, and of the extent of
connections between these parties and both the state and foreign in-
terests (Coronil, 1997). In this manner the populist parties of the right
have formed a symbiotic existence with the state, feeding it and being
fed by it. In contrast, leftist parties have traditionally been in opposition
to state programs and to imperialism and these efforts have included
armed struggle.

During the 1960s and the 1970s this struggle included guerrilla
movements that functioned as the strong arm of leftist parties. They
coordinated with intellectuals in solidarity with their struggle. These
intellectuals participated actively in all aspects of these struggles includ-
ing the formulation of theory, clandestine activities, mobilization of pub-
lic opinion, legitimate political action, and guerrilla war. Labor unions
were also essential in these struggles and they formed a base for rev-
olutionary action with the political parties, the guerrillas, and the intel-
lectuals. In a situation such as this it is virtually impossible to escape
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the need for an explicit consideration of the class relations and of the
class-consciousness of the social actors involved. Thus, Latin American
intellectuals based their radical theory and praxis in class struggle. It is
only recently with the rise of Neoliberalism in Latin America that we find
societies atomized and stripped of such consciousness (McGuire, 1992;
Navarrete, 1999).

In the English-speaking world, especially in the United States, the
role of political parties is more tenuous. Attempts to manipulate public
opinion to serve the interests of global sources of power tend to domi-
nate in this role. The Cold War, particularly McCarthyism, destroyed left-
ist parties and weakened the left wing of the Democratic Party. Labor
unions expelled radical members and turned away from social action to
focus on economic benefits for their members. This led to an estrange-
ment between the unions and the left that was amplified by the war in
Vietnam. The ultimate consequence of these changes was that the sec-
ond half of the 20th century witnessed a depoliticization of public opin-
ion, a rejection of radical movements, and an estrangement of workers
from working class interests. This was the triumph of an existing ide-
ology that the United States is a classless society. It also saw a rise in
debate and discussions based in issues of race, gender, and culture
rather than in issues related to economic exploitation. It is for these rea-
sons that radical scholarship in the English-speaking world has tended
to focus more on ideology, and how ideology masks inequalities, espe-
cially in class (McGuire 1992; Trigger 1989b). It is also for these reasons
that issues of culture and representation became so important near the
end of the century.

The Italian Marxist Gramsci (1971) identified two strategies to con-
front the existing social order and transform it. First, the war of move-
ment involves an open confrontation that often includes armed struggle
to make revolutionary change. Second, the war of position involves a
more subtle confrontation with the ideology and the ideological appa-
ratus that legitimates the state and the social order. For Gramsci, the
appropriateness of each strategy depends on the form of exploitation
that exists in each specific context. When exploitation takes the form
of the iron fist of violence and repression, the war of movement is ap-
propriate; but when exploitation takes the form of the velvet glove of
ideological manipulation, a war of position is necessary.

Gramsci’s contrast is useful for understanding the differences
between Latin American and Anglo-American radical archaeologies.
Archaeologists created the Social Archaeology of Latin America in a
context of a revolutionary war of movement during the 1960s and
1970s. Archaeologists formulated the radical archaeologies of the
English-speaking world in the context of a war of position that has been
called the “culture wars” in the U.S. (Nash et al., 2000). These “culture
wars” began with the political victory of conservative forces in Great
Britain and the United States in the late 1970s and continue today. Marx-
ist Latin American archaeology laid out in the Manifesto de Teotihuacán
(Lorenzo, 1976) a plan to use historical materialism as a tool to know the
past and to act in the present. In the English-speaking world the focus
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has been on theoretical problems and the application of this theory to
the past in order to challenge ideologies in the present.

A Comparison of Radical Archaeologies

Differences in the political and ideological contexts of archaeology have
consequences for the traditions of thought and for the organization of
the radical approaches that we are considering here. Latin American
social archaeology has fought to produce a consistent, structured, pro-
grammatic praxis to address substantive and practical issues in prehis-
tory. In contrast, the praxis of Anglo-American radical archaeology has
been more diverse, more introspective, and more focused on critique
than that of Latin America.

Latin American Social Archaeology, from its inception, strove for
a coherent, integrated theory based in a vision of unified action by
organized political groups. Archaeologists such as those that met at
Teotihuacán and Oxetepec did not convene just for theoretical and aca-
demic discussions. They met primarily to formulate programs of politi-
cal praxis. These intellectuals sought to elaborate, discuss, and critique
these programs for further political action. Again, these goals are clear
in the Manifesto de Teotihuacán (Lorenzo, 1976). In this document the
relevance of archaeology is framed almost exclusively in terms of its
significance for action in the present. Knowledge of the past was val-
ued as the basis for a critically informed effort to transform the present
(Navarrete, 1999; Patterson, 1994).

Latin Americans proposed a comprehensive program of work to
implement this political praxis. In books such as La Arqueologı́a Como
Ciencia Social (Lumbreras, 1974), Arqueologı́a y Materialismo Histórico
(Bate, 1977) and Arqueologı́a y Sociedad (Montané, 1980) they refined a
methodology to generate a scientific, “objective” understanding of real
pasts and the connections of those pasts with the present. A conse-
quence of these efforts has been a tendency for these archaeologists
to unify around a common project of research with a shared overall
vision. Within this commonality, however, it is possible to identify varia-
tions in the implementation of this program based on differences in the
national contexts where it is applied (Navarrete, 1999).

Marxist thought in Anglo-American archaeology is much more
diffuse and varied than is the case in Latin America. Few if any of the
archaeologists who initially formulated this theory had any formal educa-
tion in Marxism and as a result they were largely self-taught. They there-
fore came to their theoretical positions independently and replicated the
full range of Marxist theoretical positions that existed in English in the
early 1980s (McGuire, 1992; Trigger, 1989b). Their theories are more a
product of individual struggle than of organized political movements.
Also, the relative isolation of the academy from political parties, unions,
and other political organizations contributed to the isolation of these in-
tellectual efforts from concrete political action. The Marxist perspectives
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that exist within Anglo-American archaeology include a traditional or
Second International Marxism (Kohl, 1985; 1989; Patterson, 1986; Trig-
ger, 1984; 1995), theories derived from French Structural Marxism (Ben-
der, 1989, 1990, 1998; Rowlands, 1989; Saitta, 1988, 1989, 1997), a
critical archaeology based in the Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School
(Handsman, 1983; Leone, 1982, 1988, 1995), and Hegelian Marxism
(McGuire, 1992; Paynter, 1989; Wurst, 1991).

Latin American Social Archaeology stressed the development of
methods, categories, and concepts to gain a scientific understanding
of the past from the archaeological record. Key works such as Antiguas
Formaciones y Modos de Producción Venezolanos (Sanoja and Vargas,
1992), La Arqueologı́a Como Ciencia Social (Lumbreras, 1974), Arque-
ologı́a Ciencia y Sociedad (Vargas, 1990) and El Proceso de Investigación
en Arqueologı́a (Bate, 1998) begin with the scientific conviction that the
transformation of social relations in the present depends upon a true
knowledge of both the past and of general historical processes. We
would argue that this emphasis on knowing the world springs from a
Gramscian war of movement. In order to take effective action in the
world it is first necessary to establish a plan based on a concrete and
objective understanding of the world.

For its part, Anglo-American radical theory has emphasized the self-
reflexive aspects of Marxist theory. These archaeologists have focused
on a critique of the production of knowledge and of the contexts in which
knowledge is produced. They do not seek to generate scientific and ob-
jective knowledge of the past but rather try to reveal how knowledge of
the past is manipulated and produced within contemporary historical
discussions. We would characterize this as a war of position in which
scholars develop a critical consciousness to critique a hegemonic cul-
ture and ideology (Leone et al., 1987).

A pragmatic and programmatic emphasis on praxis springs from
the substantive theory of Latin American Social Archaeology. It is built
from a classic vision of historical materialism. This view gives primacy
to the material conditions of life over social consciousness and empha-
sizes social and technical relations of production as determining the
form of society and how it changes (Lumbreras, 1974; Vargas, 1990).
From this perspective the actions of humans to transform nature are
the basis for change in all social processes and in all historical mo-
ments. It also ensues from the tradition of progressive nationalism and
indigenismo in Latin America. Linking the theory of the past with a cri-
tique of the present these archaeologists understand that contemporary
class inequality and imperialism are connected to this past. More impor-
tantly they argue that just as people changed their social conditions
in the past, so too can people change these conditions in the present
(Vargas, 1990). In this way Latin American Social Archaeology connects
with the notion of a war of movement as a historical development from
revolutionary theory and linked to the struggles of political parties and
movements. The period of development of this archaeological theory
corresponds exactly with the epoch of the highest politicization of intel-
lectuals and academic institutions in Latin America.
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In contrast, Anglo-American radical archaeology has historically ad-
hered to a more reflective position. Its emphasis on the Marxist notion of
ideology is a product of both the role of intellectuals in English-speaking
societies and of the specific evolution of Marxist theory in both Great
Britain and the United States. The isolation of intellectuals, the suppres-
sion of Marxist theory during the Cold War, the ideological denial of class
in the U.S., the weakness of true leftist political parties, and the position
of these intellectuals within the imperialist center all pushed archaeolo-
gists to use Marxism as a critical tool. This activist position confronted
the hegemonic ideological apparatus in the spirit of a war of position.
As a consequence, English-speaking Marxists mounted a self-reflexive
archaeology based in the development of profound critiques of the ar-
chaeological perspective. They also launched a critique of archaeolog-
ical discourse and how it is profoundly interwoven with the ideological
and cultural process of the context of its production (Yoffee and Sherratt,
1993).

This critique has resulted in a reevaluation of the theories and meth-
ods that archaeologists use to view the past. The Anglo-American po-
sition has set in motion a productive internal dialogue and self-critique
of archaeological discourse, the social function of archaeology, and the
role of archaeologists as social agents. This internal discourse, how-
ever, risks the danger of the ivory tower, whereby a nihilistic academic
dialogue increases the isolation of the intellectual from political action
in the world. As part of this same contrast we note that Latin American
Social archaeology is actively involved in intellectual and political de-
bates at the national, continental, and global level, whereas in the United
States these debates largely exist within archaeology.

By pointing out the politically active nature of Latin American archae-
ologists in contrast to the self-reflection of Anglo-American archaeology
we do not wish to present an idealized or romanticized picture of the role
of intellectuals in Latin America. Indeed Oyuela Caycedo et al. (1997)
have highlighted the bourgeois weaknesses and internal contradictions
of Latin American Social Archaeology. With both of these schools of
thought we recognize the political and practical contradictions that char-
acterize each (McGuire, 1992; Navarrete, 1999). We, however, find the
key to understanding how they differ in the comparison of their explicit
political goals and plans for social action.

Shared Struggles

Aside from the notable differences that separate them, both of these
Radical Archaeologies share achievements and challenges. Both have
constructed useful critiques of the world and they have pushed the
bounds of Marxist theory by extending it to non-capitalist societies. In
both Latin America and in the English-speaking world, archaeologists
struggle to build a radical praxis that transcends their own social posi-
tion in history and society. In considering this social position we must
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reflect on both the reality of archaeology as both an elite and a colonial
practice throughout the Americas. For these reasons radical archaeol-
ogists are often alienated from the interests of the working class and
indigenous peoples whose interests they wish to advance.

Both approaches have had some success in building critical alterna-
tive visions of the past and of the present. The reach and scope of each
of these visions reflect the social, political, and cultural factors we have
already discussed. In Latin America the intention has always been to
transcend the academic debate. For this reason Latin American Social
Archaeology has always framed its internal critique of archaeological
discourse within an endeavor to engage in a larger social and political
analysis. In this effort they have always maintained connections with
groups active in the political life of their nations (Vargas and Sanoja,
1993). Without exception an evaluation of their success at taking action
in the world would find that it is difficult for them to unburden them-
selves of the world of intellectual discussion and to take action in the
real world. In the English-speaking community radical archaeologists
have intentionally positioned themselves within this intellectual discus-
sion and they have fruitfully advanced it. It has been rare, however,
for these archaeologists to transcend their internal critique and to take
action in the world. In this way, in both contexts, archaeologists have
developed useful but limited critical perspectives.

Both of these approaches engaged in critical discussions of Marxist
theory and from these discussions they have generated novel and orig-
inal theoretical proposals. They have worked to expand Marxist analy-
sis to a far greater range of history than it has traditionally been applied
to. Marxist theory has traditionally been directed to the study of Capi-
talism and to other modes of production that articulates with it. These
archaeologists have sought in the writings of Marx a broader theory
of history that is relevant to all times and to all places. They have ap-
plied it to societies that predate Capitalism and to social structures and
social processes very different from Capitalism. These efforts require
the constant critical elaboration and reevaluation of Marxist theory be-
cause this theory does not directly address such time periods and social
forms.

Latin American archaeologists have sought to accomplish this goal
through highly rigorous, programmatic, and structured systems of clas-
sification. These systems attempt to capture in a Marxist theory social
forms and social relationships that are not Capitalist. The most elaborate
of these systems is the Three Category System developed by the Grupo
Oxtepec (Vargas, 1995). These discussions have been productive but
an over-emphasis on definitions and the search for a general system
of classification has limited attention to the critique and application of
the system to the study of specific historical contexts. Specific stud-
ies would include those by Sanoja and Vargas of sites in the Orinoco
River Valley and along the eastern coast of Venezuela (Sanoja, 1979;
Vargas, 1979; 1981) and by Lumbreras at the site of Chavı́n de Huantar
(Lumbreras, 1989). In contrast there exist a plethora of general studies
on the evolution of social formations at a national or continental level
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(Bate, 1983; Gándara, 1992a; Lumbreras, 1974, 1983, 1986, 1988a, b;
Sanoja, 1983, 1994; Sanoja and Vargas, 1992; Vargas, 1990).

English-speaking radical archaeologists, however, have empha-
sized the critical aspects of Marx and consequentially not attempted to
revise or develop a method of historical materialism. Instead they have
applied cognitive models derived from other theories or developed par-
ticular concepts and categories to fit particular cases.

Both of these approaches confront the challenge of how to move
beyond the bounds of intellectual and academic debate to take action
in the world. Each has to struggle with the problem of how to span the
gap that separates their academic discourse from social action. The key
problem here is how to relate the findings of archaeological research
on local histories with more general debates that have relevance to the
problems of modern society.

From Latin America we would cite the experience of the Museo
del Hombre Venezolano between 1984 and 1987 as an example of
this struggle (Vargas and Sanoja, 1990). Mario Sanoja and Iraida Var-
gas developed this project within the Universidad Central de Venezuela
in Caracas. This university has been one of the intellectual centers in
South America for the development of alternative radical theories and
for political activity. The purpose of the museum was to offer an alter-
native history of the Venezuelan nation to an audience of children and
young people. This alternative history stressed social processes more
than events, social groups more than heroes, struggles and contradic-
tions more than accomplishments and progress, and the construction
of a national identity more than legendary anecdotes.

With this goal the first and only exhibition—“Three Cultures, One
Nation”—sought to challenge the official state vision of history from vari-
ous angles. The exhibit covered an immense span of time from the first
population of the continent until the 1980s. It broke down the traditional
periodization of official history and instead emphasized the continuity of
processes within this great span. The exhibit’s consideration of the pre-
hispanic indigenous history stressed both the importance of this history
and its long-term effects on the development of the nation. The incor-
poration in the exhibit of themes related to Africans, Indians, and the
working class represented a clear break with official, elitist, Eurocentric,
hegemonic history. In terms of museology, the exhibit emphasized the
substantive content of the history rather than the display of objects.
Museum guides were also on hand to conduct the visitor through the
exhibit. These guides sought to enhance the critical appreciation of the
visitor and also present the exhibit as part of programmed cultural ac-
tion.

In the end the museum was not a success. The reasons for this
failure are multiple and complex and they spring from both national de-
velopments and from the social practice of individuals.

One of the major reasons for failure was the lack of interest on
the part of the public in the activities of the museum. This lack of in-
terest reflects a broader disinterest in history in a country that does
not have a national history museum. The museum was also located
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within the university which is a place not frequented by the general pub-
lic. Mainly the people who normally inhabit a university—intellectuals
and professionals—saw the exhibit. The only exception to this was the
school groups who were brought in to the university to see the museum.

Even though the exhibit explicitly confronted the hegemonic na-
tional history of Venezuela some of the concepts embedded in the
exhibit and in its title “Three Cultures, One Nation” ran the danger of
reinforcing basic beliefs of national ideology. The state of Venezuela
celebrates the idea of miscegenation in a national holiday, el Dı́a de la
Raza, on the 12th of October. This idea has been one of the principle
instruments that the European elites of Latin American have used to ab-
sorb and dilute the political potential of racial groups in their countries
(Badillo, 1995; Sorensen, 1997). Although the exhibit presented a cri-
tique of this idea, in another manner it continued to advance the same
ideology of cultural and racial equality by asserting that the three cul-
tures (Indian, European, and African) did indeed form a single nation.

In the United States radical archaeologists undertook a similar ex-
periment and perhaps surprisingly it encountered very similar chal-
lenges and disappointments. Annapolis, Maryland is a small city near
Washington, D.C. It was founded in AD 1650 and throughout the 18th

century it was an important sociopolitical and cultural center of the North
American colonies. It has been the capital of the state of Maryland from
1695 until today and numerous important figures of the U.S. revolu-
tion lived or visited the city. Today this history is used to attract tourists
and heritage tourism is the major contemporary industry of the city. In
1981, the Annapolis project began an archaeological program aimed at
questioning the ideological construction of Annapolis’ past, on paper,
in reconstructed and restored buildings, and in the ground. The project
sought to reveal the contradictions and social inequalities that the hege-
monic history of Annapolis obscured (Leone, 1995; Leone et al., 1987).
The organizers of the project sought to set up a participatory experience
that would engage the tourists in a critical reflection on the colonial his-
tory of the United States.

As a result of their initial investigations the project organizers con-
cluded that the history of Annapolis presented to the public was frag-
mented and that it reflected a nationalist ideology. This history pulled
apart the temporal and cultural continuums of the city such as the 18th

and 19th century, and the relationship between Euro-Americans and
African-Americans. This dismembering reinforced a static and harmonic
vision of the national past and it justified the inequalities of the present.
These archaeologists embraced Althusser’s (1969) notion of a dominant
ideology that creates a false consciousness for all members of society.
They sought to challenge this ideology by demonstrating to the tourists
that the history and the historic Annapolis that they were presented
with had been ‘falsely’ constructed. The project used guided tours of
the historic center of the city and of their excavations to demonstrate
that the hegemonic history was constructed and to reveal the inequal-
ities and exploitation of the past. These archaeologists stressed how
industrialization led to the increased consumption of goods and created
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the division between those who could acquire such goods and oth-
ers who were marginalized in this consumption. They also emphasized
how common goods used in daily life were used to establish and en-
force social divisions in the formation of the United States. The concern
here was not only with how day-to-day life defined the new class struc-
ture but also with how common things served to ideologically legitimate
this structure.

In the end this challenge to the standard ideological history of An-
napolis failed to overcome the official history and the cultural and social
relations that produce it (Leone, 1995). The public generally responded
to the alternative vision that the project offered by reinterpreting this vi-
sion in terms of their preconceptions derived directly from the ideology
being critiqued. The archaeologists wanted to demonstrate the relation-
ship between the inequalities of the past with relations of discrimination
in the present. The visitors, however, were more interested in the ex-
otic and odd features of the past. Their responses focused on the exotic,
the monumental, and the extraordinary, and expressed assumptions di-
rectly derived from a Capitalist ideology such as a preoccupation with
the value of objects, the time necessary to produce goods, and their
availability in the market.

This range of responses should not have been surprising given the
background of the tourists who visit Annapolis and the types of histori-
cal interpretations that they were already exposed to. In general, those
people who have the most interest in heritage tourism are themselves
members of the professional middle class in U.S. society (McGuire,
1992). The fact that Annapolis is a high-end tourist destination only
amplifies this trend. It is clear here that relationships of power affect
the distribution of knowledge within society. Leone, following Luckás
(1971), noted that a hegemonic ideology reifies and distorts the history
produced for the mass of people. This history naturalizes and makes
universal the inequalities and forms of exploitation that exist in the
past and the present. Clearly, in Annapolis, the privileged classes of
U.S. society did not question this history even when presented with
alternatives.

As a result of this experience Leone (1995) adopted Habermas’
(1984) notion of communicative action. He recognized that those peo-
ple who would be the most open to alternative histories were those
who had been most directly affected in a negative ways by the con-
tradictions, inequalities, and exploitation in society. He also shifted the
focus of the research in Annapolis to an African American community
in the city and to a project that actively incorporates members of that
community. With this integration it becomes difficult for the archaeolo-
gist as part of the intellectual vanguard to assume they know the interest
of the masses. Instead they must actively work with the community to
develop an alternative historical discourse that meets the interests of
both parties. This process of cooperation also revealed to the archae-
ologists how African-Americans incorporated the symbols and beliefs
of the hegemonic ideology but in their own terms and giving them their
own meaning (Mullins, 1999).
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In these two examples we see that the efforts that a committed ar-
chaeology must make to implement a theory of praxis is rife with conflict
and contradictions. Archaeology has traditionally been a middle class or
bourgeois practice and this social position creates contradictions when
it seeks to articulate and address problems and issues of the popular
classes (McGuire and Walker, 1999). When archaeologists attempt to en-
ter into a dialogue with social actors they enter into the complex sets
of social relationships that structure the production of knowledge (Kohl
and Fawcett, 1995; Yoffee and Sharrett, 1993). We would argue that, in
order to enter into a dialectical praxis that allows action in the world,
archaeology should be seen as a craft (Shanks and McGuire, 1996).
Archaeology-as-craft rejects the idea that archaeology exists as an ab-
stract search for absolute truths or objective scientific conclusions. It
argues instead that archaeology should serve the interests of a vari-
ety of communities. These communities include the traditional ones of
the academy and the middle class but also Native American, working
class and other communities that archaeologists have not addressed.
Craft implies a constant process of engagement with the archaeological
record and the application of the knowledge derived from that engage-
ment to a variety of different interests. Craft also requires a constant
reevaluation of the interests of communities and how archaeology as a
craft can serve those interests. Craft dissolves the dichotomies that have
dominated archaeological discourse, including science versus human-
ism, objectivity versus subjectivity, arts versus crafts, and style versus
function. It proposes a unification of reason and sensibility, politics and
science, and most importantly of hand, heart, and mind, that is, of ac-
tion, emotion, and consciousness. It is only here, in constant interaction
between knowledge, critique and action, that we can, like Che Guevara,
develop a truly revolutionary praxis of archaeology.

The realization that knowledge is produced in a complex interaction
with social context necessitates a critical confrontation with history both
as a process and as knowledge. The first step of this confrontation is
to ask, “Who is our audience?” At one level this is a question of at what
level, in what words and through what outlets we should reach this au-
dience. It should be obvious that we need to speak to our audience in a
language that they can understand and using outlets that are both avail-
able to them and of interest to them. Archaeologists have developed
the language and the means to reach an academic audience and, to
a somewhat lesser extent, a popular middle class or bourgeois audi-
ence. Once we step outside of these traditional communities, however,
we are not so adept. At a more complex level we need to ask what the
needs and interests of our audience are and how best we serve them.
This requires that we ask the communities that we study what their in-
terest in the past is rather than simply telling them what the realities of
their past were. As the experience of the Annapolis project shows, if
our goal is to formulate an archaeology that challenges a hegemonic
ideology we need to do this in cooperation with communities that are
victims of that ideology rather than communities that both create and
benefit from it.
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The standard means that archaeologists have used to communi-
cate with public audiences are themselves products of social relations
and thus are more effective with some communities than with oth-
ers. Museums, national monuments, universities, and the whole of the
educational apparatus are products of, and controlled by, the middle
or bourgeois classes. We should not be surprised to learn that these
institutions are most effective at educating and communicating with
these classes (McGuire and Walker, 1999). Recently many scholars
have argued that the Internet and cyberspace are the new democratic
tools to tear down the hegemonic control of knowledge (Leotard, 1984;
Poster, 1990) and some archaeologists have jumped on this band-
wagon (Hodder, 1999). We are more cautious about these new media
because access to them is class based, especially outside of core in-
dustrial states. The vast majority of the world’s population does not have
access to telephones let alone computers. It is clear that archaeologists
who wish to advance a radical program need to seek media of commu-
nication that allows them to speak effectively with the popular classes.
In both Latin America and the English-speaking world archaeologists
have not been particularly successful at finding these media.

This lack of success springs in part from the position of archaeol-
ogists in society. It is clear that archaeologists in both Latin America
and in the United States represent a privileged sector of society that
has often been in opposition or simply irrelevant to the popular classes.
We would propose five reasons why this is so. First, in both contexts
archaeologists are associated with anthropology, a scientific and aca-
demic discipline that is a historical product of both colonialism and im-
perialism and that has in its history frequently served as an instrument of
domination over indigenous peoples. Second, archaeology has gener-
ally held a Eurocentric, global view of history and the past that does not
consider the visions of other traditions, cultures, and societies. Third,
archaeology as a social product is directly associated with the profes-
sional middle and bourgeois classes, making it difficult to escape the
assumptions, ideologies, and preconceptions of those classes. It is pre-
cisely these ideologies that justify the inequalities and exploitation that
a radical archaeology wishes to challenge. Fourth, archaeology is fre-
quently established and maintained as part of the ideological appara-
tus of states. Archaeology is a means to construct, depict, or rescue
national heritages that justify national identities. In this capacity it is
part of the ideological apparatus of the state (Gándara, 1992b). Fifth,
the political position of archaeology is usually ambiguous and when
archaeologists propose a critical view of the world they are doing so
from an elitist social position, using elite language, and elite institu-
tions and mediums of communication. Unless a considerable effort is
made, such views are not linked to the interests and needs of popular
classes.

When archaeologists lack a critical vision of our praxis it is easy for
us to be part of the oppression. Nowhere is this clearer than in the re-
lationship between archaeologists and Indian peoples in the Americas.
In both North and South America archaeology has traditionally been a
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colonial practice, the study of the conquered by the conquerors. This
practice flows directly out of the conquest of the continents. First the
Europeans took the lands and wealth of the Indians, and then the ar-
chaeologists took their pasts. In the United States, as the U.S. army
pushed the Native Americans to the far corners of the west and onto
reservations, anthropologists and archaeologists claimed the Native
past as their object of study (McGuire, 1992).

In the United States the colonial nature of archaeology was made
forcibly apparent in the debates over repatriation during the last decades
of the 20th century. At the end of the 19th century, Euro-American scien-
tists dug up fresh Native American graves and collected bodies and
artifacts from the battlefields to fill the museums of the eastern United
States. The seizure of the Native American past was therefore both a
physical seizure of bodies and things and a symbolic capture of au-
thority over that past. Many modern Native Americans regard mod-
ern archaeology in the United States as simply a continuation of these
macabre practices. Many have argued that archaeologists should be
arrested for grave robbing rather than rewarded with positions in muse-
ums and universities.

For this reason, when Native Americans say that archeology is a lo-
cus of struggle they are pointing out that archaeology has been a source
of their oppression in the United States (Antoine, 1986; Deloris, 1973,
1995). Within the archaeological community of the United Sates the fight
over repatriation required a commitment to real social action and a far
greater risk than abstract debates about the content of university lec-
tures. Many in the field saw U.S. archaeologists who supported the
rights of Native American communities to have a say in their own pasts
and who pressed for the reform of archaeology as traitors. Many archae-
ologists who supported a Native American position had chapters
rejected by journals, were passed over for jobs, and were denied the
opportunity to present papers in national meetings because they were
considered “too political” (Zimmerman, 1997). This history demonstrates
the those archaeologists who choose to employ their craft in the service
of other than the traditional communities of the discipline may do so at
their own peril.

Similar contradictions and relations of exploitation exist between ar-
chaeologists and Indian people in Latin America to those that exist in
the United States. The context is somewhat different in Latin America
because of the indigenismo movement of the 1930s and 1940s. This
movement appropriated Indigenous identity to further nationalist social,
political, and cultural programs. Since the 1970s a new ethnic national-
ism or Indianismo has arisen among the Native Peoples of Latin America
and this movement tends to dismiss Indigenismo as paternalistic as-
similation (Wearne, 1996). In Latin America there have been some faint
stirrings on issues of repatriation and the control of Native histories (Con-
dori, 1989), however the debate and conflict has not reached the level
or importance that it has in the United States. We see no reason to think
that this difference in conflict is the result of differences in the relations
between archaeologists and Indians in the two regions. Rather, we think
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that it reflects differences between the economic, political, and cultural
struggles that Indian people face in the two regions.

Defiance or rebellion, reform or revolution, James Dean or Che: at
the beginning of the 21st century these icons appear feeble but they
still have meaning in the alternative politics of many sectors of society
including intellectuals, and among them archaeologists. We see these
oppositions manifest in the differences between an Anglo-American and
a Latin American radical archaeology. Much of the program for a radi-
cal archaeology in the English-speaking world resemble the rebellion
of James Dean. This rebellion was individualistic, self-reflective, and
reformist. We have argued in contrast that collective, political, and so-
cially committed programs characterize Latin American social archaeol-
ogy. We do not wish to conclude, however, that each of these traditions
is trapped within the patterns of their development. In reality we think
that contemporary processes may invert the oppositions that we have
drawn between the two perspectives. In Latin America, on-going eco-
nomic and political crises are eroding the integration and cohesion of
social archaeology. In the English-speaking world we see evidence
for more convergence between Anglo-American radical archaeology
and the Latin American Social Archaeology. Is it by chance that we
do not have a revolutionary vision in the English-speaking world? Is
it by chance that we have proposals for reform in the Latin American
contexts? What we have argued here is that it is only through a criti-
cal vision of the social context of science and of the relationship be-
tween theory and practice that it is possible to build a radical praxis of
archaeology.
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1986, Una nueva visión del antiguo Perú. Municipalidad de Lima Metropolitana, Lima.
1988a, De los orı́genes de la civilización en el Perú. Peisa, Lima.
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Footsteps of
the American Race
Archaeology, Ethnography, and Romantism
in Imperial Brazil (1838–1867)

Lúcio Menezes Ferreira

. . . Azarias kisses her hand. Barral [Countess Barral] looks at Carlos [Carlos
Gomes] with some curiosity. She couldn’t expect that the young lad recom-
mended by Azarias was half an Indian, or half black; she thinks about the
blacks and the Indians in an ambiguous way: she feels affection for them, in
a romantic way, but considers them as inferior . . . (Fonseca, 1994: 17)

In 1839, when the first issue of the Brazilian Journal of Historical
and Geographical Institute (IHGB) was published, Januário da Cunha
Barbosa (1839) wrote the new members of the Institute a list of doc-
uments and information which they should look for in the Imperial
Provinces. Among the listed items, Father Januário da Cunha asked
records of indigenous populations and their customs which could be
used in the future to help bring these populations to civilization. He also
requested a statistic list enumerating the number of indigenous groups,
their principle activities and comments related to any economic advan-
tage to be made of them. He also asked for a meticulous geographical
examination of the provinces, a map showing natural resources, na-
tive products, and a careful topography of their rivers and mountains. A
study of the quality and size of their lands was required as well. In sum,
the first secretary of the IHGB, Januário da Cunha Barbosa, already in
the first issue of the journal, set up a kind of overture, including two
themes which would become the basis of IHGB’s archaeological and
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Ethnographic thinking: spreading civilization over the entire interior of
the country and civilize indigenous populations. Agreement with these
themes, important to centralizing political projects of the Monarchy, gave
a certain rhythm to the Archaeology and Ethnography practiced by the
Institute. It provided ideas to help set up the romantic picture used in
the formation of a national identity and Indian policy.1

In this paper, using the texts of Francisco Adolfo Varnhagen (1816–
78), Domingos José Gonçalves Magalhães (1811–82) and Gonçalves
Dias (1823–64), I shall analyze how Archaeology, Ethnography and the
Romanticism were articulated inside the IHGB and discuss the reason
for such a picture, characterized, as we shall see, by racial overtones.2

In considering of this, two analytical possibilities arise. First, Robert
Miles (1989) has an advocated studying the “processes of signification
and representation of the Other” or, as I would rather name it, a short
History of the process of qualifying social groups. Another analytical
possibility follows Foucault (1988, 1994a, b, c, and d, 1999), includ-
ing the discovery of the population phenomena and its correlated fields
of knowledge, the development of the biopower and State-sponsored
racism.

Allegro con Brio: Varnhagen and the Use of Force

. . . for such people, that still live in childhood, there is no History, only Ethnog-
raphy. Childhood is always accompanied by insignificance and miseries
. . . (Varnhagen, 1975[1854]: 30)

. . . Cheer up! Human enterprise domesticates everything! It’s up to civilization
to size and improve what is already good, and prevent or destroy evil . . .
(Varnhagen, 1975[1854]: 19)

Varnhagen, a military engineer graduated from the cadet’s school of
Portugal, was able to use his historiographic knowledge of questions
of politics and strategy. He argued with other Latin American Republics
about Brazil’s geopolitical boundaries and also wrote the História das
Lutas Holandesas no Brasil (1943[1871]) which sought to encourage
the spirit of the Brazilian nation to fight against Paraguay. In a moment
during which physical and administrative integration of the territory was
imperative to the Monarchy’s political scheme, it is easy to understand
why the diplomat Varnhagen, with all his historiographic knowledge,
spent so much time thinking about ways to unify the Empire. For in-
stance, in the História Geral do Brasil (1975 [1854]: 13–14), he suggests
the Prata region was privileged for the future union of the State. It was
the ideal locus to build the capital, on account of the pleasant weather
it offered and its proximity to a hydrographical basin that could link the
whole Empire. History, Magistra Vitae.

Lieutenant Varnhagen also exercised his potential as a strategist
with respect to the indigenous populations. As a member of the IHGB,
he thought about the possibilities of integrating indigenous groups into
a territory defined geopolitically as the nation. He wished to submit the
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indigenous population to a new social order and to the social principles
that emerge from this new ordering. It is also important to postulate a
place for Indians within the hierarchy of national identity that was being
defined and whose contours were particularly stressed by the concept
of civilization. In other words, the main problem was the possibility of
civilizing the indigenous populations through a policy of integration.

In 1841, Varnhagen wrote Sobre a Necessidade do Estudo e En-
sino das Lı́nguas Indı́genas do Brasil (1841: 53–63). In this text, he pro-
posed the creation of a section of Archaeology and Ethnography at the
IHGB’s Journal, to be added the section that included History and Geog-
raphy. According to Varnhagen, this new section would have as its main
purpose the investigation of Indian languages. These studies should
also determine as accurately as possible indigenous movements and
immigration. The same section should also examine different ways of
civilizing indigenous people and use, if necessary, statistical methods
to help the IHGB measure the indigenous population and locate each
group. In essence, the IHGB sought to elaborate an “ethnography chart”
(Varnhagen 1841: 63).

For Varnhagen, this section was to be created immediately, because
the Indians belonged to a decadent and degenerating race. He also
thought that in a very short time, the different languages will have lost
their original purity, and in the near future, one would not be able to
recognize the color of the Indian skin. Varnhagen believed in the ideas
and principles of Buffon (1707–88), Gobineau (1818–82) and Von Martius
(1794–1868), and presumed that Indians, due to their biological quali-
ties, were condemned to imminent extinction. It would therefore be nec-
essary to study indigenous languages as soon as possible. These lan-
guages studies were also fundamental to National Literature, because
according to Varnhagen, they were the base upon which the indepen-
dence and integrity of nations was built. Varnhagen’s romanticism was
based on general consensus—the Indians and their languages’ myths
were certainly useful in the inspiration of the National Poetry.

This Romantic argument, however, was abandoned in his subse-
quent work. Although in a letter sent to IHGB, in 1849, entitled Lı́nguas,
Imigração e Arqueologia, (1849: 366–376), Varnhagen still shows some
romantic indigenist sentiments, this is no longer evident in História geral
do Brasil (1854) In this work, only the author’s discursive attitude and his
archaeological and ethnological interpretation remains. Only Ethnogra-
phy could study races that lived in intellectual childhood, or brutish peo-
ples without a written system or History. As Ethnography, he understood
not only fieldwork—and Varnhagen, in his travels around Brazil, made
many observations on Indians and collected vocabularies—but also the
descriptions of colonial chroniclers and the reports of naturalist travel-
ers. One could understand this as incipient Ethnohistory. The fundamen-
tal discipline, however—and here Varnhagen reaffirms his texts of 1841
and 1849—was Philology. The study of the indigenous races could not
be made by a historian without philological knowledge. It would be im-
possible otherwise to discern the variety and contrasting nominations
given by the indigenous groups. Above all, he asserted, the customs of
the American races were almost the same from the Andes to Patagonia,
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and only Philology could contribute to a sharp classification of these in-
fant people (Varnhagen, 1849: 366). Only Philology could tell whether
that names designated to Indians correspond, in reality, to one or to
many races.

Finally, if Ethnography and Philology revealed the customs, myths,
rituals, records and legendary memories of ancient and nebulous immi-
grations, they would be also studying Archaeology.3 Thus, he believed
in the deductive determination of American racial origins through the
small footsteps or far-off monuments of a degenerated people, fated
by their organic constitution and their decadent practices, to an in-
escapable disappearance.

Considering these procedures, Varnhagen (1975: 24) concluded:

. . . These vagabond people that always fought, populated the land that nowa-
days belongs to Brazil, were emanations of only one race or great nation; that
means, they had a common origin, spoke dialects of the same language . . .

In fact, the different “nations” spoke the variations of the same lan-
guage, Tupi. Although they were degenerated by miscegenation with
people wrongly called by different names, a detailed examination of the
various languages and customs reveals that the Tupi were an invading
race, “outer aliens” (Varnhagen, 1975[1854]: 52). They had a Caribbean
origin and, when they left the Northeast, came in successive waves
to the South, occupying the interior of the country and, above all, the
Brazilian coast. New hordes from the same race then migrated from the
North, especially from the Amazon region, fighting, exterminating, sub-
mitting the defeated to slavery, until they had occupied, once again, the
same coastal area. Thus, those who lived on the coast, before the influx
of the new warrior Tupi groups, dispersed to the South or to the interior.
The Tupi, a conquering race, came from North, from the Caribbean and
the Amazon Basin, and not from the South, from Prata and Paraguay,
are as like those Martius (1844, 1907) wished they came from.

Because of their continued wars to occupy the territory that “today
belongs to Brazil”, the Tupi eventually fragmented themselves into
smaller tribes. The decadent Tupi had become nothing less than one
million nomadic souls engaged in incipient or inexistent agriculture
when the Portuguese first arrived. Such an analysis is followed by the
assertion of a statistical axiom established by Malthus (1766–1834):
in any country, the population only develops when their inhabitants
abandon their wandering lives, start working the land and set up
permanent dwellings.4 Before the Portuguese conquered, therefore,
“the country was very little populated” (cf. Varnhagen, 1975[1854]: 23),
and the chances of reaching development were small. Confirmation
of this is found in, first, their lack of population, explained by the great
importance of war to Tupi daily life: wars were their main reward,
their hordes were moved by the instinct of revenge, they harassed
each other, fought for the best spots for hunting and fishing, waited
anxiously for the loot from conflicts—slaves and human flesh for
anthropophagic celebrations. Second, Tupi cannibals, in their present
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decadent condition, did not have a metaphysical vision of the world.
No religion ruled them. Thus, among the myriad of vices they had, they
were also corrupted by the peccatum nefandum, the sin execrated by
Saint Paul. In other words, the Tupi practiced homosexuality, and this
helped to slow population growth. Finally, the social bonds of degen-
erated Indians were weak. Etymology reveals that the word Tupi was
not related to any specific country, nor was the name of a great leader.
Thus they lived in a wild anarchy, for nor did they have a centralized
State like the Incas that could save them from their precarious situation.
Nor did they have an aristocracy that could guide them into a civilized
condition and a population increase (cf. Varnhagen, 1975[1854]: 26).

However, for Varnhagen, the viscount of Porto Seguro, there is no
reason to be ashamed of this problematic image. After all, to him it was
entirely probable that the Tupi, descending from the Northeast, specifi-
cally from the Caribbean islands, or coming from the Bering Straits, de-
scend from the civilized navigators of the Ancient World. The viscount
of Porto Seguro and others IHGB’s intellectuals, searched for a “noble”
genealogy for the young nation and Archaeology was fundamental to
this process of definition (Ferreira, 1999; Piñón 2000). As a monogeneti-
cist, Varnhagen believed that the Tupi were not only God’s children, but
also the product of immigration, therefore they must come from civi-
lized races. It would even be possible to find the footprints of this civ-
ilized American race under Brazil’s extensive tropical forests, covered
by slime and patinas, as had happened in Mexico and Peru. It would
not be necessary to waste money and time with archaeological expedi-
tions to find them, the fragments of civilization would come out during
the process of planting or while they built new roads. Civilization itself
would find it is own traces.

Therefore the Tupi could be a part of the National Identity. For this
to happen, however, their past, hidden in the forests of the Atlantic,
in the myths whispered by their language, in the baroque notations of
colonial chroniclers, and in scientific naturalism, would have to point to
a historical civilized course. Varnhagen, as did other IHGB’s intellectu-
als, saw Indians from another point of view. He sought their civilized
side although today they may be degenerate, the “ruin of the people”, in
Martius’ (1844) terms. So Lieutenant Varnhagen, following the example
of the first Portuguese settlers, did not see another solution to civilize
the Indians except through the use of “force” (1975[1854]: 212–222). It
was because of a “misunderstood philanthropy” (1975[1854]: 220), first
by the Jesuits and then by the King’s pity, that the Indians had been
brought to civilization through the slow process of catechism. After all,
if the laws had allowed for the first settlers’ greed, it would not have
been necessary to gather and transport Africans to Brazil, who although
the increased public wealth, also corrupted local customs because they
were unbecoming, audacious and unashamed (Varnhagen, 1975[1854]:
225). With these degenerated races already populating the “blessed
Brazilian soil” (Varnhagen, 1975[1854]: 30)—and Varnhagen’s geograph-
ical descriptions are like a romantic version of Caminha’s letter—
one could not understand how there were poets who admired the
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Genebra’s philosopher, because it is known that with no laws and civ-
ilization, men are inclined to barbarity and anthropophagy (Varnhagen,
1975[1854]: 52).

Therefore, Varnhagen abandons Rousseau’s argument of perfectibil-
ity, and with it, the I-Juca Pirama and the Deprecação, poems of
Gonçalves Dias, allegories of indigenous suffering caused by the arrival
of the Portuguese in Brazil. In a letter to the Emperor Pedro II, Varnhagen
rejected Gonçalves Magalhães’ poem financed by the State to be used
as a national epic and called A Canção dos Tamoios:

. . . Unfortunately the poem is far from the honors of the National epic of Pedro
II’s century. Not even the subject of that bestial confederation is truly epical . . .
(Letter to the Emperor Pedro II, September, 24, 1856, quoted in Lessa, 1961).

There is nothing better to the historian of ideas than a good polemic.

Allegro Spirituoso: D. J. Gonçalves de Magalhães,
the Perfectibility, and the Non-Perfectibility

. . . Not even our historian alone will think in a different way; however, in his
excessive love to civilization, he wants to attribute to it all goods deeds, he
forgets for one moment that civilization is the result of the good human nature,
that tends always to improve itself. (Magalhães 1860:17)

. . . Thus, the enquirer of truth, decide according to his particular opinion, and
not according to the evidences of the documents . . . (Magalhães 1860:17)

In Os indı́genas do Brasil perante a História (1860), Gonçalves de Ma-
galhães criticizes the História Geral do Brasil (Varnhagen, 1975[1854]).
His objective was the rehabilitation of indigenous people as part of the
Brazil’s population. As a philosophy professor at Pedro II School be-
gins his reflections with methodological lessons. According to him, one
cannot write the History of defeated and subjugated people who we
see only through chronicles and documents of the conquerors, without
another “indirect method” (Magalhães 1860: 4). One must be aware of
contradictions within the documents and seek the truth through critics
because the conquerors were always inclined to glorify their own acts
as fair and to revile their victims with all kinds of imputations. Varnhagen,
who did not use this indirect method, had gathered, joined together and
forgiven all accusations against Brazilian savages. At the same time,
according to most modern and best theories of History, Gonçalves de
Magalhães considered the document an access point to the truth. To
reach it, however, it was necessary to avoid the affirmations and insult-
ing epithets about the defeated populations and accept only the good
things that were spoken about them.

Nevertheless, Gonçalves de Magalhães did not restrain his criti-
cism of Varnhagen’s hermeneutic method. The author of Canção dos
Tamoios also criticized Varnhagen’s archaeological and Ethnographic
interpretations and his philosophical erudition. Against Locke’s opinion,
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whose innate ideas he wished to avoid, Gonçalves de Magalhães saw
the Indians with the humanist’s eyes of perfectibility. The professor
thought Indians could resist the impositions of nature because the bons
sauvages, as part of humanity, had an inborn inclination to develop-
ment and civilization. Varnhagen’s archaeological and ethnographic di-
vagations thus appeared ridiculous. One could not say, based only in
Ethnography and Archaeology, that our Indians were aliens who mi-
grated from elsewhere. It was necessary to admit the geological fact
that the human race had already inhabited all parts of the Earth before
the universal flood or even before the last cataclysm. Therefore, in this
dialogue with Cuvier, our professor said that while Ethnography and
Archaeology could not determine the plurality of the human race, the
most plausible way was to accept the biblical tradition of creation. One
must recognize the unity of mankind, and this must be done without
conceiving of the Indians as descendents of the Egyptians, Carthagini-
ans or other known ancient civilizations.

Gonçalves de Magalhães thought that savagery was a kind of fiction
or a temporary decadence of the normal condition of mankind which
had escaped from its true nature. Anyway, between Lamarck’s biologi-
cal theories, false and degrading, and the studies of F. Schlegel, based
on intellectual and moral nature of mankind, Gonçalves de Magalhães
(1860: 37) preferred the latter. Thus was the basis of his criticism and,
because of this, he stressed that Indians could be metaphysical. In-
dians lived in a regular social condition; they had arts, industries and
scientific practices; they spoke differently because of sound, harmony
and words that remind one of Homer’s language; finally, they believed
in a supreme God, which they called Tupã. This diversity of customs
showed their metaphysical aspect: the religious respect for virginity until
puberty; the protection of the family, including elders and orphans; the
rules of matrimony; the stoicism in which they supported pain, work,
and diseases; and as if all of this were not enough, anthropophagi-
cal rituals proved a “touch of virile dignity” (Magalhães 1860: 25), be-
cause the victim showed a sublime arrogance in their courage of facing
death.

Therefore, Imperial counselor Gonçalves de Magalhães thought
that the treatment given to the Indians in the História Geral do Brasil
(1975[1854]) was partial. He also did not like the political and moral
ideas of Varnhagen. After all, the historian, who promoted the idea of
civilization, did not hesitate to encourage greed and use violence to
subdue indigenous populations, because his method of civilization de-
pended on the use of force (Magalhães 1860: 48). The Philosophy pro-
fessor identified the influence of Thomas Hobbes on Varhagens’ political
schema. Gonçalves de Magalhães thought most important problem was
imagining a civilization achieved through the power of guns. Instead,
he argued] it was necessary to establish a social contract between the
Imperial society and indigenous populations. In other words, popula-
tion and territory, indigenous politics of integration and civilization of the
country, provided the background for political debates within Gonçalves
de Magalhães’ work.
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According to the Imperial counselor, Varnhagen followed Hobbes
when he insisted that only war would bring the Indians to a social es-
tate. Gonçalves de Magalhães, who was Secretary of the government,
thought that conflict would not be necessary because Indians had al-
ready promoted economical prosperity and the union of the Nation in the
past (1860: 49). The services rendered by the indigenous population to
Brazil would be invaluable: they had helped in wars against the French
and Dutch, they taught agricultural practices to the Portuguese and par-
ticipated in the miscegenation process with the white settler, which
contributed, and still contributes, to change Brazil into a ‘white Nation’.
Throughout all the Imperial provinces, one could see the Indians work-
ing for civilization in villages, towns, and farms as well as helping to
tame the national territory through incursions to the interior of the coun-
try. Because of this, in the South provinces for instance, the Guarani dif-
fered very little or even did not differ from the Europeans, except in their
athletic shapes. According to Magalhães, Mr. Varnhagen’s geographical
evaluations were also not correct, since Malthus’ statistical axiom was
not equivalent to a geometric proposition. If the development of pop-
ulation depends on sedentism and tilling the land, the same increased
population would demands share of the land and, subsequently, intensi-
fication of agriculture. So, because of all this, the Empire reinforced the
introduction of foreigner workers into the population, and should not
wait for the population to multiply itself through the miracle of settlers.

A social contract with the Indians was therefore desirable and even
possible because of the help they already rendered to civilization and of
their inborn talent to develop intellectually. But one could not want the in-
digenous population increasingly abandoned to the villages’ catechism
without mixing them with foreigners. Black slaves were known to be
able to absorb morality and civility as “spoiled meats helped to maintain
health” (Magalhães, 1860: 56). The African slaves who were brought to
Brazil by “sordid greed”, were “stupid and submissive” (Magalhães, 1860:
57) and if they had been dismissed, perfectible Indian blood would not
have been shed in such profusion. The tax payment of slavery con-
tributed to Indian butchery. Gonçalves de Magalhães, commander of
the Neapolitan Order of Francisco I, argued that if blacks had remained
in Africa, more Indians would have been christianized and civilized
and they would today represent a majority of Brazilian population—and
above all would have stamped out the dark blend of the black race
(Magalhães, 186: 61).

Allegro ma non Troppo: Gonçalves Dias, Civilization,
and Decadence

. . . Oh! Who had, from the bowels of water,
The marine bones pulled up?
Our land demands, sniffs . . .
This monster . . .
- what had he looked for here? ( . . . )
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It came to a bring heavy chains
which the Tupi tribe will moan
The elder will serve as slaves,
Even the Piaga shall be slave
(Gonçalves Dias, O canto do Piaga, in Ramos, 1997: 33–34)

. . . The Americans have an intellectual capacity inferior to that of the white race
( . . . ) They have been converted to the faith like the Chinese and the Turkish,
people that we consider civilized . . . (Dias, 1867: 258)

Gonçalves Dias, well known as a poet, had been an active mem-
ber of the IHGB since 1847 and where he had led for several years the
Archaeology and Ethnography section. He also engaged in numerous
political and strategic activities. In 1851, he was sent to study the pub-
lic schools of the northern Provinces and collect historical and ethno-
graphic documents from the archives of Bahia, Alagoas, Pernambuco,
ParaÌba do Norte, Ceará, Maranhão and Pará. In 1856, he was nomi-
nated the Ethnography section’s chief of the Brazilian Scientific Com-
mission (1858–1861) which was organized by the Imperial government
and by the IHGB to study the resources of the northern Provinces. An-
other mission was reserved for him in 1858, once again in the north of
the country, where he was asked to study Brazilian Indians, obtain their
opinions about whites, and record any complaints they might have. He
should also study the archives, look for documents concerning Brazilian
History and Geography, and collect statistical information about trade
in the Provinces, especially concerning cultivated versus uncultivated
areas. Finally, in 1861, the poet was commissioned to supervise the
schools of the Solimões area. It was at that time that he went to Peru and
inspected the Management of Indian residing near the rivers Madeira
and Negro.

The poet published two ethnographic essays at the IHGB. In the
first, he responded to concern of Emperor Pedro II: were there or were
there not Amazons in Brazil?” (Dias, 1854: 599). Gonçalves Dias stud-
ied colonial documents and Indian’s cosmologies to ascertain whether
Herodoto’s warriors, the Amazons, had or had not been among the
Brazilian Indians (Cf. Dias, 1855: 5–66). In the second essay, Brasil e
Oceania (1867), Gonçalves Dias started an archaeological and Ethno-
graphic discussion with clearly political goals. On the one hand, he
wanted to study the physical, moral and intellectual condition of the
Indians to ascertain how they had behaved during initial contact with
the Portuguese and to evaluate the facilities and difficulties that were
imposed on them by the policy of Indian integration. On the other hand,
he wanted to compare the Brazilian Indians with those of Oceania—a
region where, according to Gonçalves Dias, Malaio’s people, Melane-
sians, Polynesians and New Zealanders, were gathered—to evaluate
which were more amenable to the teachings of civilization.

I will only touch on the first part of Brasile Oceania (1867), because
in this second essay, Gonçalves Dias recovers and extend the ideas
already stated in Amazonas (1855). I will only refer to the first issue
developed by the poet and choose not to discuss his ethnographic
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comparisons because, although the author’s thoughts are very clear,
the first part of the essay is enough for us to understand the core of his
political ideas.

Gonçalves Dias’ formulations are characteristic of the discursive
formation that guided the archaeological and ethnographic thought of
IHGB. Like Varnhagen, one can notice that Gonçalves Dias’ ethnogra-
phy was also based on reading colonial chronicles and naturalists than
on observations, in situ, of indigenous societies. By the same token,
Philology, like Ethnography, continued to be considered important be-
cause it rallied the myths and Indian cosmology, and helped substanti-
ate racial classifications. Archaeology at the time, however, did not seek
to conduct excavations (this only occurred in Brazil after 1864); research
on Indian origins and migratory routes were only deduced from myths
and language studies. Thus, Archaeology, Ethnography and Philology,
during the period focused on here, were epistemologically interchange-
able. However, the concept of discursive formation distinguishes differ-
ent events and above all, highlights how discursive groups articulate
with others. We might even say that there are clear differences within
the same formation (Foucault, 1986: 21–78). This explains Gonçalves
De Magalhães’ philosophical resistance to Ethnography and Archaeol-
ogy, subjects with which he had to establish a dialogue (even if only to
refute some of their points) in his moral and intellectual characterization
of indigenous groups. It also explains how Varnhagen and Gonçalves
de Magalhães established different criteria for validating the single ori-
gin point argument. It also explains the use Gonçalves Dias makes of
craniometry in his attempt to describe the moral and physical condition
of indigenous populations.

But let us see some of the poet’s ethnographic and archaeological
interpretations. According to both him and Varnhagen, the Tupi were
a race of invaders from the North who came in successive migratory
waves and occupied the entire Brazilian coast. Gonçalves Dias, how-
ever, differed from Varnhagen on two points. First, he felt the Tupi did not
come from Caribbean populations, but had migrated from North Amer-
ica (thus the similarity between the Tupi and the Iroquois) and from the
Andes. From these two centers, they traveled down the Amazon to fi-
nally occupy the Brazilian coast. This hypothesis can be observed in
some verses of the poet, because according to him, Ethnography and
Archaeology were useful, among other things, for a literary carpentry:

my song of death,
hearest thou, warriors:
I am son of the jungles,
In the forests I grew up;
Warriors, coming down
From the Tupi tribe.

( . . . )I am brave, I am strong,
I am son of the North;
My song of death
Hearest thou, warriors . . .
(Gonçalves Dias. I-Juca Pirama, in Ramos, 1997: 124—emphasis mine)
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Second, Gonçalves Dias, unlike Varnhagen, did not homogenize
the whole Indian population of Brazil as Tupi. His racial analyses, in
this point, were more sophisticated. According to the poet, when the
first migrations happened, approximately during the XI century, the Tupi
found primitive races in Brazilian forests. In order to occupy the best and
more fertile land of the palm trees where the sabia birds sang,5 the Tupi
were obliged to fight with these primitive races. The route from Andes
to Brazil, moreover, was full of uninterrupted wars. The Tupi were thus
a conquering and belligerent race. I call forth, once again, his verses:

The brave sons of yours, feared in war,
In the dawn of the morning, with strength have I seen them!
Death laid on the feather of the arrow,
On the sharp side of the club, on the Tupi’s bow!
The brave sons of yours terrified,
Your sons fulfilled the edges of the sea,
The waves full of small boats,
Of arrows filling the spaces of the air.
(Gonçalves Dias, Deprecação, in Ramos, 1997: 35)

Two races therefore populated Brazil before the arrival of the Por-
tuguese. By the color of the skin and by the physical characteristics
the primitive races came from the Mongol race. The Tupi, however, had
analogies with the lower, though noblest branches of the Caucasian
race (Gonçalves Dias, 1867: 15). To Gonçalves Dias, some data con-
firmed the racial differences between the various Brazilian indigenous
populations. In first place is philological evidence. While the Tupi used a
language called by the first Jesuits and settlers as the General Language,
the descendents of the Mongols spoke several dialects—constituting a
kind of a tropical Babel. Ethnographic evidence proves that the Tupi
populated the coast and the banks of the rivers, while the Mongols had
already fought with them for part of this land. Their ornaments, the feath-
ers on their arrows, their ceramics, their funeral rites, their different kinds
of dwellings; in sum, both customs and artifacts were different between
the two races. There was also another point of interest: while the Tupi
sacrificed their prisoners and practiced anthropophagy because they
loved revenge and glory, other populations have done it because they
were barbarians and gluttonous.

The poet also examined moral and physical differences among the
indigenous populations. His work was based not only on his personal
observations, but also on craniometry literature and he concluded that
there was a great mixing between the two races. Before the arrival of the
Portuguese, miscegenation spread in the region ’where the birds sang
like any place’, resulting in the mixing of racial pedigree and the forma-
tion of the following groups: the Mucuris, the Patachos, the Machados,
the Coroados, the Botocudos, the Puris, the Aimores and the Tombiras.
These mixed groups were blamed for the degeneration of the Tupi,
although they had remained unnoticed in the interior of Brazil and
they defended themselves well and increased their population to fight
against the Tupi for coastal sites—the most important part of the land
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for all savages (Dias, 1860: 34). They became full of “old hates”, with
the instinct of “rapine birds”, smelling the slaughter from many leagues
away to feed their “starving appetite” (Dias, 1860: 53). So, before the
Portuguese even established settlements, they encountered the entire
coastal area populated by mixed communities and by decadent Tupi.
As such, it was not Portuguese oppression that made Tupi civilization
weak, but the mixed groups with whom they fought constantly for oc-
cupation of the coast. Before 1500, Brazil was already a territory filled
with racial conflicts.

Actually, throughout his essay, Gonçalves Dias describes the quali-
ties of the two races and the hybrid groups that resulted from their mix-
ture. While the Aimores and the Timbiras were barbarians, revengeful
and degenerated, the Tupi were almost stoic in their social institutions
and in their morality. Gonçalves’ Tupi were also close to Spartans, be-
cause of their concept of a warrior’s honor in combats, and their virile
strength and athletic constitution acquired years of conflict and hunting.
The rhythms of this understanding of the contrasts between the mixed
groups and the Tupi are also found in his verses:

. . . Hast thou cried in the presence of death?
In the presence of strangers hast thou not cried?
Does not descend the coward from the strong;
For thou hast cried, thou art not my son!
Canst thou, damned descendant
From a tribe of noble warriors,
Begging to cruel foreigners,
Be prey of vile Aimores
(Dias, I-Juca Pirama, in Ramos, 1997: 133).

The poet thought the Tupi, in a distant past before the wars with
others, had already built a civilization. Unlike Buffon and Von Martius,
Gonçalves Dias did not feel the Tupi were already degenerate before
the Portuguese arrived on Brazilian coasts. If they became decadent, it
was because of unending wars with the mixed races that had inflicted
the decrease and fragmentation of their populations. Second, least but
not last, miscegenation with mixed and Mongol races perverted the fun-
damental physical, moral and intellectual purity of the Tupi. Finally, the
Tupi decayed ultimately because of the erroneous policies practiced to-
ward the Indians during the colonial period. The Tupi, because of their
civilized past, should be allowed to associate freely, and be incorpo-
rated into a social contract that reshaped their customs and could give
them a peaceful, farming and industrial life. In essence, less slavery and
better civilization.

Gonçalves Dias’ reflections about the past give us some lessons for
the present. With a strategic imagination, the poet suggests that for the
catechism and civilization of the indigenous people, one must specify
whether the tribes surge towards a slow development or decadency. In
the first case, it is necessary to oppose force with force and to have as
a result from this the clash the annihilation of one or both forces. The
clash of civilizations with slow development would be unavoidable. In
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the second case, a clash was unnecessary. It suffices to maximize and
guide the decadency in the desired direction. In one word, less clash
and better civilization.

Therefore, to the poet, the Tupi in a distant past were noble and
brave. The Tupi of his present, however, were degenerated and min-
gled, amenable to a policy that guides them on an appropriated course
toward the Empire’s social schema. They could even be incorporated
into the national identity, since they would thereby be reminded of their
original condition. Actually, they could appear in the national identity, but
only transformed into the rhythms and metaphors of romanticist poetry,
only when rendered metrical, epic beings.

Conclusion

. . . This thought about the Guarani, from the musical critic of the Gazeta Musi-
cale, is frustrating because the savage Brazilian maestro did not do a savage
opera, he forgets the basic premise: from the moment that he writes an opera,
a savage artist stops being a savage. Antithetically, Carlos Gomes wants to
be recognized as a great musician, in his country and in the “civilized world”;
so becoming a European artist is the fastest and safest way of achieving what
he wishes. (Fonseca, 1994: 109)

The History of the Archaeology and Ethnography practiced in Im-
perial Brazil unveils a racist quality to the Brazilian romantic soul. The
authors under consideration here, used a discursive formation which
employed these disciplines, signified the Indian, and also took race as
a fundamental category. In a moment when the unity of the nation was
a priority, the racial issue introduces serious questions about a political
scheme that intended to be, even if just a little, interested in integra-
tion: was it possible to civilize degenerated, belligerent, revengeful and
savage populations? How could one civilize this “nomad and vagabond
people”? These questions were the basis of reflection about a possible
policy for the management of the Indian—a reflection in which the cen-
tral point was supported by the binary opposition territory: population.
It was necessary to civilize the Indians and at the same time, civilize the
interior of the country. It was also necessary to assure the geopolitical
unity of the territory and the development of its population. On the other
hand, this reflection was also characterized by a biopower, power that
controlled the life of indigenous populations; populations that were con-
sidered a problem in need of management in order to achieve the so-
cial goals of the State; that needed to be civilized, organized, multiplied,
disciplined by work. Such populations were taken as a biological phe-
nomenon, as a racial problem, degenerated and requiring Management
to reconstitute them and, through this, regenerate the Brazilian popu-
lation. Finally, populations over which one could use “power” and with
whom one could not avoid a “clash”; populations that could be guided
in their decadence, whose perfectible blood must be mixed with that of
the foreigner and white settler. Thus, these authors declared the right to
miscegenate, or the right to declare war.
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The analysis of Archaeology and Ethnography as it was practiced
in Imperial Brazil allows understanding of a fundamental period in our
History. Precisely the moment in which we were constituted as a Nation,
the period in which a kind of order was established, a kind of project,
among many others that were left behind by through the various politi-
cal conflicts, characterized, maybe still characterizes, our social identity
in a deep way. In agreement with Benedict Anderson (1986), one could
say that the XIXth century was characterized in general with a romantic
soul for developing several techniques—among them Archaeology and
Ethnography could be included—with the intention to building a Nation
and a History of the Nations. Such construction demands not only a his-
torical mistake, but also disappearance and occultation. In this way, the
modern Brazilian identity, above all in the mass media, is still treated
as a great melting pot, where civilization—now called “modernity”—
is the main ingredient. The racist part of the Brazilian romanticism
has vanished, as well as the civilization scheme that was developed
for it.
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Notes

1For the relationship between Imperial Archaeology and Indian policy see Ferreira (1999;
2001) and Piñón (2000).

2For the relationship between Archaeology, race and identities see Jones (1997: 40–
54); for the relationship between Racism and Archaeology see Trigger (1990: 110–147);
for the relationships between Racism, Archaeology and Anthropology see Patterson
(1997: 87–116); for the relationships between Race, Nation and State see Marx (1998);
for relationships between Biology and Racism see Gould (1981).

3About the epistemological relationships between Archaeology and Philology see Funari
(1999); about the relationships between History, Philology and Nation see Horsman
(1981).

4See An Essay on the Principle of Population (1967).

5This passage refers to a well-known poem by Gonçalves Dias, Exile Song (Canção
do Exı́lio), where he says “my land has palm trees, where the sabia birds sings . . . ”
In Brazil, this poem is regarded as one of the best expressions of the missing one’s
homeland.
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Varnhagen. F. A., 1841, Memória: sobre a necessidade de Estudo e Ensino das Lı́nguas

Indı́genas do Brasil. RIHGB 3: 53–63.
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Brazilian Archaeology
Indigenous Identity in the Early Decades
of the Twentieth Century

Ana Cristina Piñón Sequeira

Introduction

Identity is a symbolic construction that defines inclusion, relative posi-
tion or exclusion of an individual or group in a determined society. Since
it is a construction, identity presents two dimensions: first, as a reflec-
tion of the interests of the subject that generates it; second, as a pattern
in which relationships operate, that is, as parameters within which a
“subject” and “identified object” are articulated. It is this public dimension
of a relational pattern that confers relevance to discussions concerning
the creation of identities, for these identities are the bases for defining
tangible dimensions of societies such as legislation or institutions. In
other words, an analysis of the creation of a determinate identity en-
ables investigation into the both the interests of the subject that creates
the identity and the relation between the “subject” and the “identified ob-
ject.” Note should be taken of the intentional use of the word “object,” for
the problematic of contact between identities is posed traditionally as a
question of otherness (Todorov, 1999). The point of using these terms is
to place the emphasis on the author of the discourse; that is, on the re-
lationship with otherness, where “one” and the “other”, are in a symmet-
rical relationship and where different groups alternate in occupying one
or other category. Nevertheless, to pose the matter in terms of “subject”
and “object” reveals quite clearly where the discourse originates, where
the familiar articulation comes from, be it historic or archaeological.
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The debates in archaeology concerning issues like multicultural-
ism (Oyuela-Caycedo, 1994), ethnicity (Funari, 1994), and its own func-
tionality (Gnecco, 1999) call for reflection on the role of our science in
the construction of identities, especially indigenous and national identi-
ties. In this framework, this paper will seek to analyze the role played
by Archaeology as a political tool, with a focus on the relationship
between hegemonic representations of the social and political envi-
ronment and the image of the indigenous as constructed by archaeo-
logical discourse. We will conclude that archaeology was used in the
formation of multiple social formations of identity as a tool for self-
identification and differentiation, of which ethnic and national identity are
only two.

Preservation and Loss: The Republican Project
for Nationhood

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Brazil was characterized by a
recently established Republic (1889). Republican forms of government
represented a reaction to the excessive centralization that had been car-
ried out by the previous imperial government, and a political response
to changes in the Brazilian economy, such as unequal regional devel-
opment and the emergence of incipient capitalism in the southeast of
the country, around São Paulo (Ferreira et al., 1999).

Fully engaged in the problem of creating an independent state1 in a
multi-ethnic reality, efforts were made to forge and extend the idea of na-
tion in a unitary and centralizing manner throughout the imperial period
following independence. In the republican period, these efforts were in
no way mitigated. Consolidating national unity continued to be of cru-
cial importance; national identity was to be forged through distinctive
traits that comprised and defined both Brazil and “the Brazilian”, both
understood to be homogenous, uniform realities.

In fact, any national identity involves a projection of homogeneity
on the imaginary social unity formed by its members. This perception
of homogeneity, which, as Chaui (2000) pointed out recently, persists
in Brazil today, laid its foundations in this period. Belief in homogeneity
serves to resolve, on an imaginary level, the real tensions of a multi-
ethnic society spread out over an immense territory that is home to rad-
ically different modes of life. This instrument for diluting conflicts and
contradictions can be called, in the anthropological sense, the creation
of a myth (Chaui, 2000: 7–9). This is the myth of the single Brazilian, who
is the product of the putatively harmonious coexistence of three races
(Indians, blacks and whites) which however never came to pass. The so-
cially shared images of the ethnic groups making up the country and the
relationships between them (such as miscegenation) are a part of this
myth, and remain the key point of departure for Brazilian national iden-
tity construction to the present day. Far from being an exclusive feature
of any Republican project of nationhood, this imagined homogeneity
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of “Brazil” and “Brazilians” was fully rooted in the nineteenth century,
changing only slightly in later periods.

During the Empire period, integration of an indigenous ethnic ele-
ment into Brazilian nationhood was subordinated into a broader con-
text of defining the frontiers of the nation itself. In tangible aspects of
the state, its assimilation involved a denial of its existence, which was
revealed in meager and ambiguous legislation and in the leading role
taken by the Church in the indigenous question at the expense of the
state. This denial was partly explained by the widespread belief that
the Amerindian was doomed to disappear, a belief that followed cer-
tain evolutionist principles such as the Haeckelian perspective. Haeck-
alian evolutionism held that according to the natural laws of evolution,
weaker peoples must give way to stronger ones, suggesting that in-
digenous people, considered weak, would disappear in the foreseeable
future.

In contrast, the Republican period seemed to suggest an open
acknowledgement of Brazil’s multi-ethnic reality. One example is the
project for a constitution for the Republic implemented in 1889, which
contains the following definition of Brazil: “The Republic of the United
States of Brazil ( . . . ) is comprised of two classes of confederated states
( . . . ) which are as follows: the Brazilian states of the west that are sys-
tematically confederated and which originate in the fusion of the Euro-
pean element with the African and aboriginal elements; and the Brazil-
ian American states ( . . . ) comprised of the fetishistic hordes scattered
throughout the Republic.” (in Gagliardi, 1989: 56). This text, even though
it was not approved as it reads here, reveals the positivist inspiration of
the political elite, while its ultimate rejection shows the division of opin-
ion existing in society. In fact, such positivist premises in Brazil were
even further consolidated at a later date.

Indeed, in the few years of the existence of the Republic, still in
the first decade of the twentieth century, with positivism gaining more
followers, a significant social debate began concerning the indigenous
question. Broadly covered by the Brazilian press, the debate occurred
between the then director of the Museu Paulista, Herman von Ihering,
who upheld Haeckelian ideas, and several positivists, including sev-
eral from the Congregation of the Museu Nacional, headed by Sergio de
Carvalho, director of the Anthropology department (Gagliardi, 1989: 74).

The controversy started by von Ihering himself confronted, on the
one hand, Haeckalian evolutionists, standard-bearers of nineteenth cen-
tury evolutionary theories. Surveying Brazil’s ethnic diversity in terms of
a racial pyramid in which the indigenous people were at the bottom,
they advocated extermination. On the other hand resided the positivists,
who were grounded in the evolutionary humanism of August Comte.
Although these individuals also placed the indigenous people on the
lowest position in their ranking of social classification—where progress,
especially technological, was a sign of human “growth”—they favored
preservation of the indigenous people.

The final word in this debate came from von Ihering, who an-
nounced that his would be the last chapter to discuss the indigenous
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question. In it, von Ihering accused the State of neglecting indigenous
affairs. In this regard, von Ihering was correct, for the Republic was char-
acterized by a relative decentralization and the indigenous question was
relegated to the regions and placed under the power of the governor of
each state in the federation. This state of neglect was inherited from the
imperial era, yet changed circa 1910, heralding what was to be a new
era in indigenous policy, and most of all a new era in the construction
of ideas of nationhood.

The concept of preservation, as shown by the debate on the in-
digenous question, was fundamental to positivist thought. However,
the positivist current expressed an ambiguous relationship between the
loss and preservation of Brazilian indigenous identity. This ambiguity ex-
isted in the three temporal dimensions of past, present and future, and
encompassed not only the indigenous people as human beings but their
material culture as well.

In other words, the extermination of indigenous people that had be-
gun with colonization continued at the onset of the Republic, as armed
conflicts and territorial disputes continued between the indigenous pop-
ulation and other Brazil social groups. In 1910, in an attempt to put a
halt to this extermination and normalize relations with indigenous peo-
ples, the State created a national institute for the protection of Indians,
the SPILT (Serviço de Proteção ao Indio e Localização de Trabalhadores).
As its very name indicates, however, the categories of indigenous and
worker were linked, reflecting the underlying intent of transforming in-
digenous peoples into workers.

From a positivist perspective, the integration of indigenous people
was part of an inevitable advancement towards civilization. Thus, the
indigenous were seen as a future “non-Indian,” i.e., a future Brazilian,
a potential worker, a being meant to become a citizen sooner or later.
This attitude is first revealed by a decree of 1911 stating: “(hereby en-
acted are) . . . respect of Indian tribes as peoples with the right to be them-
selves, to profess their own beliefs, to live in the only manner they know:
that which they have inherited from their ancestors and which can be
changed only slowly.” (in Ribeiro, 1996: 158, emphasis mine), and sub-
sequently, by the words of Cándido Mariano da Silva Rondon, the first
director of the SPILT, who stated: “. . . we must redeem the indigenous
people from their state of neglect and bring them into full possession of
their rights, respecting their fetishist social organization, and await their
evolution.” (in Cunha, 1986: 161).

This preservationist attitude, which on the surface contrasts with
nineteenth century premises by not calling for the extermination of
indigenous peoples, nevertheless foresees a similar destiny, for they
would ultimately be transformed and disappear as a consequence of
their own evolution. Clearly, preservation in practice translated into
a integrationist policy that did not involve passively waiting but ac-
tually envisaged subtle action for acculturation, slowly but surely,
through education, which would enable Indians to achieve the same
positive stage of civilization as whites: this constituted the so-called
“pacification.”
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Pacification involved continuing to use, as in the previous century,
educational policy as the key to changing indigenous people. However,
whereas in the Imperial era education was a byword for evangelization,
now, and even more so in the 1930s, civic education was charged with
the task. In addition to Brazilian history (which would supposedly culti-
vate a feeling of belonging to the Brazilian nation among the indigenous),
civic education included agriculture, in order to transform the indigenous
ethnic element into productive workers for the nation and integrate it by
means of the labor market.

Now, as already noted, the ambiguity implicit in the preservation of
the contemporary Indian was also reflected in the treatment of their ma-
terial culture. At first sight, conservation as a positivist ideal seems to
predominate in social policy and ideology: within a short time of insti-
tuting protection of Indians (1910), bills of law are drafted for the con-
servation of their “archaeological heritage,” such as the law presented
in 1920 by Alberto Childe, curator of the Museu Nacional de Rio de
Janeiro.

The idea of preservation and inclusion of the indigenous people in
the present and future of the Brazilian nation necessarily encompassed
the other temporal axis—the past—through their incorporation into the
memory of the nation. Thus, the concept of heritage and the existence
of legislation for the preservation of heritage exist as complementary
aspects of a discursive modality engaged in a process of constructing
a nation that is imagined and projected by Republican discourse.

So began an era of construction of the national memory that in-
cluded the indigenous people of the past as inalienable parts of Brazil. In
the words of Rodrigo Melo Franco de Andrade, the first director the Ser-
vice of Historic and Artistic Heritage (SPHAN, founded in, 1937): “The her-
itage of products of the now long line of our predecessors will, by linking
Brazilians of today to the peoples that preceded them—whether they be
native peoples or have come from other continents—authenticate and
affirm the existence of Brazil.”

It can be stated, as pointed out by Renato Ortiz (in O. Souza, 1994),
that Brazilian identity was created through a search for an aspect of
differentiation from the European element, as such differentiation was
necessary for the formation of identity, and indigenous material culture
distinguished Brazil from other nations.

By means of this distinctive trait, the Indian became a national sym-
bol among diverse strata of the intellectuals. Such was the case in the
arts, whereby indigenous people were assimilated as a theme into the
Modernist Movement and upheld as a sign of “Brazilianness,” thereby
reducing them to a merely aesthetic or rhetorical dimension with little
relation to reality. The image of the Indian, still partially anchored in nine-
teenth century romanticism, was thus instated as a national symbol,
and, therefore, a source of pride.

It is no coincidence that years later, in approximately 1936, Mario de
Andrade, one of the most prominent intellectuals of the Modernist Move-
ment, was the author of a draft law on national heritage that named in-
digenous material culture as an archaeological and ethnological “good.”
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A certain ambiguity can be seen in the conservation of indigenous
material culture and its inclusion in the patrimony of the nation: on the
one hand, this culture is valorized in relation to its conservation and
recovery; on the other, this same culture is subject to contempt and
considered a symbol of savagery and primitive origins of civilization. At
the same time, at a general theoretical level of heritage creation, this am-
biguity lies in the very act of recovery because the reconstruction and
exhibition of objects from a certain culture in another context—such as
museums—implies a loss of meaning. Moreover, in terms of archaeo-
logical cultures, whenever materials are recovered, an attempt is being
made to preserve and recapture something that is now irremediably lost
in time.

It is this context of an ambiguous policy of preserving indigenous
peoples, while also seeking to change them and their culture, which
enables us to comprehend that the inclusion of ’the indigenous’ as a
part of the nation was not grounded in what indigenous peoples in fact
were, but in what they could potentially become, or rather, what they
could represent.

An example that illustrates this procedure well is the book Noções
de História do Brasil, which was officially adopted as a textbook in 1920
in primary schools of the then Federal District, Rio de Janeiro. Written by
Osorio Duque-Estrada, it devotes two chapters to the indigenous peo-
ples of the pre-colonial era and describes their customs and cultural
objects in considerable detail; it also makes a value judgment on them
and their practices. At a time when learning history relied on memoriza-
tion, the fact that the author provides long lists of material objects would
suggest a genuine desire to disseminate such information, which, in the
view of the school authorities, must be learned by the white student pop-
ulation. However, the evaluation that follows the list of material culture
and its social reconstruction involves value judgments that place both
the materials and indigenous people themselves at the lowest level of
human development.

More concretely, the following is a quote from page 76 of the book:
“Domestic objects: the panicú (straw basket), the hamaca, the cuia, the
igaçaba (container for wine). Hunting instruments: arrows, bow, lassos,
traps. For fishing: bait, nets, arrows (setta). Weapons of war: bow and
arrow, tacape (club) and murucú (wooden lance). Instruments: maraca,
inubia (horn), uai (drum), memby (pipes). They were vengeful and cruel.”
Throughout these two chapters the descriptive tone remains the same:
a succession of materials followed by value judgments that are con-
veyed through adjectives applied to the indigenous peoples, such as:
savage, fierce, rough, given to sweets, vengeful, cruel, idol-worshipping
(Duque-Estrada, 1920: 74–76).

In like manner, the author devotes a chapter to contemporary in-
digenous peoples that reveals the scope of positivist thought in the era.
Referring to the policies of the Republic on the indigenous question,
Duque-Estrada (1920: 183) says: “. . . inspired by the most logical and
rational principles, which counsel avoiding a sudden conversion of in-
digenous peoples to our customs, and our civilization, but allowing the
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operation to go forth gradually and over several generations, as they
will for now maintain their own customs, family, ideas and habits of life
and work, all in accordance with the theories of the great ethnologist
Couto de Magalhães.”

Race and Culture in Brazilian Archaeology

Heritage having been so constructed, both archaeology and ethnology
mediated this relationship with the ‘object’ (the other), seeking the in-
dispensable assimilation of the indigenous through generating distinc-
tive traits of an imaginary community whose self-same tradition—i.e.,
heritage—was also being invented. As such, these sciences generated
not only the elements of identification of the nation, but these same
elements of the indigenous.

As a result of the intervention of these sciences in defining the ele-
ments that would serve as the basis of identity and the image that would
be socially accepted of the indigenous, a close relationship developed
between the theoretical principles guiding archaeology and other sci-
ences involved and the values that thrived in Brazilian society at the
time. This linkage means that we must speak of social or ideological
values more than theoretical or scientific principles as the pillars of ar-
chaeology and, by extension, of indigenous identity.

In circulation since the nineteenth century, evolutionism sustained
the concept of race in the Western world and its science as it sought
to classify phenotypic differences in indigenous and white populations.
The Indian became a well-defined scientific category. Thus Humboldt
stressed at the beginning of the nineteenth century: “the nations of
America, except those neighboring the polar circle, are of a single race,
which is distinguished by the configuration of its cranium, its skin color
and its flat, straight hair . . . a single organic type of the human race can
be recognized, modified by circumstances that will forever be unknown
to us” (in Souza, 1991: 55). This text reveals how indigenous racial unifor-
mity, which does not exist in reality, was viewed as an unquestionable
fact, not only from a strictly scientific, objective point of view, but also
as a social reality. ‘The Indian’, therefore, was considered a subdivision
of the human race, with singular, hereditary biological features.

The contribution of the twentieth century, and more specifically, of
positivism, lies in a new conception of indigenous identity. This identity
was no longer grounded in racial or phenotypic criteria, but rather in cul-
tural ones. In other words, in the early decades of the last century there
was a change in how the indigenous was conceptualized, distinct from
that of the nineteenth century, when the categorization was essentially
rooted in biology. Now, cultural criteria performed this task. As a result,
to define an Indian involved the application of a cultural standard and
not a racial one: that is, insofar as these individuals maintain a tribal form
of organization, religions, languages, and, most of all, technologies and
modes of subsistence that are different from those in Brazilian culture,
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PIÑÓN SEQUEIRA

they will be considered Indians; when these qualities change, they will
be just like any other Brazilian. That is, an individual was considered
Indian when they retained certain cultural elements that were foreign to
white civilization, such that these cultural elements became, in a general
way, the defining elements of “Indianness.” Nevertheless, and despite
this difference of criteria, the indigenous were still situated at the bot-
tom of the prevalent social ranking as a result of a socially extended
value system where progress, particularly technological progress, and
“civilization” were considered key elements of human advancement.

In practice, this distancing from the racial premises of the nineteenth
century meant that positivism partially recovered the romantic vision of
the Indian, thus justifying his “cultural backwardness” not because of his
incapacity as a race, but rather as a result of the social difficulties of in-
tegration. Consequently, policies of inter-ethnic contact sought to attain
the assimilation of indigenous peoples into other segments of Brazilian
society through governmental protection and aid, with the certainty that
providing the material means necessary would suffice to move their
“evolutionary stage” towards civilization.

According to positivist logic, evolution is not measured by racial
or biological factors, but rather by a complex of cultural factors. Thus,
while the leading scientific trends in Brazilian archaeology since the
nineteenth century grounded themselves in studies of physical anthro-
pology, positivism directed its attention to the definition of archaeolog-
ical cultures and the setting up of relative chronologies, as in the case
of the study of the “Culture of Marajó”2 (Baldus, 1954).

Positivism thus brought about a thorough change in the study of
“cultures.” The concept of culture, having originated in Germany and
spread among Anglo-American investigators since the end of the nine-
teenth century (e.g., Tylor and Morgan) underwent a change of meaning
by moving away from the concept of race and becoming linked to a
universalizing vision of “the human character.”

However, while new studies were beginning, Brazilian archaeology
in the early decades of the twentieth century showed a certain continuity
with the previous century. This continuity in themes mean that the main
objects of debate would still be: the origin of the Amerindian, the origin
of the shell mounds and the “race” of Lagoa Santa.

This apparent thematic continuity has led some prestigious inves-
tigators of the history of the discipline such as Prous (1992) or Souza
(1991) to characterize the early decades of the twentieth century as an
essentially sterile period for archaeology. Nevertheless, this feeling of
inertia hides a growing phenomenon within the archaeological commu-
nity: a profound interest in the formation of the modern Brazilian peo-
ple and its roots in time. Thus, the three central themes dealt with by
archaeology inevitably ended up leading to a reflection on Brazil and
“Brazilianness.”

First, the theme of the “race of Lagoa Santa,” supposedly inhabitants
of the interior regions of prehistoric Brazil, in contrast to a coastal coun-
terpart “the man of the sambaquis (shell mounds),” came to represent
the model for the first settlement of Brazil. Here, indigenous roots were



361
INDIGENOUS

IDENTITY IN THE
EARLY TWENTIETH

CENTURY

transported in time and connected to present national borders, such that
indigenous people became the link between the Brazil of the past and
the territory whose boundaries were being established in the twentieth
century.

Moreover, going back even further in archaeological time, the sub-
ject of the origin of the Amerindian took root as a relevant question
for the process of creating a common historic memory. By seeking
alleged remains of lost civilizations and past colonization, above all
Oriental ones like the Phoenician, Egyptian or even fantastic ones like
Atlantis, Archaeology essentially sought to assign the nation a glorious
past with origins in advanced civilizations-whether real or imaginary. In
addition, the Twentieth Century began with the publication of the book
by Cándido Costa entitled As duas Américas in 1900, which tried to
prove settlement of Brazil by the Vikings, Greeks and Phoenicians prior
to 1500 (Souza, 1991: 78). Since positivist principles assigned Indians
an inferior position to that of white people, it became quite appealing
in this perspective to search for the origins of a nation in settlement by
more “noble” groups. This task of search had the special support of insti-
tutions such as the Instituto Histórico, Geográfico e Etnografico Brasileiro
(Souza, 1991: 76).

Finally, regarding the third theme, the origin of shell mounds, a de-
bate arose that lasted until practically the second half of the twentieth
century; material was still being published on the subject in 1940.3 This
debate revolved around whether shell mounds were to be considered
a natural or anthropological phenomenon. Both interpretations, which
already existed in the nineteenth century, became more flexible in the
twentieth century and gave rise to a third, so-called “mixed”, trend that
held that shell mounds originated in a combination of anthropological
and natural events. An important representative of this alternative idea
was Roquete-Pinto, the director of the Museu Nacional (Gaspar, 2000:
13), while the director of the Museu Paulista, the above-cited Herman
von Ihering, was an unconditional defender of naturalist theory.

As a result, an archaeology that was cloistered in activities of re-
covery and formation of the national heritage, when taking on an inter-
pretative dimension, ended up echoing the negative social perceptions
of the Amerindian. For instance, the stereotype of indigenous laziness
served as the context for the debate on the origin of the shell mounds
as an argument for an “artificialist current,” which sustained that the for-
mation of these piles of shells was due to the Indian’s lazy disregard
for clearing up leftover food that subsequently piled up (Gaspar, 2000:
12); but it also provided an argument to the “naturalist current,” which
believed that shelling and transporting food was not possible due to the
indolent nature of indigenous people (Souza, 1991: 78).

In both cases, archaeologists assumed the role of the observer,
distancing themselves from the “other”—which has thus become an
object—because of their own prejudices, or in more generous language,
scientific premises. They created a vision of “archaeological cultures,”
and even of “the culture of others,” as outside history, isolated, homo-
geneous, free of conflicts and above all static, just like its members.
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Ultimately, and speaking archaeologically, the term ‘culture’ referred both
to the entire mode of life of a people and the people themselves.

Thus, in a certain manner, positivists also distanced themselves
from the present state of indigenous people: there is hardly a mention of
the question in the writing of these authors. In fact, during this period, the
indigenous question was more a matter of military and national security,
rather than of archaeology. As noted by Darcy Ribeiro (1996: 161–162),
“indigenous social problems would not usually be dealt with by archae-
ology or ethnology, since they were both shut up in museums, confined
within the role of theoretical disciplines, upholding an attitude of “aca-
demic pedantry,” whose scientism, at most, would give rise to positions
such as those of the director of the Museu Paulista, Herman von Ihering”.
Turning them into mere “objects of study” and taking a distance from the
political responsibility to be assumed for their preservation.

Conclusion

A close relationship existed between the values that underpinned
Brazilian society in the early decades of the twentieth century and the
theoretical principles that guided archaeology: both were decisive in the
construction of Brazilian indigenous identity.

The form of inclusion of the indigenous into the national community
found a justification in the identity ascribed to them by scientific dis-
course. It was owing to the appropriation indigenous otherness and its
conversion into an object of aesthetics and of study that the dominant
ethic group, cut off from its European origins, was able to discover the
self-defined trait that was needed for Brazilian national identity.

The elaboration of scientific discourse, in this case archaeological,
distanced the indigenous from the present, while it attempted to
assimilate them into the nation by means of the concept of heritage.
The creation of national heritage involved a complex relationship of
conservation and loss as regards the indigenous people and their
material culture. This difficult relationship existed on two levels: first, to
the extent that at effort was made to preserve that which was known to
be disappearing or believed to be disappearing, that is, the indigenous
people themselves, and second, to the extent that an effort was made
to preserve and recover that which was already lost in time, and, by
recovering it, integrate it into the present of the nation: the material
culture of the indigenous peoples of the past.

In this context of the creation of a common memory for Brazil, ar-
chaeology as an activity with findings that would have political conse-
quences, developed its classificatory dimension (until then it had been
descriptive and accumulative), attaining the status of a science. In its
work of classifying “objects,” and ranking them according to their sup-
posed complexity, archaeology placed indigenous culture, in its uni-
versalizing schema of human cultures, in an utterly inferior position.
As a consequence, what had been the white’s image of the Indian,
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became their own identity at broader levels—legally, socially, politically,
and even scientifically. Identify created in this manner made fantasies—
in the sense of mixing signifier, image and object—into a reality.

Notes

1As in other geographic contexts, such as Europe, the construction of the state was
closely linked to concepts of nation and territory.

2The Culture of Marajó, discovered by Nimuendaju, became an important object of study
at the time. In 1909 and 1913–14 excavations were made on the island and the results
published in Ars Americana. In the following year, between 1914–16, the investigator
Farabee from the Museum of Philadelphia also worked in the area.

3The debate on the shell mounds was extremely important for Brazilian archaeology, not
only because it generated a bibliography of more than thousand titles, but also because
legislation enacted in 1961concerning archaeological patrimony, and which remains in
force today, was drafted with this sort of excavation in mind (Carle, 1999: 255).
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21
Discussion
A Response from the ‘Core’

Matthew H. Johnson

First let me thank the editors for the opportunity to comment on these
papers. Frankly, I learned a lot from them, particularly about the the-
oretical basis of Latin American archaeology, about which I was only
dimly aware. In some ways, any concluding comment, of whatever
kind, is presumptuous. The majority of the contributors to this vol-
ume speak from the ‘periphery’; and the editors are correct in stating
in their Introduction that ‘[peripheral] conditions tend to produce critical
thought’. This response is written very definitely from the core. I sit,
writing these words, in a pleasant study in a comfortable middle-class
home in England; a location far from peripheral, whatever definition one
cares to choose. Such comfortable conditions, by implication, will tend
to produce sloppy, uncritical thought.

Critical or uncritical, moreover, any concluding comments I might
make implicitly serve to package these papers in a marginalizing and
possibly trivializing way. ‘These papers from the periphery are impor-
tant’, writes the discussant: ‘they are important because I, a writer from
the core, says so. I will tell you now what they really mean, I will sum-
marize for you what the authors are really trying to say; I will explain to
you why you should give them attention’.

The alternative to speaking of these papers, however, is silence, and
silence of a most unsatisfactory nature. The most trivializing response of
all would be to choose not to respond in the face of a group of papers
that pose a series of challenges to the way we think about, and do,
archaeology in the 21st century.

365
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In any case, contributors to the volume take up a very definite, if
implicit, position with regard to the issue of core versus periphery. They
situate themselves rhetorically in the periphery, but go out of their way
to state explicit alliances with ‘core’ thinking. In their Introduction, the
editors isolate two horizons in the history of archaeological thought: the
new archaeology, and what they call ‘postprocessual, contextual or in-
terpretive archaeology’. Both these horizons, of course, are primarily
Anglo-American in nature. Indeed, they have a certain symmetry de-
rived from this cross-Atlantic nature. Much, though not all, of the im-
petus behind New Archaeology came from North America; conversely,
much, though not all, of the impetus behind postprocessualism came
from Britain.

Writing from the periphery, these papers could choose to reject such
a structure, perhaps claiming that it serves to marginalize non-Anglo con-
tributions to the development of archaeological thought. Instead, and
somewhat to my surprise, most authors appear to be not unhappy to ori-
ent and place their own work within it. Funari, Zarankin and Stovel state
quite explicitly that this volume is part of this second horizon of postpro-
cessual, critical or contextual archaeology. They cite the formation and
subsequent history of the World Archaeological Congress (WAC) in this
context.

Other contributors are more cautious in their affiliation to wider de-
bates. Guarinello comes closest to outright rejection of interpretive mod-
els, even advocating a return to Hawkes’ levels of inference. (The editors
take care to assimilate Guarinello into the rest of the volume by stress-
ing his insistence on the importance of context [Introduction], but on my
reading of his paper, I am not so easily persuaded that Guarinello him-
self wishes to be brought back into the postprocessual fold in this way.)

Both New Archaeology and postprocessual archaeology came from
the core. If one had to specify which was the more influential over the
long term, I think one would have to say it was New Archaeology. New
Archaeology opened up theoretical debate in the discipline; claims that
wide-ranging theoretical debate existed before the New Archaeology
have never been entirely convincing (Johnson, 1999; Trigger, 1989).
This made it possible to debate the aims and methods of archaeology
in an explicitly self-conscious and reflective way for the first time. It is of
course true that theorizing was not absent from culture history, and that
Renfrew’s characterization of the period before 1960 as ‘the long sleep
of archaeological theory’ was an oversimplification at best. (In this con-
text, it is also worth noting that such a view was a distinctly Anglo one.)
Nevertheless, the need to make one’s theoretical basis clear, rigorous
and explicit was notable by its general absence before 1960, particularly
in the European world.

Once this need was established by New Archaeology, it had conse-
quences that were entirely unintended. Explicit theory was accepted as
necessary, but it was soon apparent that this did not have to be the spe-
cific form of positivist theory advocated by New Archaeology. The Pan-
dora’s Box of unrestrained theoretical reflection and debate had been
opened. The early move away from logical-positivism was followed, in
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the next decade, by the postprocessual move away from the profession
of any kind of professed positivism at all.

I am arguing here contra Shanks and Tilley (1987a, b), who claim
that it was the 1980s rather than the 1960s that marked the true criti-
cal break with existing epistemological traditions in archaeology. They
are of course correct to stress that in terms of content, postprocessual-
ism was the more profound epistemological break, in terms of its rejec-
tion of positivism and objectivism, and also in terms of its affiliations in
the wider world with an emergent postmodernist thought. However, in
terms of its style, rhetoric and context within archaeological thought as
a whole, postprocessualism was nevertheless first and foremost a reac-
tion to New Archaeology. It is revealing that it is the writings of Binford
and Renfrew, not primarily an earlier generation of culture historians,
that are chosen for critical savaging in early postprocessual texts. And
this deliberate choice of intellectual target unwittingly reveals just how
dependent postprocessualism was on an intellectual and rhetorical hori-
zon set by New Archaeology. Of course, it was also an intellectual con-
text set by the course of core Anglo thought in its stress on Science and
on a single way of knowing.

This does not mean that postprocessual ideas are lessened in their
impact; they unquestionably do question existing, apparently mundane
and accepted ideas and categories in a more radical way. This radi-
cal questioning is amply evidenced by a number of papers in this vol-
ume. Alberti’s comments on the sex/gender split, derived in part from the
thinking of Judith Butler, show just how far we have come in moving be-
yond accepted ideas and categories in thinking about the body, gender
and sexuality. Again, Hakan Karlsson addresses ‘the most fundamental
question of all’—why there is material culture rather than nothing. It is
impossible to conceive of either chapter being published, at least in the
archaeological rather than philosophical world, thirty years ago. One of
the defining features of recent thinking is the way it strikes at the heart of
most core assumptions about the nature of archaeology and the nature
of humanity.

Contributors to this volume writing from the ‘core’ maintain existing
trends in postprocessual thinking, though in some respects they deepen
the postprocessual critique, showing just how fundamental its implica-
tions are. Thomas and Karlsson discuss a range of theoretical issues
around the theme of materiality, continuing the shift in recent thinking
away from models based on the textual analogy for material culture
towards a more embodied and phenomenological view of the archae-
ological record and of human action. Alberti discusses gender and the
body, again moving towards more radical and de-centered ideas of sex-
uality and embodiment. Lazzari develops a social view of exchange
relationships, moving beyond and de-centering the ecological models
of Halstead and O’Shea. Orser discusses issues of scale and agency
in his proposed network theory, relating very small scale interpersonal
transactions outwards to state and world systems.

This group of papers, in many ways, does not develop new the-
ory in a particularly radical or revolutionary way, but rather ‘roll out’
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existing general propositions and current themes from broadly post-
processual thinking. They take these established themes and apply
them to specific themes of archaeological enquiry—space, trade and
exchange, the relationship between agency and structure at a variety of
scales, and so on. They show how a variety of new critical perspec-
tives actually work out in terms of method—how they have implica-
tions for the way we think about specific issues in the archaeological
record.

I have argued then that the critical difference between processual
and postprocessual thought, particularly in the context of this volume
led from the periphery, is not a strictly epistemological one but rather
one of context. Postprocessualists at least paid, and continue to pay, lip-
service to ideas of pluralism and multivocality. Postprocessualists were
partly successful in their arguments that New Archaeology’s stress on
Science as a single way of knowing, and insistence on a certain model
of ‘testability’ and ‘objectivity’ as a means of evaluating archaeological
argument, did add up to an archaeology of NO: and that as such, it was
open to a well-established postcolonial critique, namely that Science
in this context was inevitably implicated in ethnocentric and colonialist
practices. Now postprocessualists may have been hypocritical in this;
their own work has been criticized as ignorant of non-Anglo intellectuals;
my own work has been criticized in this regard. Nevertheless the claim
was made, and was reinforced by historical circumstance. Pandora’s
Box was opened up for a second time, this time to let out the political
possibility of a non-Anglo critique of and contribution to archaeologi-
cal theory. The 1980s also saw the ‘one world’ aspirations of the World
Archaeological Congress, and postprocessual ideas became coupled
with this.

This volume shows Latin American archaeologists eager to take the
rhetorical and practical opportunity afforded by such claims of plurality
and to turn this opportunity to their advantage. The papers by Alberti and
Politis are a good example of this. Drawing on recent thinking in femi-
nist and gender theory, they move the debate forward: in Alberti’s case,
questioning the sex/gender split, for Politis, in addressing the question
of a fully theorized archaeology of childhood. However, I want to focus
on a particular area in which this challenge is opened up: the possibility
of a postcolonial critique of historical archaeology.

Postcolonialism, Artifacts, and Texts

The debate within historical archaeology over the relative status of ar-
chaeological and documentary evidence is an old and in many respects
a sterile one. It has recently been summarized, and indeed thrown
into perspective, by John Moreland (2001). While I do not agree with
much of Moreland’s argument, particularly his dismissal of much of
North American historical archaeology and the ritualistic denunciation
of his caricature of an unrestrained postmodernism, his comments on
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the ‘archaeology versus history’ debate are acute ones that open up
avenues for an historical archaeology informed by postcolonial theory.

Alberione dos Reis takes up the challenge of the ‘tension’ between
historical documents and archaeological evidence. I agree with his as-
sertion that ‘through the game of opening words . . . we end up not com-
ing to a conclusion’; much fruitless writing in historical archaeology has
concerned itself with an attempt to settle once and for all what such a
relationship should be. I read his essay as an attempt to open up a dy-
namic and shifting relationship between two ‘classes of evidence’ that
are themselves dynamic and shifting in nature. In a phrase, they exist
in a dialectical relationship to one another. Again, Felix Acuto’s paper
demonstrates indirectly how fruitless this opposition has become. By
the time one has finished his paper, the opposition is meaningless.

Neither dos Reis nor Acuto, however, discuss at any length one
of the major dimensions of the document/artifact debate: that the docu-
ment is often taken as the voice of the colonizer, and the artifact is taken
by some to offer a way into the world-view of the colonized, the ‘people
without history’ (Wolf, 1982). Such a statement, taken without qualifica-
tion, is of course simplistic: colonized need not equal illiterate, and as
Wolf’s and others’ work shows, documentary evidence can be used to
construct convincing accounts of the experience of the colonized. How-
ever, it remains a valid and useful opposition in broader terms, extend-
ing even to the use and appropriation of language itself. The numerous
postcolonial readings of Shakespeare’s The Tempest center on the im-
age of the shackled ‘native’ monster Caliban screaming at his colonial
master: You taught me language/And my profit on’t is, I know how to
curse’ (Said, 1993: 256–257).

Funari and Orser come closest to discussing these themes, devel-
oping a comparative archaeology of Hispanic settlement on the one
hand, and exploring the implications of Carrithers’ network theory on
the other (Carrithers, 1992). However, I remain surprised that few au-
thors in this collection of papers take up the challenges of more radical
and wide-ranging postcolonial critiques (see for example Bhabha, 1994;
Said, 1978) pen up our readings of text and artifact, and the relationship
between them.

Conclusion

Writing from the core, it is both easy and perhaps ironic for me to urge
a bolder postcolonial reading from the periphery. I see in the relation
between text and artifact one of several avenues for opening up a gen-
uinely postcolonial archaeology. Many of the papers in this collection
point the way forward; as dos Reis points out, these future paths are lo-
cated in present tensions—between acceptance of an Anglo-American
model of theory and rejection of it, between text and artifact, between
the Latin American and ‘core’ contributors to this volume. These ten-
sions are creative ones, ones to be embraced and to be the subject
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of critical focus. I look forward to seeing the future development of the
themes opened up in this volume and their establishment as a diverse
yet coherent platform.
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Barnes, J.A., 78
Being, 35–40

in contemplative archaeological
approach, 36–39

Heidegger on, 29–30, 32–33
Platonic, 30–31
in postprocessual archaeology, 34–35
pre-Socratic ontology, 31–33
in processual archaeology, 34–35
See also Contemplative archaeological

approach
Binford, Lewis, 1, 68
Bolivia, Sirionó children, 136
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Dias, Gonçalves, 344–349
Documents. See Material documents;

Written documents
Durkheim, Emile, on social units, 78
Dwarf’s House, 30, 32, 35
Dyads, in network analysis, 88

Education
Argentine educational system, 241–242,

259
and capitalism, 240–241, 259
and societal orientation, 260

Eldorado people, 173–174
Environment

culturalist approach to, 80
–culture connection, 79
relational ties, types of, 88

Escuela Catedral del Sur, 241
Espezel Berro, Alberto, 64
Essentialism

cautions related to, 148
ethnic identity construction, 148–149

Ethnic identity construction, 145–159
archaeological identification methods,

149–150

Brazil, Republican period concepts,
354–359

elements studied, 147
essentialism, 148–149
ethical issues related to, 146
and postprocessual archaeology, 146
and power issues, 145–146
See also San Pedro de Atacama (Chile)

identity study
Ethnicity research, prehistoric art, 287
Ethnoarchaeological approach, children’s

material production. See
Hunter-gatherer children

Ethnographic approach
on material objects of children, 139
prehistoric art, 286–287

Evans, Clifford, 64–65, 167–168
Exchange of goods

Argentina, Formative period. See
Exchange of goods, Northwest
Argentina, Formative period

and complementarity, 200, 204–205
distance, implications of, 193, 195
exotic objects, 193
and labor process, 192–193
social implications of, 192
and social reproduction, 192–193
space, role of, 192–193, 195–196, 200
and time-space-person system, 194–195
value, criteria related to, 197–198
value of exchange, 192–194, 196–197

Exchange of goods, Northwest Argentina,
Formative period, 198–204

Aconquija mountain region (map), 201
caravan system, 199
ceramics distribution, 201–202
communities, characteristics of, 199
deposition of materials, varieties of, 202
exchange objects, 199–200
local labor, demands on, 202–203
obsidian distribution, 200–202
social interactions, 203–205

Exotic objects. See Exchange of goods

Farro, Máximo, 59
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Piñón Sequeira, Ana Cristina, 6, 353
Plato, on Being, 30–31
Pluralism, and contemplative

archaeological approach, 37–38
Podgorny, Irina, 59
Politics

and Anglo-American archaeology, 320
and Argentine archaeology, 60
and contemplative archaeological

approach, 39
and Latin American archaeology,

318–319



378
INDEX

Politis, Gustavo G., 121
Portugal

colonial towns, features of, 98, 104
and Palmares, 89–92
Portuguese American cities,

comparative approach, 103–104
Sao Paulo, 103–104
towns, features of, 98
See also individual cities

Positivist approach
culture, view of, 360
on indigenous identity, 355–356,

359–362
on material documents, 46

Post-modern archaeology
negative aspects of, 312
proponents of, 20, 311–312

Postprocessual archaeology
on Being, 34–35
children in study of, 123
and ethnic identity construction, 146
focus of, 1–2, 20, 367
on material culture, 1–2, 20–22
on material documents, 46
negative aspects of, 312
compared to processual archaeology,

368
Post-structuralist archaeology, proponents

of, 312
Power issues

Cuzco landscape, 217–218
and ethnic identity construction,

145–146
exchange of goods and distance, 193
in network analysis, 83
power as relational network, 14

Prehistoric art, 283–295
acoustical studies, 287
archaeological studies, focus of, 284
in Brazil. See Brazilian prehistoric art
dating of, 287
ethnicity research, 287
ethnographic interpretation, 286–287
first discoveries, 284
gendered perspective, 287
information theory, 287
magic and hunting themes, 285
mathematical/rhythmic studies, 287
recovering/renewal of, 293
shamanistic theory, 286–287
structuralist approach, 285–286, 288

Preservationist approach, indigenous
people, integration of, 356–357

Primer Congreso de Arqueologı́a
Argentina (1966), 65

Primer Congreso de Arqueologı́a
Argentina (1970), 68

Processual archaeology

on Being, 34–35
focus of, 1
on material objects of children, 139
compared to postprocessual

archaeology, 368
versus radical archaeology, 311
and technocentrism, 139

PRONAPA (National Program of
Archaeological Research), 168–184

archaeological traditions of, 170–173
archaeologist followers of, 170–172
cultural traditions, formulation of, 171
culture, concept of, 168
on geographic origin, 173–176
on historical continuity, 176
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Göteborgs och Bohuslän rock carvings,

116
Knossos figurative imagery, 112–119

Shamanistic theory, prehistoric art,
286–287

Shell mounds, naturalistic versus
anthropological creation, 361
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