Model of the interrelated parts af u‘_
social system, which forms the basis
for the organization of Part I

At its simplest, a society may be viewed as having several
interconnecting parts, as indicated in the accompanying tha—
gram. The British archaeologist Christopher ﬂawkes, writing
in 1954, argued that it is easiest in amhz!_eglogy to h_nd_out
about technology and diet, and most difficult to discover
social organization or what people believed and thought.
Archaeologists should therefore start by analyzing aspects of
society like technology and diet. This is not an argument we
accept. As will be shown in Chapter 5, it is essential ﬁrs} to
have some idea about the social organization of the society
being studied in order to be able to go on to as_k t_h"g right
questions about other aspects of that society. For example,
groups organized as mobile hunter-gatherer groups, subsisi-
ing by hunting and gathering food, and constantly on the
move, are never in one place long enough to build towns or
cities — nor is their population sufficient or their social and
economic organization complex enough to support sgch
communities. It would be pointless therefore to expect to find
towns or cities among such societies. But equally one must -
study what mobile hunter-gatherer societies do build in the
way. of structures, and learn what traces these may leave in-
the archaeological record. Modern observers commonly
underestimate the capabilities of simpler societies, b,ehevm__ i
for instance — as most archaeologists once did - that the

famous monument of Stonehenge in southern England could
On"ly have been built by more advanced v_i_si_ters f.rem the Civ
ilization of Mycenae in Greece. (It is explained in Chapter 5|
what type of society is now thought to have been responsibie
for erecting Stonehenge.) ‘ .
We thus start, in Chapter 5, with the question, “How were
societies organized?,” and go on in subsequent chapters to
consider environment and diet before turning to tools
technology, contact and exchange between societies, the ]
people thought, and the way people evolved and co!om;; ]
the world — biological anthropology and populattc;g;. !
Chapter 12 we ask, “Why were things as they Were: .»
"Why- did they change?,” and in some ways these .
most interesting questions of all. In their History of Ame
Archaeology, Gordon Willey and Jeremy Sabloff have
that, in the 1960s, archaeology moved on from a peri__H
occupied with classification, deseription, and the iUBC 12
things, and entered an Explanatory Period. Certainly g
tion has come to be seen by many as a central goal of
ological research.

How Were
Societies Organized?

Some of the most interesting questions we can ask
about early societies are social. They are about peo-
ple and about relations between people, about the
exercise of power and about the nature and scale of
organization.

As is generally the case in archaeology, the data do
not speak for themselves: we have to ask the right
questions, and devise the means of answering them.
There is a contrast here with cultural or social anthro-
pology, where the observer can visit the living society
and rapidly form conclusions about its social and
power structures before moving on to other matters,
such as the details of the kinship system or the minu-
tiae of ritual behavior. The social archaeologist has to
work systematically to gain even basic details, but
the prize is a rich one: an understanding of the social
organization not just of societies in the present or very
recent past (like cultural anthropology) but of societies
at many different points in time, with all the scope
that that offers for studying change. Only the archaeol-
ogist can obtain that perspective, and hence seek
some understanding of the processes of long-term
change.

The first question to address is the size or scale of the
society. The archaeologist will often be excavating a
single site. But was that an independent political unit,
like a Maya or Greek city-state, or a simpler unit, like
the base camp of a hunter-gatherer group? Or was it,
on the other hand, a small cog in a very big wheel, a
subordinate settlement in some far-flung empire, like
that of the Incas of Peru? Any site we consider will
have. its own hinterland, its own catchment area for the
feeding of its population, But one of our interests is to
80 beyond that local area, and to understand how that
?lt_e_ﬂfliculutes with others. From the standpoint of the
g‘\‘i“t’(l}dufi site — which is often a convenient perspec-
the siu;n 0l]Jt _—‘Hl-le raises questions of dominance. Was
e PO itically lndegcndem. autuno_mous? Or, if it

» Part of a larger social system, did it take a domi-

na o il .
U part (like the capital city of a kingdom) or a sub-
Ordinate ppe? : '

If the scale of the society is a natural first question,
the next is certainly its internal organization. What
kind of society was it? Were the people forming it on a
more-or-less equal social footing? Or were there in-
stead prominent differences in status, rank, and pres-
tige within the society - perhaps different social
classes? And what of the professions: were there craft
specialists? And if so, were they controlled within a
centralized system, as in some of the palace economies
of the Near East and Egypt? Or was this a freer econ-
omy, with a flourishing free exchange, where mer-
chants could operate at will in their own interest?

These questions, however, may all be seen as “top-
down” questions, looking at the society from above
and investigating its organization. But increasingly an
alternative perspective is being followed, looking first
at the individual, and at the way the identity of the
individual in the society in question is defined. The
questions that arise in this “bottom-up” perspective are
about the way such important social constructs as
gender, status, and even age are constituted - for
increasingly archaeologists are coming to realize that
these are not “givens,” that is they are not unproble-
matic cross-cultural realities but constructs specific to
each different society. These insights are leading to
new fields: the archaeology of the individual and the
archaeology of identity.

Different kinds of society need different kinds of
question. For example, if we are dealing with a mobile
group of hunter-gatherers, there is unlikely to be a
complex centralized organization. And the techniques
of investigation will need to vary radically with the
nature of the evidence. One cannot tackle an early
hunter-gatherer camp in Australia in the same way as
the capital city of a province in China during the Shang
Dynasty. Thus, the questions we put, and the methods
for answering them, must be tailored to the sort of
community we are dealing with. So it is all the more
necessary to be clear at the outset about the general

nature of that community, which is why the basic
social questions are the first ones to ask.
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Precisely because the scale of a society is crucial in
determining the way many different aspects of its
social organization work in practice, this chapter deals
first with smaller, simpler societies, building toward
larger, more complex ones. Certain questions, such as
settlement archaeology or the study of burials, are
therefore discussed in the context of each type of soci-

ety. This involves some repetition between sections
but it allows us to deal more coherently with the differ-
ent social aspects of societies organized on approxi-
mately the same scale. We then turn to the
“bottom-up” issues, to ask questions about the individ-
ual and the archaeology of identity W hich have general

relevance.

ESTABLISHING THE NATURE AND SCALE OF THE SOCIETY

The first step in social archaeology is so obvious that it
is often overlooked. It is to ask, what was the scale of
the largest social unit, and what kind of society, in a
very broad sense, was it?

The obvious is not always easy, and it is necessary to
ask rather carefully what we mean by the “largest
social unit,” which we shall term the polity. This term
does not in itself imply any particular scale or com-
plexity of organization. It can apply as well to a city-
state, a hunter-gatherer band, a farming village, or a
great empire. A polity is a politically independent or
autonomous social unit, which may in the case of a
complex society, such as a state society, comprise
many lesser components. Thus, in the modern world,
the autonomous nation state may be subdivided into
districts or counties, each one of which may contain
many towns and villages. The state as a whole is thus
the polity. At the other end of the scale, a small group
of hunter-gatherers may make its own decisions and
recognize no higher authority: that group also consti-
tutes a polity.

Sometimes communities may join together to form
some kind of federation, and we have to ask whether
those communities are still autonomous polities, or
whether the federation as a whole is now the efiective
decision-making organization. These points are not yet
archaeological ones: however, they illustrate how
important it is to be clear about what we wish to know
about the past.

In terms of research in the field, the question is often
best answered from a study of settlement: both in
terms of the scale and nature of individual sites and in
relationships between them, through the analysis of
settlement pattern. But we should not forget that writ-
ten records, where a society is literate and uses writ-
ing, oral tradition, and ethnoarchaeology — the study
from an archaeological point of view of present-day
societies — can be equally valuable in assessing the
nature and scale of the society under review.

First, however, we need a frame of reference, a hypo-
thetical classification of societies against which to test
our ideas.
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Classification of Societies

The American anthropologist Elman Service developed
a four-fold classification of societies that many archae-
ologists have found useful, though his terminology has
since been amended. Associated with these societies
are particular kinds of site and settlement pattern.

Mobile hunter-gatherer groups (sometimes called
“bands”). These are small-scale societies of hunters
and gatherers, generally of fewer than 100 people, who
move seasonally to exploit wild (undomesticated) food
resources. Most surviving hunter-gatherer groups

12,000 BC

World population: 10 million
Hunters: 100 percent

World population: 4 billian
Huhters: 0.001 percent

. : cieties |
(Above) Before the advent of farming, all ’“1"“‘11“ igcist-
were hunter-gatherer groups; today these scarcety
(Right) Classtfication of societies.

TOTAL NUMBERS
SOCIAL

ORGANIZATION

ECONOMIC
DRGANIZATION

SETTLEMENT
PATTERN

RBELIGIOUS
ORGANIZATION

ARCHITECTURE

ARCHAEOLOG)
; 1C
EXAMPLES AL

MODERN ExampLES

San hunters,
South Africa
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MOBILE HUNTER-GATHERER
GROUPS SEGMENTARY SOCIETY

Man plowing,
Valcamonica, Italy

S
T

Horseman,
Gundestrup caldron

Terracotta army,
tomb of first emperor
of China

Less than 100

Up to few 1000

5000-20,000+

Generally 20,000+

Egalitarian
Informal leadership

Segmentary society
Pan-tribal associations
Raids by small groups

Kinship-based ranking
under hereditary leader
High-ranking warmiors

Class-based hierarchy
under king or emperor
Armies

Mobile hunter-gatherers

Settled farmers
Pastoralist herders

Central accumutation and
redistribution
Some craft specialization

Centralized bureaucracy
Tribute-based

Taxation

Laws

Temporary camps

Permanent villages

Fortified centers
Ritual centers

Urban: cities, towns
Frontier defenses
Roads

Shamans

Religious elders
Calendrical rituals

Hereditary chief with
religious duties

Priestly class
Pantheistic or monotheistic
religion

Temporary shelters

Paleolithic skin tents,
Siberia

Permanent huts
Burial mounds
Shrines

Neolithic shrine,
Gatalhoyik, Turkey

Large-scale monuments

Stonehenge, England
- final form

Palaces, temples, and other
public buildings

Castillo, Chichén ltza, Mexico

A]I Paleolithic societies,
including Paleo-Indians

All early farmers
(Neolithic/Archaic}

Many early metalworking
and Formative societies

All ancient civilizations, e.g.
in Mesoamerica, Peru,
Near East, India and China;
Greece and Rome

Inuit
San, southern Africa
Australian Aborigines

Pueblos, Southwest USA
New Guinea Highlanders
Nuer and Dinka, E. Africa

Northwest Coast Indians,
Usa

18th-century Polynesian
chiefdoms in Tonga,
Tahiti, Hawaii

All modem states
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today are of this kind, such as the Hadza of Tanzamal?r
the San of southern Africa. Band me‘mbers are gene}ra y
kinsfolk, related by descent or marriage. Bands Ia._:lx fq|f~
mal leaders, so there are no marked economic dif-
ferences or disparities in status among the'n- members,
Because bands are composed _uf I‘I‘Iﬂ'blle groups of
hunter-gatherers, their sites consist mainly of seas‘osl-
ally occupied camps, and other srnal]er_ and more pr:
cialized sites. Among the latter are kill or !mlcher}-
sites — locations where large mammals are killed an.d
sometimes butchered — and work site_s, where tools are
made or other specific activities Caffl?d out. The base
camp of such a group may give evidence of rather
insubstantial dwellings or temporary shelters, along
ith the debris of residential occupation.
WlE)Lll‘il'lg the Paleolithic period (before 12,000 years
ago) most archaeological sites seem to gcntorn_1 to one
or other of these categories — camp sites, kill sites,
work sites — and archaeologists usual%y pperate on the
assumption that most Paleolithic societies were orga-
nized into bands. Ethnoarchaeology (see below) has
devoted much attention to the study of living groups of
hunter-gatherers, yielding many insights relevant to
the more remote past.

Segmentary societies (sometimes referred to as
utribes”). These are generally larger than mobile
hunter-gatherer groups, but rarely nun_rlher more than
a few thousand, and their diet or subs@lence is _based
largely on cultivated plants and domesticated animals.
Typically, they are settled farmers, but they'ma‘v be
nomad pastoralists with a very differeflt. ]1‘10|J}ll’:‘ ecmf—
omy based on the intensive exploitation qf l‘westor‘:‘n‘
These are generally multicommunity §0cleiies, with
the individual communities integrated into the larger
society through kinship ties. Although‘ some iegmen—
tary societies have officials and even a capital or seat
of government, such officials lack the economic base
necessary for effective use of power. _
The typical settlement pattern for segmentary socl-
eties is one of settled agricultural homesteads or vil-
lages. Characteristically, no one settlement dominates
any of the others in the region, Instead, the archaeo‘ln—
gist finds evidence for isolated, permanently occupied
houses (a dispersed settlement pattern) or_ior perma-
nent villages {a nucleated pattern). Sut_:h villages may
be made up of a collection of free-standing houses, 111'<e
those of the first farmers of the Danube valley in
Europe, c. 4500 Bc. Or they may be clusters of buildings
grouped together - so-called agglomerate structures,
for example, the pueblos of the American Southwest,
and the early farming village or small town of Catal-
hoyiik, c. 7000 Bc, in modern Turkey.
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Chiefdoms. These operate on the principle of r.ankmg
_ differences in social status between people. Different
lineages (a lineage is a group claiming descent frorp a
common ancestor) are graded on a scale of.prestlge,
and the senior lineage, and hence .the society as a
whole, is governed by a chief. Prestlge. and rank are
determined by how closely related one is to the chief,
and there is no true stratification into classes. The role
of the chief is crucial.

Often, there is local specialization in craft pI’Odl:lC[S.,
and surpluses of these and of fm_sttuffs are periodi-
cally paid as obligations to the chief. He uses the§e to
maintain his retainers, and may use them for redistri-
bution to his subjects. The chiefdom ggnerally has a
center of power, often with temples, re§1denc§s of the
chief and his retainers, and craft specialists. Chiefdoms
vary greatly in size, but the range is generally between
about 5000 and 20,000 persons. |

One of the characteristic features of the chiefdornlls
the existence of a permanent ritual and ceremor}lal
center that acts as a central focus for the entire pol}ty,
This is not a permanent urban center (sugh as a city)
with an established bureaucracy, as one finds in state
societies. But chiefdoms do give indications Fhat some
sites were more important than others (site hierarchy),
as discussed later in this chapter. Examples are
Moundville in Alabama, USA, which flourished c. AD

1000-1500, and the late Neolithic monuments of Wes-
sex in southern Britain, including the famous ceremo-
nial center of Stonehenge (see boxes, bglow]. J

The personal ranking characteristic of chiefdom
sacieties is visible in other ways than in settlement ga.t-.
terning: for instance, in the very rich gravu_—g(m{ls hat
often accompany the burials of deceased chiefs.

Early States. These preserve many of the [eanu;?lil :s[
chiefdoms, but the ruler (perhaps a king or some

a queen) has explicit authority to eslabhsh']awasr;f_l:
also to enforce them by the use of a stan!imge_l i
Society no longer depends totally upon kin rAaicﬁl"
ships: it is now stratified into different classes.d‘ﬁzum:
tural workers or serfs and the poorer urban eciah'st;f
form the lowest classes, with the ‘crati Slpr. higher
above, and the priests and kinsfolk of the ru;?md frd}ii;
still. The functions of the ruler are nf_len qcvl:‘?E‘l;ﬂ tamﬁie?é
those of the priest: palace is distinguishe : hr P e Oling
The society is viewed as a territory owmletw 3 L
lineage and populated by tenams‘wll‘ttﬁ 1135&5 . bureat
tion to pay taxes. The central capita (f)lheir pri:it.'-l
cratic administration of officials; one 0 e
purposes is to collect revenue (often

taxes and tolls) and distribute 1L 10 8

governmenty
: evelop®
and craft specialists. Many early states d

plex redistributive systems to support these essential
services.

Early state societies generally show a characteristic
urban settlement pattern in which cities play a promi-
nent part. The city is typically a large population center
(often of more than 5000 inhabitants) with major pub-
lic buildings, including temples and work places for
the administrative bureaucracy. Often, there is a pro-
nounced settlement hierarchy, with the capital city as
the major center, and with subsidiary or regional cen-
ters as well as local villages.

This rather simple social typology, set out by Elman
Service and elaborated by William Sanders and Joseph
Marino, can be criticized, and it should not be used
unthinkingly. For instance, some scholars found the
concept of the tribe a rather vague one, and prefer to
speak of “segmentary societies.” The term “tribe,”
implying a larger grouping of smaller units, carries
with it the assumption that these communities share a
common ethnic identity and self-awareness, which is
now known not generally to be the case. The term
“segmentary society” refers to a relatively small and
autonomous group, usually of agriculturalists, who
regulate their own affairs: in some cases, they may join
together with other comparable segmentary societies
to form a larger ethnic unit or “tribe”; in other cases,
they do not. For the remainder of this chapter, we shall
therefore refer to segmentary societies in preference to
the term “tribe.” And what in Service’s typology were
called “bands” are now more generally referred to as
“mobile hunter-gatherer groups.”

} Certainly, it would be wrong to overemphasize the

Importance of the four types of saciety given above, or

10 spend too long agonizing as to whether a specific

Broup should be classed in one category rather than

another. It would also be wrong to assume that some-

how societies inevitably evolve from bands to segmen-

2y societies, or from chiefdoms to states. One of the

_r_:l_]ﬂllenges ofarchaeology is to attempt to explain why

i0me societies hecom
10t and we shal] ret
.E:fplanaliolt in Chapt

-:h{evel'zheless, if
‘S0¢ieties, we must

e more complex and others do
urn to the fundamental issue of
er 12.
we are seeking to talk about early
L use words_ancl hence concepts to do
Bl Urganf Categories provide a good framework to
e ize .our thoughts. They should not, how-
» Ef ect us from focusing on what we are really
ons ogf :';ﬂ‘é]_‘ﬂ“rges over time in the different institu-
Bnization OIF‘IL ~ whether in the social sphere, the
hange. = Sl le fqod quest, technology, contact and
Migue 2y, piritual !1{@. For archaeology has the
lage of being able to study processes of
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change over thousands of years, and it is these proces-
ses we are seeking to isolate. Happily there are suffi-
ciently marked differences between simple and more
complex societies for us to find ways of doing this. As
we saw above in the description of Service’s four types
of society, complex societies show in particular an
increased specialization in, or separation between, dif-
ferent aspects of their culture. In complex societies
people no longer combine, say, the tasks of obtaining
food, making tools, or performing religious rites but
become specialists at one or other of these tasks, either
as full-time farmers, craftspeople, or priests. As tech-
nology develops, for example, groups of individuals
may acquire particular expertise in pottery-ma king or
metallurgy, and will become full-time craft specialists,
occupying distinct areas of a town or city and thus
leaving distinct traces for the archaeologist to discover,
Likewise, as farming develops and population grows,
more food will be obtained from a given piece of land
(food production will intensify) through the introduc-
tion of the plow or irrigation. As this specialization and
intensification take place, so too does the tendency for
some people to become wealthier and wield more
authority than others - differences in social status and
ranking develop.

It is methods for looking at these processes of increa-
sing specialization, intensification, and social ranking
that help us identify the presence of more complex
societies in the archaeological record - societies here
termed for convenience chiefdoms or states. For sim-
pler hunter-gatherer groups or segmentary societies,
other methods are needed if we are to identify them

archaeologically, as will become apparent in a later
section.

Scale of the Society

With this general background in mind one can develop
a strategy for answering the first, basic question: what
is the scale of the society? One answer may come from
an understanding of the settlement pattern, and this
can only come from survey (see below).

For a first approximation, however, an elaborate
field project may be unnecessary. If, for instance, we
are dealing with archaeological remains dating to
before about 12,000 years ago, then we are dealing
with a society from the Paleolithic period. On present
evidence, nearly all the societies known from that
enormously long period of time - spanning hundreds
of thousands of years - consisted of mobile hunter-
gatherers, occupying camps on a seasonal and tempo-
rary basis. On the other hand, where we find
indications of permanent settlement this will suggest a
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segmentary society of agricultural villages or some-
thing more complex. _ _

At the other end of the scale, if there are major urban
centers the society should probably rank as a_slate.
More modest centers, or ceremonial centers without
urban settlement, may be indicative of a chiefdom. To
use these classificatory terms is a worthwhile first step
in social analysis. provided we bear in mind again that
these are only very broad categories designed to help
us formulate appropriate methods for studying the
societies in question. -

If it is clear thal we are dealing with communities
with a mobile economy (i.e. hunter-gatherers, or pos-
sibly nomads), highly intensive techniques of survey
will' have to be used, because the traces left by mobile
communities are generally very scanty. If, on the other
hand, these were sedentary communities, a straight-
forward field survey is now called for. It will have
as its first objective the establishment of settlement
hierarchy.

The Survey

The techniques of field survey were discussed in Chap-
ter 3. Surveys can have different purposes. in this case,
our aim is to discover the hierarchy of settlement. We
are particularly interested in locating the major centers
(because our concern is with organizauon} and in
establishing the nature of the more modest sites. This
implies a dual sampling strategy. At the inler_'lsive level
of survey, systematic surface survey of carefully selec-
ted transects should be sufficient, although the ideal
would be a total survey of the entire area. A random
stratified sampling strategy - as outlined in Chapter 3 -
taking into account the different environmental areas
within the region, should offer adequate data about the
smaller sites. However, random sampling of this kind
could, in isolation, be misleading and subject to what
Kent Flannery has called “the Teotihuacan effect.” Teo-
tihuacdn is the huge urban site in the Valley of Mexico
that flourished in the 1st millennium AD (see box, pp-
94-95). Random stratified sampling alone could easily
miss such a center, and would thus ruin any effective
social analysis.

The other aim of the strategy must be, therefore, to
go for the center. Means must be devised of finding the
remains of the largest center in the region, and as
many lesser centers as can be located. Fortunately, if it
was an urban site, or had monumental public build-
ings, such a center should become obvious during
even a non-intensive survey, s0 long as a good over-
view of the area as a whole {s obtained. In most cases
the existence of such a prominent site will already be
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well known to the local population, or indeed recorded
in the available archaeological or antiquarian litera-
ture. All such sources, including the writings of early
travelers in the region, should be scrutinized in order
to maximize the chances of finding major centers.

The main centers usually have the most impressive
monuments, and contain the finest artifacts. So it is
imperative to visit all the major monuments of the
period, and 10 follow up the circumstances of any par-
ticularly rich finds in the region. Where appropriate,
{here is plenty of scope t00 for remote sensing methods
such as were described in Chapter 3.

Settlement Patterning

Any survey will result in a map of the areas intensively
surveyed and a catalog of the sites discovered, together
with details of each site including size, chronological
range (as may be determined from surface remains
such as pottery), and architectural features. The aim is
then to reach some classification of the sites on the
basis of this information. Possible site categories
include, for instance, Regional Center, Local Center,
Nucleated Village, Dispersed Village, and Hamlet.

The first use we will make of settlement pattern
information is to identify the social and political terri-
tories around centers, in order to establish the political
organization of the landscape. Many archaeological
approaches here give prominence (0 Central _Plgce
Theory (see below), which we feel has some limita-
tions. It assumes that the sites in a given region will' fall
neatly into a series of categories according to variations
in site size. All the primary centers should be in on€
size category, all the secondary centers in the nfexl‘ gic.
This technique cannot cOpe€ with the true situation
which is that secondary centers in one area aré some-
times larger than primary centers in another. More
recent work has found a way of DverC-OliliTlg this diffi=
culty (the XTENT technique), but we will deal here
with the earlier methods first.

Joped DY

Central Place Theory. This theory was deve 19308

the German geographer Walter Chri:w,la}!er in t_h_e e
to explain the spacing and functions of cities ans
towns in modern-day southern Germ
that in a uniform landscape — without mou ]
rivers or variations in the distribution of s?s woui':"l'
resources — the spatial patterning of settlem:; enien
be perfectly regular. Cemral_ places .01‘ >
(towns or cities) of the same size and 1?|a = 4
situated equidistant from each other, z»t}rir e =
constellation of secondary cemniers w1} ‘ﬂdiliorls:'-
gmaller satellites. uUnder these perfect €@ >

any. He argues
ntains 0L

@ cy O VILLAGE

() TOWN o HAMLET

Central Place Theory: in a flat landscape, with 1o rivers or
parigtions in resources, central place (towr or city) will
dominate a hexagonal territory, with secondary cernters
(villages or hamlets) spaced at regular intervals around it.

territories “controlled” by each center would be hexag-
onal in shape, and the different levels of center would
together give rise (o an intricate settlement lattice.
Such perfect conditions do not occur in nature, of
course, but it is still quite possible to detect the work-
ings of Central Place Theory in the distributions of
modern or ancient cities and towns. The basic feature
is that each major center will be some distance from its
neighbors and will be surrounded by a ring of smaller
settlements in a hierarchically nested pattern. In poli-
tical and economic terms the major center will supply
certain goods and services to its surrounding area
and will exact certain goods and services in return.
Even in an area so far from uniform as Mesopotamia

(modern Iraq), Central Place Theory has its uses (see
box overleaf).

Site Hierarchy. Despite the reservations we have
'e?(Pre.ssed.about Central Place Theory, the analysis of
iﬁi!dizes }:S a useful basic approach. In archaeological
i S, the sites are usually listed in rank order by size
L ..e. in a site hierarchy), and then displayed as a histo-
i%amﬁa::}m?‘ are normally many more small villages
= H_ets in a settlement system than large towns or

- Histograms allow comparisons to be made
tp:{rell:)(tize site hierarchies of different regions, differ-
it ex’ :nd different ty.pes of society. In band soci-
g vargltple. Fher_e w1.ll usually be only a narrow
ﬁ\iely : lon in site size and all the sites will be
mall. State societies, on the other hand, will
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have both hamlets and farmsteads and large towns and
cities. The degree to which a single site is dominant
within a settlement system will also be evident from
this type of analysis, and the organization of the seftle-
ment system will often be a direct reflection of the
organization of the society which created it. In a gene-
ral way, the more hierarchical the settlement pattern,
the more hierarchical the society.

Thiessen Polygons. Another relatively simple method
that can be used in the study of settlernent patterns is
the construction of Thiessen polygons. These are sim-
ple geometrical shapes {hat divide an area into a num-
ber of separate territories, each focused on a single site.
The polygons are created by drawing straight lines
between each pair of neighboring sites, then at the
mid-point along each of these lines a second series of
lines, at right angles to the first. Linking up the second
series of lines creates the Thiessen polygons, and in
this way the whole of an area can be apportioned
among the sites it contains. It should be noted, how-
ever, that this procedure takes no account of differen-
ces in size ar importance of sites; a small site will have
as big a polygon as a large site. Thus it is important to
use only sites of the same rank in the settlement hier-
archy when this technique is being applied. A further
question, more difficult to resolve, is contemporaneity,
since clearly it would be meaningless to draw Thiessen
polygons between sites which were not in occupation
at the same time.

XTENT Modeling. One of the shortcomings of Central
Place Theory and other approaches is that sites occupy-
ing the same level in a settlement hierarchy might not
be of the same size. Thus the capital city of a state on
the periphery of a distribution could be smaller than a
secondary city in the center. We are now able to cope
with this using the technique of XTENT modeling. This
has the aim of assigning territories to centers according
to their scale. To do this, it assumes that a large center
will dominate a small one if they are close together. In
such a case, of so-called dominance, the territory of the
smaller site is simply absorbed in the study into that of
the larger one: in political terms the smaller site has no
independent or autonomous existence. This approach
overcomes the limitation of the Thiessen palygon
method, where territories are assigned irrespective of
the size of the center, and where there are no dominant
or subordinate centers.

In XTENT modeling, the size of each center is
assumed to be directly proportional to its area of influ-
ence. The influence of each center is thought of as
analogous to a bell or bell-tent in shape: the greater the
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size of the center the higher the tent. Centers are con-
sidered to be subordinate if their associated bell tents
fall entirely within that of a larger center. If they pro-
trude beyond, they will have their own autonomous
existence as centers of political units.

Although the XTENT model can never offer more
than a simple approximation of the political reality, it

2

A4
A%k = Lilhic workshop
FARRNY Large center

Small center
Large village
Village |

Proposed exchange
connection

Ancienl watercourse
Ceramic wall cones
(Top) XTENT model territories, Late Uruk period, Warka
area, Mesopotamia. Arrows indicate four centers that emerge
ds autoriomonts. Compare Greg Johnson's hiera rchy (above)
for the same region. Note how four of the five “large centers”
correspond with the autonomous ones in the X1 ENT model.
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SETTLEMENT
PATTERNS IN
MESOPOTAMIA

Gregory Johnson's work in the Diyala
region of Mesopotamia, to the east of
Baghdad in medern Iraq, provides a
good illustration of the way in which
Gentral Place Theory can be applied to
archaeological survey results. Thirty-
nine settlements of the Early Dynastic
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Site hierarchy for 39 settlernents in th,fn !
Diyala region, expressed as & histogrartis
As is usually the case with sug g
there is a decline in the number af S
site size increases. There are rioqﬂs_ y
more small villages and hamlets i aor
settlement system than large mw;ie
Any analysis of this kind has 10 Tauidenog
assumptions — for instance, tha i

for sites in each category has b«eeot alway
uniformly preserved, which may !
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be the case-
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period (c. 2800 BG) are known from this
area. They range in size from 25 ha
(60 acres) to just over one-tenth of a
hectare (0.25 acre), and on this basis
Johnson divided them into five
categories: large towns, towns, large
villages, small villages, and hamlets.
The distribution of sites suggested
that there were four lattice cells, each
lattice cell being the network of
settlements grouped around a first
order center or central place. In theory,
each cell should have had a large town
at the center, towns at each of the four
corners, and large villages at the mid-
points between the towns and at the

mid-points between the towns and the
large towns. Small villages and hamlets
completed the pattern to create a
model settlement lattice which could be
compared with the real pattern as
revealed by the Diyala survey.
Discrepancies could then be identified
and explained.

It is precisely the discrepancies from
the expected pattern that are of
interest. Johnson found that
maximization of usable land (which
would have been implied had there
been even spacing of settlements) was
less significant in determining
settlement location than were water

transport networks. Settlements of
successively smaller size were located
along watercourses — lines of
communication — between the larger
settlements.

Nevertheless, it was only after
considerable modification that the
lattice model could be made to fit the
Diyala evidence. Several of the
predicted primary and secondary
centers were lacking, while others were
smaller than they were expected 1o be.
Thus, though the exercise was certainly
valuable, it highlighted the difficulties of
applying Central Place Theory to a real
archaeological case.

——

Large town
Town

Large viliage
I | Village

y Hamlet

= Ancient walercourse

~ Modern watsrcourse

Early Dynastic settlement pattern in the
Diyala region of Iraq, based on survey work
originally carried out by Robert Adams.

Derivation of the proposed settlement
lattice for the Diyala region, from the
idealized, regular four lattice cells (top) to
the final pattern (above) that seemed best
to fit the actual settlement locations on
the ground.
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does allow a hypothetical political map to be con-
structed from appropriate survey data {see illustration
onp. 184). _ .

By methods such as these, information derived f_rom
settlement surveys can be used to produce what is in
effect a political and administrative map, even though
such maps will always rely on certain basic assump-
tions that cannot easily be proved. And while the
examples given in the box (pp. 184-85) have been
drawn from studies of state societies, it is possible to

apply similar techniques to the settlement patterns of
less complex societies, such as the Neolithic of south-
ern Britain (see box, pp. 202-03). During the Iron Age
of southern Britain, more hierarchically organized
societies developed, with prominent hillforts domi-
nating the tribal territories. A pioneering analysis by
archaeologist David Clarke interpreted the social posi-
tion of the Iron Age site of Glastonbury in these terms,
as belonging within a territory dominated by such a
fortified center.

FURTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION FOR SOCIAL ORGANIZATION

If the first approach by archaeologists to the study of
social organization must be through the investigation
of settlement and settlement pattern, this should not
exclude other possible avenues of approach, including
the use of written records, oral tradition, and ethno-
archaeology.

Here it is appropriate to mention the argument of
Lewis Binford, that if we are to bridge the gap between
the archaeological remains and the societies those
remains represent we need to develop a systematic
body of what he terms Middle Range Theory. For the
moment, however, we believe it is difficult to justify
the division of archaeological theory into high, middle,
and low. We choose not to use the term Middle Range
Theory.

Some scholars also lay great emphasis on the con-
cept of analogy. Arguments by analogy are based on
the belief that where certain processes or materials
resemble each other in some respects, they may resem-
ble each other in other ways also. Thus it may be pos-
sible to use details from one body of information to fill
the gaps in another body of information from which
those details are missing. Some have considered an
analogy a fundamental aspect of archaeological rea-
soning. In our view this emphasis is misplaced. It is
true that archaeologists use information from the study
of one society (whether living or dead) to help under-
stand other societies they may be interested in,
but these are usually in the nature of general observa-
tions and comparisons, rather than specific detailed
analogies.

Written Records

For literate societies - those that use writing, for
instance all the great civilizations in Mesoamerica,
China, Egypt, and the Near East — historical records
can answer many of the social questions set out at the
beginning of this chapter. A prime goal of the archaeo-
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logist dealing with these societies is therefore to find
appropriate texts. Many of the early excavations of the
great sites of the Near East had the recovery of archives
of clay writing tablets as their main goal. Major finds of
this kind are still made today - for example, at the
ancient city of Ebla (Tell Mardikh) in Syria in the
1970s, where an archive of 5000 clay tablets written in
an early, probably provincial, dialect of Akkadian
(Babylonian) was discovered.

In each early literate society, writing had its own
functions and purposes. For instance, the clay tablets
of Mycenaean Greece, dating from c¢. 1200 Bc, are
almost without exception records of commercial trans-
actions (goods coming in or going out) at the Mycen-
aean palaces. This gives us an impression of many
aspects of the Mycenaean economy, and a glimpse into
craft organization (through the names for the different
kinds of craftspeople), as well as introducing the
names of the offices of state. But here, as in other cases,
accidents of preservation may be important. It cguld be
that the Mycenaeans wrote on clay only for their com-
mercial records, and used other, perishable ma?erlals
for literary or historical texts now lost to us. It Is celz
tainly true that for the Classical Greek and Rorpan civ-
ilizations, it is mainly official decrees inscribed on
marble that have survived. Fragile rolls n_f papyrus —
the predecessor of modern paper - with hte_rary texfs
on them, have usually only remained intactn the dr)'
air of Egypt, or buried in the volcanic ash coVering
Pompeii (see box, pp. 24-25). .

An important written source t ould TI08 5
looked iscoinage. The findspots of coins give “’ggﬁ;
ing economic evidence about trade [(?hﬂl)[er 9I]£he o
inscriptions themselves are informative aboyﬂ anl:l'”ﬁt
ing authority — whether city-state (as 1 e kings
Greece) or sole ruler (asin Imperial Rome, OF
of medieval Europe).

The decipherment of an anc
our knowledge of the society t

al should not be over-

ient language trans_fo.-_
hat used it. The br

work of Champollion in the 19th century in cracking
the code of Egyptian hieroglyphs was mentioned in
Chapter 1. In recent years, one of the most significant
advances in Mesoamerican archaeology has come from
the reading of many of the inscribed symbols (glyphs)
on the stone stelae at the largest centers. It had been
widely assumed that the Maya inscriptions were exclu-
sively of a calendrical nature, or that they dealt with
purely religious matters, notably the deeds of deities.
But the inscriptions can now in many cases be inter-
preted as relating to real historical events, mainly the
deeds of the Maya kings (see boxes, pp. 134-35 and
414-15). We can also now begin to deduce the likely
territories belonging to individual Maya centers (see
box, p. 209). Maya history has thus taken on a new
dimension. Despite numerous attempts, however, the
Indus or Harappan is the last of the great scripts to
remain undeciphered.

A more detailed example of the value of written
sources for reconstructing social archaeology is Meso-
potamia, where a huge number of records of Sumer
and Babylon (c. 3000-1600 8c), mainly in the form of
clay tablets, have been preserved. The uses of writing
in Mesopotamia may be summarized as follows:

Recording information
for future use

- Administrative purposes

- Codification of law

- Formulation of a sacred
tradition

- Annals

- Scholarly purposes

Communicating current - Letters
information - Royal edicts
- Public announcements
- Texts for training scribes

Communicating with

- Sacred texts, amulets, etc.
the gods

The Sumerian king list provides an excellent example
of annals recording information for future use. It is
Extremely useful to the modern scholar for dating pur-
Poses, but it also offers social insights into the way the

~ Sumerians conceived of the exercise of power - for

?xamplle, the terminology of rank that they used. Simi-
S‘l;lgé nscriptions on royal statues (such as those of
E‘Siihle?-i ru.ler’lof Lagash) help us to perceive how th_e
B aanr:; \@we{l the reltall_onship bet}veen their
i, S U]@ immortals, This important kind of infor-
\i'es angtelrmng how SDElEtlE.'S_ ﬂl()!_lght about thElT}—
stcusged inlm wm‘l.d_h_ c?gnrnve information - is

o gr:.-];i-}re rl_ela_l 1‘ in Chapter 10. _
the ’3§tructure nrer sngm.ﬁcance_ for an understanding of
Sumerian society are the tablets asso-
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ciated with the working or organizing centers, which
in Sumerian society were often temples. For instance,
the 1600 tablets from the temple of Bau at Tello give a
close insight into the dealings of the shrine, listing
fields and the crops harvested in them, craftspeople,
and receipts or issues of goods such as grain and live-
stock.

Perhaps most evocative of all are the law codes, of
which the most impressive example is the law code of
Hammurabi of Babylon, written in the Akkadian lan-
guage (and in cuneiform script) around 1750 Bc. The
ruler is seen (illus. p. 189) at the top of the stone,
standing before Shamash, the god of justice. The laws
were promulgated, as Hammurabi states, “so that the
strong may not oppress the weak, and to protect the
rights of the orphan and widow.” These laws cover
many aspects of life - agriculture, business transac-
tions, family law, inheritance, terms of employment
for different craftspeople, and penalties for crimes such
as adultery and homicide.

Impressive and informative as it is, Hammurabi’s
law code is not straightforward to interpret, and
emphasizes the need for the archaeologist to recon-
struct the full social context that led to the drafting
of a text. As the British scholar Nicholas Postgate
has pointed out, the code is by no means complete,
and seems to cover only those areas of the law that
had proved troublesome. Moreover, Hammurabi had
recently conquered several rival city states, and the
law code was therefore probably designed to help inte-
grate the new territories within his empire.

Written records undoubtedly contribute greatly to
our knowledge of the society in question. But one
should not accept them uncritically at face value. Nor
should one forget the bias introduced by the accident
of preservation and the particular uses of literacy in a
society. The great risk with historical records is that
they can impose their own perspective, so that they
begin to supply not only the answers to our questions,
but subtly to determine the nature of those questions,
and even our concepts and terminology. A good exam-
ple is the question of kingship in Anglo-Saxon Eng-
land. Most anthropologists and historians tend to think
of a “king” as the leader of a state society. So when the

earliest records for Anglo-Saxon England, The Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle, which took final shape in about ap
1155, refer to kings around Ap 500, it is easy for the his-
torian to think of kings and states at that period. But
the archaeology strongly suggests that a full state soci-
ety did not emerge until the time of King Offa of Mercia
in around Ap 780, or perhaps King Alfred of Wessex in
AD 871. It is fairly clear that the earlier “kings” were
generally less significant figures than some of the
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The variety of historical evidence. ( Left and above) Scribes
were accorded high status i ancient civilizations. Among the
Maya, a rabbit god { left) is shown as a scribe on an 8thj
century A painted vase. A seribe from Classical Greek times
(above left) is depicted on a sth-century Bc bowl. Egyptian
military scribes (above center) record on papyrits rolls the
suhmi.v-sion of Egypt's New Kingdomn foes = a religf_ carving
from Saqqard. The Tnca (above right) had no writing syal‘rcm
as sach, but kept records of accounts and other transactions
using knotted ropes called quipu.

(Left) Some of the 5000 clay tablets
palace at Ebla (Tell Mardikh in
modern Syria), dating from the [ate 3rd millenninit BC.
The tablets formed part of the state archives, recording over
140 years of Ebla’s history. Originally they were ,wmrcd.on
wooden shelving, which collapsed when the pr_llm‘.u was
sacked. (Below) Hoard of Arabic coins found in .lmihmdé A
Sweden, from the Viking period (8th/9th centuries ADJ. CO
inscriptions can be informa tive about
trade (Chapter 9), and also about the

Clay tablets and coins.
discovered in the royal

{ssuing authority.

dating (Chapter 4) and

Inscriptions. (Above) The famous law code of the Babylonian
king Hamumurabi, c. 1750 se. The laws are carved in 49
vertical columns on a black basalt stela, 2.25 m (7 ft 4 in)
high. In this detail the king is seen confronting the seated
figure of Shamash, god of justice. See also main text p. 187.

Early medieval documents. (Below) An Anglo-Saxon king
and his council depicted in an 11th-century b manuscript.
Historical documents require careful interpretation just as
much as archaeological evidence.
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Seals and seal impressions. (Above) Rollout impression from
a cylinder seal of c. 500 sc which depicts the Persian king
Darius in his chariot hunting lions. The inscription is written
in the cuneiform script, like Hammurabi’s law code {left).
The scene is intended to convey the authority, strength, and
dominant status of the king. Such seals were used to mark
ownership or authenticity. Many thousands have been
recovered from Mesopotamian sites.

Oral tradition. (Below) Scenes from the Hindu epic, the
Ramayana, on a late 18th-century Ap temple-hanging,
Mathura, India. The story describes the exploits of a great
ruler (Rama) in his attempt to rescue his consort, carried off
to Sri Lanka by a demon king. The legend may have its
origins in sothward movements of Hindu peoples after 800
s but —as always with oral tradition — the difficulty comes
in disentangling history from myth.
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rulers in either Africa or Polynesia in recent times,
whom anthropologists would term “chiefs.”

Thus, if the archaeologist is to use historical records
in conjunction with the material remains, it is essential
at the outset that the questions are carefully formula-
ted and the vocabulary is well defined.

Oral Tradition

In non-literate societies, valuable information about
the past, even the remote past, is often enshrined in
oral tradition — poems OF hymns or sayings handed on
from generation to generation by word of mouth. This
can be of quite remarkable antiquity. A good example
is offered by the hymns of the Rigveda, the earliest
Indian religious texts, in an archaic form of the lan-
guage, which were preserved orally for hundreds of
years, before being set down by literate priests in the
mid-1st millennium AD. Similarly, the epics about the
Trojan War written down by Homer in about the 8th
century Bc may have been preserved orally for several
centuries before that time, and are thought by many
scholars to preserve a picture of the Mycenaean world
of the 12th or 13th century BC.

Epics such as Homer's Iliad and Odyssey certainly
offer remarkable insights into social organization. But,
as with so much oral tradition, the problem is actually
to demonstrate to which period they refer - to judge
how much is ancient and how much reflects a much
more recent world. Nevertheless, in Polynesia, in
Africa, and in other areas that have omly recently
become literate, the natural first step in investigating
the social organization of earlier centuries is to exam-
ine the oral traditions.

Ethnoarchaeology

Another fundamental method of approach for the
social archaeologist is ethnoarchaeology. It involves
the study of both the present-day use and significance
of artifacts, buildings, and structures within the living
societies in question, and the way these material things
become incorporated into the archaeological record -
what happens to them when they are thrown away or
(in the case of buildings and structures) torn down or
abandoned. It is therefore an indirect approach to the
understanding of any past society.

There is nothing new in the idea of looking at living
societies to help interpret the past. In the 19th and
early 20th centuries European archaeologists often
turned for inspiration to researches done by ethnogra-
phers among societies in Africa or Australia. But the
so-called “ethnographic parallels” that resulted -
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where archaeologists often simply and crudely likened
past societies to present ones = tended to stifle new
thought rather than promote it. In the United States
archaeologists were confronted from the beginning
with the living reality of complex Native American
societies, which taught them to think rather more
deeply about how ethnography might be used to aid
archaeological interpretation. Nevertheless, fully-
fledged ethnoarchaeology is a development really of
only the last 25 years. The key difference is that now it
is archaeologists themselves, rather than ethnogra-
phers or anthropologists, who carry out the research
among living societies.

A good example is the work of Lewis Binford among
the Nunamiut Eskimo, a hunter-gatherer group of
Alaska. In the 1960s Binford was attempting to inter-
pret archaeological sites of the Middle Paleolithic of
France (the Mousterian period, 180,000-40,000 years
ago). He came to realize that only by studying how
modern hunter-gatherers used and discarded bones
and tools, or moved from site to site, could he begin to
understand the mechanisms that had created the
Mousterian archaeological record — itself almost cer-
tainly the product of a mobile hunter-gatherer eco-
nomy. Between 1969 and 1973 he lived intermittently
among the Nunamiut and observed their behavior. For
instance, he studied the way bone debris was produced
and discarded by men ata seasonal hunting camp (the
Mask site, Anaktuvuk Pass, Alaska). He saw that,
when sitting round a hearth and processing bone for
marrow, there was a “drop zone” where small frag-
ments of bone fell as they were broken. The larger
pieces, which were thrown away by the men, formeda
“toss zone,” both in front and behind them.

Such seemingly trivial observations are the very stuff
of ethnoarchaeology. The Nu namiut might not prowdfe
an exact “ethnographic parallel” for Mousterian s0Cl*
eties, but Binford recognized that there are certail
actions or functions likely to be common to all hunter
gatherers because — as in the case of the processing @
bone — the actions are dictated by the most convE}lll_?“_ i
procedure when seated round a camp fire. The discar
ded fragments of bone then leave a characteristic Pat.":
tern round the hearth for the archaeologist 10 ﬁﬂ_d 31’{0
interpret. From such analysis, it has proved P(‘ss‘_b_leﬂw"
go on to infer roughly how many people were mwif'é
group, and over what period of time the camp SH€ o
used. These are questions very refevant to oul 11_1”{12‘3-;
standing of the social organization (including the SE
of hunter-gatherer groups. .

With thg benefit (g)f hils) observations at the Mask 8

. - lan O
Binford was then able to reinterpret the pi& oventy
habitation at the French Paleolithic site © PIICCt

Ethnoarchaeology: the work of Lewis Binford. (Right) From
obse_rvations among living Nunamiut Eskimo in Alaska,
Binfc}rd derived this model of bone processing around an
outside hearth. Small bone fragments fall in a “drop zone”
around the men, while larger pieces are thrown both in front
and behind them in two “toss zones.” (Below center) At the
Paleolithic site of Pincevent, France, dating from about
15,000 years ago, the excavator Leroi-Gourhan interpreted
three hearths as being evidence for a complex skin tent
(reconstruction, center right). (Below) Binford applied his
“outside hearth model” to the three Pincevent hearths, and
deduced from the distribution of bones that his model fitted
the evidence better than that of Leroi-Gourhan.: i.e.
that the hearths lay outside, and not within
a tent. (Below right) Classic semicircular
arrangement around an outside hearth
as demonstrated by Nharo Bushmen
at Ganzi, Botswana, around 1969.
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occupied during the last Ice Age about 15.,000 years
ago. The excavator, André Ler01-GourI}an, 1nterpre.ted
the remains as indicating a complex .skm tent covering
three hearths. Binford at the Mask site had noted how
when wind direction had changed, people seated out-
side next to a hearth would swivel round.and make up
a new hearth downwind so as to remain ogt of the
smoke. The distribution of debris around the Pincevent
hearths suggested to Binford that two of them were .the
result of just such an event, one after the other as w1n'd
direction changed and a seated worker rotateq h%s
position. He further argued that this kind of behavior is
found only with outside hearths, and tha.t therefor.e
the excavator’s reconstruction of a covering tent is
unlikely. Recent analysis, however, suggests that
these hearths had slightly different functions. Wor_k
at Pincevent and other similar sites in the Paris
Basin is discovering useful insights, as well' as
errors, both in Leroi-Gourhan’s focused interpretations
and in Binford’s generalized observations from
ethnoarchaeology. .
Ethnoarchaeology is not restricted to observations _at
the local scale. The British archaeologist [an Hodder, in
his study of the female ear decorations used by dii-
ferent tribes in the Lake Baringo area of Kenya, under-

took a regional study to investigate the extent Fo which
material culture (in this case personal decoratlon)'was
being used to express differences between. the tribes.
Partly as a result of such work, archaeologists no lpn—
ger assume that it is an easy task to tak.e arc}}‘aeologlca}
assemblages and group them into regional “cultures,
and then to assume that each “culture” so formed rep-
resents a social unit (see Chapter 12). Such a procec}ure
might, in fact, work quite well for th.e ear dgcoratlons
Hodder studied, because the people in que_stlop chose
to use this feature to assert their tribal distinctiveness,
But, as Hodder showed, if we were to take other fea-
tures of the material culture, such as pots or tools, th.e
same pattern would not necessarily be followed. Hls
example documents the important lesson_ th_at ma.terlal
culture cannot be used by the archaeologlst.m a simple
or unthinking manner in the reconstruction of sup-
posed ethnic groups. .

At this point it is appropriate to move on to c0n51Fler
how one actually sets about systematically searct{mg
for evidence of social organization in archagologlcal
remains, using the techniques and sources of informa-
tion just outlined. Here we will find it useful to look
first at mobile hunter-gatherer societies, then segmen-
tary societies, and finally at chiefdoms and states.

A-type of ear flap [N;_ernps}

B-type of ear flap (Njemps)

C-type of ear flap (Tugen) B,
Metai-coil ear decoration [Pakot). ] 0
Ear decoration (Njemps)

5 \J
Lake
Baringo

y Mukutan

j ‘e s ica, Hodde
Ethnoarchaeology: the work of Ian Hodder. In the Lake Baringo area of I\m]:/.;{. L”;;:gt(?cm i
decorations worn by the Tugen (right), Njemps, and P[I‘]?Ot tribes, and Shﬂl[it.( ‘ml A e
assert tribal distinctiveness. Other features of the material culture (e.g. pots or tools) w
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| ANCIENT

ETHNICITY
AND
LANGUAGE

Ethnicity (i.e. the existence of ethnic
groups, including tribal groups) is
difficult to recognize from the
archaeological record. For example,
the view that Mousterian too!
assemblages represented different
social groups, as suggested by
Francois Bordes, has been criticized
(see discussion in Chapter 10): and
the notion that such features as
pottery decoration are automatically
a sign of ethnic affiliation has been
questioned. This is a field where
ethnoarchaeology is only now
beginning to make some headway.
One field of information, however,
once overused by archaeologists, has
recently been neglected: the study of
languages. For there is no doubt that
ethnic groups often correlate with
language areas, and that ethnic and
linguistic boundaries are often the
same. But it should be remembered
that human societies can exist guite
well without tribal or ethnic
affiliations: there is no real need to
divide the social world up into named
and discrete groups of people.
Ethnicity should not be confused
With race, which insofar as it exists

(Chapter 1) is a physical attribute,

‘Not a social one, The ethnos, the

&thnic group, may be defined as “a

fitm aggregate of peaple, historically
. stablished o 4 given territory,

POSsessing in common relatively
;}_gbie Peculiarities of language and
LUlture, ang a|sq recognizing their
Iy af'rd difference from other similar
OMMmations {salf-awarenass) and
EADressing this in a self-appointed
namg (ethncmyrn}” (Dragadze 1980,

allows us to note the

+ all of them relevant
ation of ethnicity:

Shareq tertitory or jang
'{5__:0!'!1mon descent or “blood”
AComman language
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community of customs or culture
community of beliefs or religion
self-awareness, self-identity

a name (ethnonym) to express
the identity of the group

shared origin story (or myth)
describing the origin and history
of the group

Ethnicity, however, is a much-abused
term, and one that is sometimes used
to mask directly political motives.
After 1992, for instance, within the
former republic of Yugoslavia, there
was serious fighting between Serbs,
Croats, and others (mainly Muslims)
over territories. The irony is that there
are relatively few underlying
differences among the communities
involved, the principal distinctions
being religious (Orthodox Christian,
Roman Catholic, and Musiim
respectively). It is sad that bling
prejudice along ethnic and religious
lines which underlay the horrors of
the Holocaust during World War ||
should once again lead to the
mindless slaughter in Yugoslavia
termed “ethnic cleansing.” The
perversion of ethnicity is the curse of
our age.

It seems likely that in some cases
the scale of the area in which a
language came to be spoken was
influential in determining the scale of
the ethnic group that later came to be
formed. For instance, in Greece in the
7th and 6th centuries sc the political
reality was one of small, independent
city states (and some larger tribal
areas). But in the wider area where
Greek was spoken there was already
an awareness that the inhabitants
were together Hellenes (i.e. Greeks).
Only Greeks were allowed to
compete in the great Panhellenic
Games held every 4 years in honor of
Zeus at Olympia. It was not until later,
with the expansion of Athens in the
5th century 8¢ and then the
conquests of Philip of Macedon and
his son Alexander the Great in the
next century, that the whole territory
occupied by the Greeks became
united into a single nation. Language
is an important component of
ethnicity.

In Mesoamerica, Joyce Marcus has
drawn on linguistic evidence in
analyzing the development of the
Zapotec and Mixtec cultures. She
notes that their languages belong to
the Otomanguean family, and follows
the assumption that this relationship
implies a commen origin. Marcus and
Kent Flannery, in their remarkable
book The Cloud People (1983), traced
through time “the divergent evolution
of the Zapotec and Mixtec from a
common ancestral culture and their
general evolution through successive
levels of sociopolitical evolution”
(Flannery and Marcus 1983, 9). They
see in certain shared elements of the
two cultures the common ancestry
suggested by the linguistic
arguments.

Using glottochronology {Chapter 4)
Marcus suggested a date of 3700 Bc
for the beginning of the divergence
between the Zapotec and Mixtec: she
then sought to correlate this with
archaeological findings.

The whole issue of ethnicity in the
archaeological record is ripe for re-
examination, It has already been well
reviewed for the case of ancient
Greece, and recent work has called
into question the whole issue of “the
Celts.” Classical authors used that
terminology to refer to the barbarian
tribes of nerthwest Europe, but there
is no evidence that any of them called
themselves “Celts,” and the term is
therefore not a true ethnonym. Since
the 18th century the term has been
applied in a systematic and scholarly
way to the Celtic languages (Gaelic,
Irish, Breton, Manx, Cornish, etc.)
which clearly form a language family
(or sub-family, within the Indo-
European family). But the notion ofa
“coming of the Celts” (like that of a
“coming of the Greeks”) is
increasingly questioned. Recent

quantitative work on the Celtic
languages of Great Britain and Ireland
suggests that they may have diverged
from the Continental Celtic
language(s) as early as 3000 &g, But
whether linguistic identity at that time
(if the early date is accepted) is to be
equated with ethnic identity is a much
more complex question.
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TECHNIQUES OF STUDY FOR MOBILE HUNTER-GATHERER SOCIETIES

In mobile hunter-gatherer societies economic organi-
zation and to a large extent political organization are
exclusively at a local level - there are no permanent
administrative centers. The nature of such societies
can be investigated in several ways.

Investigating Activities within a Site

Having identified various sites by employing the meth-
ods outlined in Chapter 3, the first approach is to con-
centrate on the individual site, with an investigation of
the variability within it. (Off-site archaeology is dis-
cussed in the next section.) The aim is to understand
the nature of the activities that took place there, and
of the social group that used it.

The best approach depends on the nature of the site.
In Chapter 3 a site was defined as a place of human
activity, generally indicated by a concentration of arti-
facts and discarded materials. Here we need to be
aware that, on sites of sedentary communities (gen-
erally, food-producers living in permanent structures),
the remains are different in character from the tempo-
rary camp sites of mobile communities, whether
hunter-gatherers or nomad herders. Sedentary com-
munities are considered in a later section. Our focus in
this section is on mobile communities, particularly
hunter-gatherers of the Paleolithic period. Here the
timescale is so great that the effects of geological pro-
cesses on sites must be taken into account.

Among mobile communities a distinction can be
drawn between cave sites and open sites. In cave sites,
the physical extent of human occupation is largely
defined by debris scattered within the cave itself and
immediately outside it. Occupation deposits tend to be
deep, usually indicating intermittent human activity
over thousands or tens of thousands of years. For this
reason it is vital to excavate and interpret accurately
the stratigraphy of the site - the superimposed layers.
Meticulous controls are needed, including the record-
ing in three dimensions of the position of each object
(artifact or bone), and the sieving or screening of all
soil to recover smaller fragments. Similar observations
apply to open sites, except that here one needs to allow
for the fact that occupation deposits - without the pro-
tection provided by a cave - may have suffered greater
erosion.

If it proves possible to distinguish single, short
phases of human occupation at a site, one can then
look at the distribution of artifacts and bone fragments
. within and around features and structures (hut foun-

194

dations, remains of hearths) to see whether any cohe-
rent patterns emerge. For the way such debris was
discarded can shed light on the behavior of the small
group of people who occupied the site at that time.
This is where ethnoarchaeology has proved of great
value. Lewis Binford’s research among the Nunamiut
Eskimo, described above, has shown for example
that hunter-gatherers discard bone in a characteristic
pattern around a hearth. The human behavior
documented among the living Nunamiut therefore
helps us understand the likely behavior that gave rise
to similar scatters of bone around hearths on Paleo-
lithic sites.

Often, it is not possible to distinguish single, short
phases of occupation, and the archaeologist recovers
instead evidence resulting from repeated activities at
the same site over a long period. There may also be
initial doubt as to whether the distribution observed is
the result of human activity on the spot (in situ}, or
whether the materials have been transported by flow-
ing water and redeposited. In some cases, 100, the dis-
tribution observed, especially of bone debris, may be
the result of the action of predatory animals, not of
humans. These are questions to do with formation pro-
cesses, as discussed in Chapter 2.

The study of such questions requires sophisticated
sampling strategies and very thorough analysis. The
work of Glynn Isaac’s team at the Early Paleolithic
sites of Koobi Fora on the eastern shore of Lake
Turkana, Kenya, gives an indication of the recovery
and analytical techniques involved. The first essential
was a highly controlled excavation procedure with,
within the areas chosen for detailed sampling, the
careful recording of the coordinates of every piece of
bone or stone recovered. Plotting the densities of fl!:lf_15
was a first step in the analysis. One important questiof
was to decide whether the assemblage was primary

one, in situ, or whether it was a secondary accumtila=

tion, the result of movement by water in a riveror [akt}_-.
The study of the orientation of the long limb bc_m:;
proved helpful at Koobi Fora: if the bones had b"-.‘al._e.l_:
deposited or disturbed by flowing water, they e
likely to show the same orientation. In this t‘:aﬁe nlf
remains were found to be essentially int st with 00t
a small degree of pnst-deposiliunﬂl disturbance. -
Isaac’s team was also able to fit some fr§ 2
bone back together again. The network of joInS =
be interpreted as demarcating areas whe o
broke open bones to extract marrotv = o lied to B¥
ity areas. (Different techniques had to be apP .

gmen(& ‘ot
i 0

CONJOINING BONES
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STONES

CONJOINING STONES

_Gi)'_rm Isaac’s research at the Early
qrn@u; plotted at site FxJj 50. (
indicating activity areas where

:Ege;il‘irlmnle that it was indeed humans and not preda-
e ;1(1 ]s_that had br_uken open the bone. This spe-
ﬂiscussedn‘{ lénp[_)rt.am field of study — taphonomy - is
B of iOin{sna etail in Chapter‘().) A comparable analy-
Webs chon}ur‘“?ng stone amfvacls proved rewarding.
Activity s ini {lg lines were interpreted as indicating
e sil‘ Where stones were knapped. In these
abou, < _‘_e‘ was made to yield important information
magecgna human activities.

eration ‘;rf 1-'i1[§§‘11:p}'§tive Questions arise from the consid-
Bathere; o, idual camp sites of modern hunter-

Munities. One issue is the estimation of

! pmpﬂsé@ t;ﬁgn camp area. Various models have
NOgraphis elx these have been compared with
Fers of lhearlglillles among the |Kung San hunter-

i tionship be? ahari Desert. Another question is
L Ween people (in kinship terms) and
gatherer Camps: recent studies have

ulation gj

301t
T . T T ]

10m

St’cgﬁr’?ohr{m:‘r s'i:'.sl' _c‘}’ II\'r{ah;' Fora, Kenya, East Africa. (Top row) Location of bones and stone
e d row) Lines joining bones and stones that conld be fitted back together, perhaps
ones were broken open to extract marrow, and stone tools were knapped ,

show_n a strong correlation between kin distance and
the distance between huts. Both questions are discus-
sed in the box overleaf.

These: are speculative areas at present, but they are
now being systematically researched. Such inferences

are bo_und to become part of the stock-in-trade of the
Paleolithic archaeologist.

Investigating Territories in Mobile
Societies

The detailed study of an individual site cannot, for a
mobile_: group, reveal more than one aspect of social
beha_v10r. For a wider perspective, it is necessary to
consider the entire territory in which the group or
band operated, and the relationship between sites.

' Once again, ethnoarchaeology has helped to estab-
lish a framework of analysis, so that one may think in
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terms of an annual home range (i.e. the whole territory
covered by the group in the course of a year) and spe-
cific types of site within it, such asa home base camp
(for a particular season), transitory camps, hunting
blinds, butchery or kill sites, storage caches, and so on.
Such concerns are basic to hunter—galhf:re!' e_lrchaeo}—
ogy, and a regional perspective is essential if insight is
to be gained into the annual life cycle qf_ the group and
its behavior. This means that, in addition _to conven-
tional sites (with a high concentration of arllfacts)., one
needs to look for sparse scatters of artifacts, consisting
of perhaps just one or two objects in every 10-m survey
square (this is often referred to as off-site or non-site
archaeology - see Chapter 3). One must also stud}' the
whole regional environment (Chapter 6) and the likely
human use of it by hunter-gatherers. _ )

A good example of off-site archaeolfng is provided
by the work of the British anthropologist Robert Foley
in the Amboseli region of southern Kenya. He collected
and recorded some 8531 stone tools from 257 sample

GATHERING
AREA

|
|
|

[
/

Rob Fole mod ’ d the C'-'-Tl'ff La
eft) o foitil ithi 4 Jf Icr—gathr:r er band, an a
Y’ € t activities within the annual home range of 4 hitn ! ! o
ing from l (l f) f y tween the home base/tempaorary camp sites

: 2 . ide more
The home range might be 30 ki (19 miles) north-south in tropical environments, but considerably

resulting from such activities. Notice how artifacts appear be
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locations within a study area covering 600 sq. km (232
sq. miles). From this evidence he was able to calc:ulat'e
the rate of discard of stone tools within different envi-
ronmental and vegetation zones, and interpret_the dis-
tribution patterns in terms of the strategies and
movements of hunter-gatherer groups. In a ltne{ stu_cly,
he developed a general model of stone tool distribution
based on a number of studies of hunter-gat_herer bands
in different parts of the world. One cor‘lclusmn was that
a single band of some 25 people might be:l e}_ipecte_d
to discard as many as 163,000 artifacts within their
annual territory in the course of a single year. These
artifacts would be scattered across the territory, but
with significant concentrations at h011_1e base camps
and temporary camps. According to this model, how-
ever, only a very small proportion of the total .ann}ml
artifact assemblage would be found by archaeologists
working at a single site, and it is vitally important that
individual site assemblages are interpreted as parts ofa
broader pattern.

¢ scatters (rig! ‘ﬂ.__" '
within e
Jatitudes:

as well as
n higher

oir
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SPACE AND DENSITY
IN HUNTER-GATHERER

CAMPS

An important question to ask of any
settlement site is the size of the
population. The interpretation of
ethnographic work undertaken by
John Yellen among the !Kung San
hunter-gatherers of the Kalahari
Desert shows how this problem can
be tackled. In the dry season, Yellen
had noted that large aggregate
camps are established for the entire
band, ranging from 35 to 60
individuals. In the rainy season, when
the band splits up, camps are
occupied for just a few days by a
single nuclear family, or by several
families linked by marriage. Yellen
noted that !Kung camp sites are
formed of a circle of huts, each of
which is a private activity space for a
single person, with a shelter, hearth,
and hearthside activity area,
orientated inward around a central
area. Yellen indicated that there is a
strong relationship between the area
of the camp (established by drawing
a line around the perimeter of the hut
circle) and its population.

More recently, the Cambridge
archaeologist Todd Whitelaw has
stressed that this general relationship
between camp area and population
does not take account of all the
relevant factors, including the spacing
between huts and the differences

between dry and rainy season camps.

He took note of the observation that

:hu.ts and fires belonging to members
Ofthe same extended families are
Close to each other, and he plotted to

What extent social distance between

Kin matched physical distance

Ween huts (measured around the

Clmference of the camp circle).

Using the data for the two years
3} ‘ijn which Yellen had

='Ved dry-season camp structure,

116 obtained 5 good correJ:tIon

88N closeness of kin and

;:“Y of huts. He then went an

*Sting step further. Using the

information about kinship distance
gathered for two specific camp sites,
but not at this stage utilizing any prior
information about where the huts
were actually located, he constructed
a model layout using a non-metric
multi-dimensional scaling (MDSCAL}
computer routine. This method —
described in more detail in a separate
box, pp. 210-11 - can be used to
construct a spatial structure using
only information about relative
distance between units.

The hut locations produced by the
computer utilizing the model for one
dry-season camp are seen in the
diagram top right; the actual locations
of the huts are shown in the diagram,
right. The arrows run from the
computer locations to the actual
locations. Impressively, in most cases
the arrows are quite short; that is, the
model produced a good
approximation to the actual camp
plan, although it was utilizing only
data about kinship distance.

This is a good example of the way
ethnographic work can enrich a
general understanding of a problem,
in this case the structure of hunter-
gatherer settlement sites. Of course,
not all hunter-gatherer settlements
are the same. But Whitelaw's study
brings out some of the relevant
factors, allowing a fresh look at the
plans of hunter-gatherer camp sites.

EXTENDED

EXTENDED
FAMILY -
- -

FAMILY |
.‘_/'_ e -

/a\
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/ primary
_‘" kinship /
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( . “_ EXTENDED
FAMILY
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a Compuler-generated hut localion
based on sacial distance between kin

a
s A u;
4 A
\-.n
[
A Computer-generaled hut location based on
social dislance between kin
A Actual hut location

Hut locations in a San dry-season camp.
(Top) Todd Whitelaw's model of what the
locations might be if one analyzes only the
evidence for social relationships using a
MDSCAL computer program. (Above) The
MDSCAL locations compared with the
actual ones.

San hunter-gatherer camp,
photographed in about 1927.




PART I

TECHNIQUES OF STUDY FOR SEGMENTARY SOCIETIES

Segmentary societies operate on a larger scale. tha}n
bands. They usually consist of farme.rs‘ based in vil-
lages — permanent sedentary comm.unme& The settle-
ment is therefore the most appropriate aspect of such
societies to investigate first. As we shall see, howeyer_.
the cemeteries, public monuments, and craft speciali-
zation evident in these societies also form useful areas

of study.

Investigating Settlements in Sedentary
Societies

Although a completely excavated settl'em_er_lt from just
one period is the ideal case for analysis, it 1s_n0t often
attainable. But much information can be obtained from
intensive survey of surface features and from sample
excavation. The initial aim is to investigate the struc-
ture of the site, and the functions of the different areas
recognized. A permanent settlement incorporates a
greater range of functions than a temporary hunte.r—
gatherer camp. But the site should not be c0n51.de.red in
isolation. As in the hunter-gatherer examples, it 1s nec-
essary to consider exploitation of the territory as a
whole. One means of achieving this is by so-called site
catchment analysis, discussed in Chapter 6. .

An intensive surface survey of the site can give goo.d
indications of the variation in deposits beneath. This
was the technique used by Lewis Binfor.d in_ 1963 at
Hatchery West, a Late Woodland occupation site (c. AD
250-800) in Illinois. After a local farmer had plowed
the topmost surface of the site, and after the summer
rains had washed the surface to expose the artifacts,
the surface materials were collected from each 6-m
square. The resulting distribution maps gave useful
indications of the structure of the site below. There
were deposits of discarded debris (middens) where
there was a high density of potsherds and, between
them, houses in areas with a low density of sherds. The
patterns indicated by the distribution maps were tested
by excavation.

This was a favorable case, where there was a shal-
low depth of soil, and a close relationship between sur-
face scatter and underlying structures. Remote-sensing
techniques can be helpful in revealing site structure,
especially aerial photography (Chapter 3). And ren}ote
sensing can also be a useful preliminary to excavation.
Al the Late Neolithic site of Divostin in the former
Yugoslavia, Alan McPherron was able to use the pro-
ton magnetometer (Chapter 3) to locate the burnt clay
floors of the houses in the village, and thus draw an
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approximate plan before excavation began. Often,
however, the conditions are unsuitable for such meth-
ods. Furthermore, the site in question may be much
larger than Hatchery West (which was le_ss than 2 ha
or 4.9 acres) and surface materials, especially potte_ry,
may be abundant. For such sites a survey sampling
method, such as random stratified samphpg (Cpapter
3) may be necessary. On a large site, samp}mg will also
be required in the excavation. There are disadvantages
in using small sampling units: they allow one to exca-
vate a wider variety of different parts of the 51te,_ but fail
to reveal much of the structures (houses, etc.) in ques-
tion. In other words, there is no substitute for good,
wide excavation areas.

For effective analysis of the community as a whole,
some structures need to be excavated completely, ar}d
the remainder sampled intensively enough to obtain
an idea of the variety of different structures (ar'e t.hey
repeated household units, or are they more specialized
buildings?). '

In general, the seitlement will be either agglorperate
or dispersed. An agglomerate settlement consists of
either one or several large units (clusters) of many
rooms. A dispersed settlement plan has separate and
free-standing house units, usually of sma_ller size. _In
the case of agglomerate structures therg is the 1n1t1§1
problem of detecting repeated social units (e.g: fami-
lies or households) within them, and the functions of

rooms.

lh?n a now-famous analysis published in 1970 of the
agglomerate settlement of Broken K Pl:leblo. Arlzﬂll;laa.
in the American Southwest, James Hill undertDO’ -
detailed study of the functions of this l_3th—r:ten(ur§sist,f
site. First he plotted the association of different tY?e L
artifact with different rooms. Then, in an e_t!_mogrn arpihe
study of living Pueblo Indians, he 1ldem;1hef‘l:1 ;}n -
modern period three different types of room _d Geremo-
(cooking, eating, sleeping etc.), storage. an bC e aléa
nial - and distinctions between rooms _used‘dynce 2
and by females. From this elhnog_-,raphl_c Eulhieﬂlﬂgi’
derived 16 implications to test against his arc ol el
cal evidence, in order to discover v.awlwtet!uzrlif;i;l ol
three room types and male/ [emgle d']Sl”"]ctesﬁﬂg -
be identified at Broken K Pueblo 1tse_lt. HJ{'; o indicate

gested that the artifact patterning did 11.1 1een 5

the existence of similar distinctions at -B-IE' 3

In recent years there have been critict =
conclusions. New work impi_ies that Pue 0
ture, not the artifacts found in t_hem_, 11[1_1}1’85_ And
guide to room function in prehistoric H

ti

J domestic room
! storage room
ceremonial room
3 unexcavated room
® firepit
® corn grinder

Broken K Pueblo, Arizona: research linked rooms containing
firepits and corn grinders with domestic activities; smaller
rooms with storage; and two rooms where floors were sunk
below ground level with ceremonial.

analogy between modern and prehistoric male/female
distinctions is not satisfactorily demonstrated here.
Cemetery analysis (see below) can provide a better
correlation between sex and specific artifact types. But
Hill’s approach was a pioneering and interesting one in
social archaeology, and his methods were commend-
ably explicit, and therefore open to critical appraisal by
other scholars (Chapter 12 considers this issue in more
detail).

Another informative example of settlement study is
offered by Todd Whitelaw’s reinterpretation of the
Early Minoan site (c. 2300 Bc) of Myrtos in southern
Crete. The excavator, Peter Warren, had suggested that
this was a centralized community with a measure of
C_raft specialization (see below). His published report
Was so commendably thorough as to allow Whitelaw
to make a different suggestion - that there was a dom-
estic (household) organization of production rather
iiuan Cfraft specialization. By careful study of the func-
_in:lhﬂ the rooms _[from ‘[he remains and features found
2 u‘:ltljﬂ. and their spatial arrangement, he was able to
.C.j‘-lste rs)at th‘e settlement CDIIISiSiEd of 5 I;ll’vﬁ household
i ,h E?Lh probably with 4-6 1!1d1vzduals. Each
st al cooking, storage, w(:_:rkmg, and gent_era[
- o af_ea_s - there was no evidence of centraliza-
: Pecialized manufacturing.

. € study of sedentary communities is made much

irt_wlllllertlhseparate houses can be identified at the
traordin, 'Ie' 1920s, Gordon Childe excavated the
ra Brae ;'3 well-preserved Neolithic village of
tnd Il the Orkney Islands, north of Scotland. He

SNA | i a -
Selllement, now dated to around 3000 Bc,
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where the internal installations (e.g. beds and cup-
boards) were still preserved, being made of stone. In
such cases, the analysis of the community and the esti-
mation of population size become much easier.

The Study of Ranking from Individual
Burials

In archaeology, the individual is seen all too rarely.
One of the most informative insights into the indivi-
dual and his or her social status is offered by the dis-
covery of human physical remains — the skeleton or
the ashes — accompanied by artifacts deposited in the
grave. Examination of the skeletal remains by a physi-
cal anthropologist (Chapter 11) will often reveal the
sex and age at death of each individual, and possibly
any dietary deficiency or other pathological condition.
Communal or collective burials (burials of more than
one individual) may be difficult to interpret, because it
will not always be clear which grave-goods go with
which deceased person. It is, therefore, from single
burials that one can hope to learn most.

In segmentary societies, and others with relatively
limited differentiation in terms of rank, a close analysis
of grave-goods can reveal much about disparities in
social status. One must take into account that what is
buried with the deceased person is not simply the exact
equivalent either of status or of material goods owned
or used during life. Burials are made by living indivi-
duals, and are used by them to express and influence
their relationships with others still alive as much as to
symbolize or serve the dead. But there is nevertheless
often a relationship between the role and rank of the
deceased during life and the manner in which the
remains are disposed of and accompanied by artifacts.

The analysis will seek to determine what differences
are accorded to males and females in burial, and to
assess whether these differences carry with them dis-
tinctions in terms of wealth or higher status. The other
common factor involved with rank or status is age, and
the possibility of age differences being systematically
reflected in the treatment of the deceased is an obvious
one. In relatively egalitarian societies, achieved status
- that is, high status won through the individual’s own
achievements (e.g. in hunting) in his or her own life-

time - is something commonly encountered, and often
reflected in funerary practice. But the archaeologist
must ask, from the evidence available, whether the
case in question is one of achieved status, or involves
instead status ascribed through birth. To distinguish
between the two is not easy. One useful criterion is to
investigate whether children are in some cases given
rich burial goods and other indications of preferential
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attention. 1f so, there may have beena system of hferec?—
itary ranking, because at so early an age the child is
unlikely to have reached such a status through per-

gonal distinction.
Once the gravesin
'I first step in most cases1

the cemetery have been dated, the
s simply to produce a ireg_uency
distribution (a histogram) of the number of Q{rierem
artifact types in each grave. For further analysm‘. hc_)w-
ever, it is more interesting to seek some be}ler indica-
tion of wealth and status s0 that greater weight can be
oiven to valuable objects, and less weight to commaon-
;lace ones. This at once raises the pm_blem of the rec-
ognition of value (for we do not know in a_dvana? '&\fh«li
value was given to objects at the tl}'ﬂE‘ in quebu?n_}‘
This important subject is discussed in more detail in
ers 9 and 10.
' Chlfrpotm the point of view of social questions, Fhe work
of the British archaeologist, Susan Shennan, is useful.
{n an innovative study of burials at'the Copper Age
cemetery at Brancin slovakia, she assigned pmpls ona
' scale of “units of wealth,” making the assumption that
' the valuable objects were {hose that took a long time 0
make, or were made of materials brought from a dis-
tance or difficult to obtain, This allowed her to produge
| a diagram of the wealth structure Pf the cemetery in
| relation to age and sex. Some individuals, particularly
' females, had much more elaborate sets of grave—gm?ds
' than others. She concluded that there was d lead_mg
l family or families, and status len@ed to be' 1¥1her1l.ejd
' through the male line, females possibly obtaining their
| rich artifacts only on marriage. .
il Sophisticated quantitative techniques can l‘{e ubeq to
' analyze artifact patterning in a_cemetery, including
| factor analysis and cluster analysis '{see box).
| Ranking is not expressed solely 1n the grave-goods,
il || but in the entire manner of burial. Some workers,
| among them Joseph A. Tainter, have developed a more
1 sophisticated approach, seeking to use a rn,uch Wldei;
' range of variables. For instance, in Tainters study o
1t o12 Middle Woodland burials (¢. 150 8c-A 400) from
i two mound groups in the lower 11linois river valley, he

Females

Males

\ Mature-senile
Mature

| Adult-mature

| Adult

Juvenile-adult

| Juvenile

- I Rich graves

Brant, Slovakia: age and sex distribution of burials.

Infant il
| \ Infant |
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chose 18 variables that each burial migh‘l or might‘nm
show. He used cluster analysis to investigate relalmr_l—
ships between the burials, and concluded [rmr} thlS‘
that there were different social groups. The variables
used are worth quoting, as they could be adapted to
many different cases:

Checklist of Variables for Burials
Uncremated/ cremated
Articulated}disaniculaled
Extended/not extended
Earthwalls/log walls
Ramps/no ramps
surface/sub-surface
Log-covered/not log-covered
slab-covered/not slab-covered
Slabs in grave/no slabs

0 Interred in central location/not

interred in central location

11 Supine/not supine

12 Single/multiple

13 Ocher/no ocher

14 Miscellaneous animal bones/none

15 Hematite/no hematite

16 Imported sociotechnic items

(status indicators €.8. royal c_m‘wn]
17 Locally produced sociotechnic items
18 Technomic items

(utilitarian objects €.8. tools)

..4\503“-!5"‘-‘""“‘“"'""_‘

This list of variables illustrates anotl?er itppm’tam
point: that what one is seeking to study 15 sncm_i strucli
ture as a whole, not just personal ranking. In life, anl

in some cases in death, the individual has a whos
series of roles and statuses that we seek to delec{ anar
understand. To rank individuals in a.sm?ple lmeri.
order in terms of one variable or a combination of va

ables may be a considerable oversimplification.

Collective Works and Communal Action

Segmentary societies did not always bury'u;dlgijﬂliﬁg
in cemeteries, S0 archaeologists canngl 193; e
source of information being available. Similar i;emains
ment sites can be difficult to locate, and the :
scanty. The original ground surface may o
destroyed, either by plowing OT erosion, SO L
floors “or structures are 1 :

a1l that remains for the early farming
ern Europe in the way of houses ﬂr_l N ere. ti
dence is often just a few posthol_et-ﬁ&; around)
uprights for house frames Were set in

the lower levels of rubbish pits. I

have heeﬂ-
£

1=

- §i=
all such cases: ¥
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FACTOR ANALYSIS AND CLUSTER ANALYSIS

Both of these techniques are
multivariate statistical methods used
to isolate patterning in archaeological
data. They are alike in that both start
with assemblages of artifacts, and
these artifacts are listed in terms of
types (sometimes referred to as
variables). Factor analysis looks for
variation among the artifact types
within an assemblage. Cluster
analysis identifies similarities and
differences among complete
assemblages, such as assemblages
of burial goods from different graves
in a cemetery.

Factor Analysis

The basic statistical data needed for
a factor analysis is a matrix of
correlation coefficients. (Correlation
coefficients express, on a scale of
from -1 to +1, the degree of
correlation between two variables;
they must be obtained for each pair
of variables considered in the study.)
The key concept is that of variance.
Variance is of three kinds: common
variance (which correlates with other
variables), specific variance (which
does not), and error variance (caused
by errors in sampling, measurement,
etc.).

The assumption is that a battery of
intercorrelated variables has common
factors running through it, and that
the scores of any individual variable
can be represented more
economically in terms of these

- reference factors. The aim of factor
~ analysis is to identify these factors.

: Factor analysis was used by James
Hill to study the co-occurrence of
pottery types in the different rooms

0 at Broken K Pueblo (see main text,

198-99), and by Lewis and Sally
fnr.d to analyze stone tool types of
Middie Paleolithic in southwest

-
| Cluster Analysis

Uster analysis takes units or
: b1agas and arranges them in
b of the similarities between

them, so that the most similar are
grouped (i.e. clustered) together. The
similarities are assessed in terms of
the occurrence or non-occurrence of
specific artifact types in the
assemblages. If assemblages have
the same types within them occurring
in roughly the same quantities, they
are obviously very similar and are
clustered closely together.

The technique is frequently used in
cemetery analysis to investigate the
social structure in terms of the grave-
goods accompanying the dead. Here
the grave-goods listed for each grave
represent the individual assemblages
to be clustered. The different clusters
can then be examined to see which
artifacts are taking a predominant role
in achieving the clustering. In
particular, one may see whether the

Dendrogram produced by Peebles using
a cluster analysis of 719 burials from
Moundville, Alabama. Divisions were
made successively according to the
presence or absence of single attributes
(- and + on the diagram). For example, the
first major division depends on the
presence or absence of attribute 2, “plain
bowls." Division was terminated when

15 clusters had been defined (Roman
numerals at far right). Each cluster box
shows the number of burials assigned
toit.

age and sex of the dead correlate
closely with the clustering achieved
by considering the grave-goods
alone. The occurrence of the graves

of each cluster can also be piotted on
a map of the cemetery to see whether

the clusters as defined by the grave-
goods are reflected in the spatial
arrangement of the cemetery.
Cluster analysis has been used
successfully by John O’Shea for
historic-period cemeteries of the
Pawnee, Arikara, and Omaha Plains
Indians, and by Christopher Peebles
at Moundville in Alabama. The
accompanying diagram shows the
clustering achieved by Peebles. The
box later in this chapter (Social
Analysis at Moundville) goes on to
consider how he deduced informatio
about social organization from it.

3 Decorated water bottles
4 Plain water bottles
6 Plain pots or jars
24 Large fragments of pottery
36 Discoidals
99 Copper earspools
109 Large bone awls
134 Shell beads

-89 [Seal
- 38

2 Plain bowls

n
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EARLY WESSEX

Prehistoric Wessex (the counties of
Wiltshire, Dorset, Hampshire, and
Berkshire in southern England)
preserves a rich collection of major
monuments from the early farming
period, but few remains of settlements.
Yet the analysis of the scale and the
distribution of the monuments does
allow the reconstruction of important
aspects of social organization, and
illustrates one approach to the study
of early social relations. This has also
been the favored siudy area of the early
postprocessual archaeologists.

In the early phase of monument
construction (the earlier Neolithic,
c. 4000-3000 Bc), the most frequent
monuments are long earthen burial
mounds, termed long barrows, which
are up to 70 m (230 ft) in length. They
lie mainly on the chalklands of Wessex
where the light soils were suitable for
early farming.

Excavations show that the
monuments usually contained a

wooden burial chamber; some of them
have a chamber of stone. With each
cluster of mounds is associated a
larger, circular monument with
concentric ditches termed a
causewayed camp or enclosure.

Analysis of the spatial distribution
and the size of the long barrows
suggests a possible interpretation.
Lines drawn between them divide the
landscape into severa! possible
territories, which are roughly equivalent
in size. Each monument seems to have
been the focal point for social activities
and the burial place of the farming
community inhabiting the local territory.
A group of 20 people would have
needed about 50 working days to
construct a long barrow.

The distribution of these long
barrows has also been analyzed using
GIS to produce viewshed maps of the
intervisibility of the monuments (see pp.
204-05). The first monument builders
were constructing a social landscape

] -
1 Robin Hood's
- j -l

Whitesheot
Hill'=

and thereby a different worid from that
of the Mesolithic foragers which it
replaced.

In the early phase of construction
there is little suggestion of the ranking
of sites or individuals: this was an
egalitarian society. The causewayed
enclosures may have served as a ritual
focus and periodic meeting place for
the larger group of people represented
by one whole cluster of long barrows.
(The 100,000 hours' labor required to
construct one could be achieved in 40
working days by 250 people.) This
would have been what anthropologists
now term a tribal or segmentary
society.

In the later phase (the later Neolithic,
¢. 3000-2000 Bc), the long barrows and
causewayed camps went out of use. In
place of the latter, major ritual
enclosures are seen. These were large
circular monuments delimited by a
ditch with a bank usually outside it: they
are termed henges. Each would have

=
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In the early phase, clusters of burial

In the later phase, the causewayed
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required something of the order of

1 million hours of labor for its
construction. The labor input suggests
the mobilization of the resources of a
whole territory. About 300 people
working full time for at least a year
would be needed: their food would
have to be provided for them unless the
process were spread over a very long
period.

During this period (c. 2800 BC) the
great earth mound at Silbury Hill was
built. According to its excavator, it
required 18 million hours of work, and
was completed within 2 years. A few
centuries later {c. 2100 Bc) the great
monument at Stonehenge took final
shape, with its circle of stones,
representing an even greater labor
investment, if the transport of the
stones is taken into account: a massive
corporate endeavor.

Although burials with rich grave-
goods directly reflecting the wealth of

APPROX. WORK HOURS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION

prominent individuals are not found
until the succeeding phase, the Early
Bronze Age, the analysis of spatial
organization among the monuments,
and the consideration of the labor input
contributed by their builders, do allow
inferences to be drawn about the social
organization of the time.

The postprocessual approach of the
“Neo-Wessex school” of British
archaeologists (see p. 221), while
accepting much of the above,
emphasizes the experience of the
individuals moving through the
landscape and among the monuments,
whose actions and beliefs are shaped
thereby, so that new kinds of social
relations emerge. This is a constructed
landscape which in turn acts upon the
habitus of individuals in daily life and
plays a role in determining the formation
of the society in which they live (see also
Archaeology of the Individual and of
ldentity, p. 221 below).

Ethnographic analogy has also
recently been used in relation to
Stonehenge by Mike Parker Pearson and
Ramilisonina to great effect, drawing
upon the recent tradition of megalithic
funerary monuments in Madagascar,
where standing stones are still erected
and ancestor worship remains very
important. By such cross-cultural
analogy, they have concluded that the
landscape of Wessex was divided into
the domain of the living and the domain
of the dead.

In this landscape Stonehenge “can
be interpreted as belonging to the
ancestors, a stone version for the dead
of the timber circles used for
ceremonials by the living. By extension,
Avebury and many other stone
monuments of this period can be
understood as built for the ancestors
in parallel to the wooden monuments
constructed for the living.” (Parker
Pearson & Ramilisonina 1998, 308)
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enclosures were replaced by rmajor et
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Hill were built.

mounds establish a social landscape (left),
each cluster with its causewayed enclosure.
i Analysis indicates (above) that each mound
—-..-.7 ré‘:lsfl‘:an was the territorial focus for a small group of
t- farmers. This was a segmentalfy society,
where no one group was dominant.

around Stonehenge based on the work of
Mike Parker Pearson. He divides it into areas
associated with the living and with the dead,
reflected in the use of different materials for
construction (timber and stone) and different
types of pottery.
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archaeologist in search of social evidence needs to turn
to another prime source: public monuments.

We all perhaps have a mental image of such major
monuments as the temples of the Maya or the pyra-
mids of Egypt, erected by centrally organized state
societies. But a great many simpler societies, at the
level of chiefdoms or segmentary groups, have built
substantial and conspicuous structures. One thinks of
the great stone monuments of western Europe (the so-
called “megaliths,” see box, pp. 498-99), or the giant
stone statues of Easter Island in the Pacific Ocean.
Indeed monuments like the Easter Island figures have
in the past been interpreted, wrongly, as a sure sign of
“civilization.” When the indigenous society displays
no other characteristics of “civilization,” fantastic
explanations have been pul forward involving long-
distance migrations, vanished continents, or even visi-
tors from outer space (see box, p. 576). Such
unsubstantiated notions are looked at again in Chap-
ters 12 and 14. For now, we may turn instead to the
techniques archaeologists apply when searching for
social information from such monuments, particularly
among segmentary societies. These involve questions
about the size or scale of the monuments; their spatial
distribution in the landscape; and clues about the
status of individuals buried in certain monuments.

How Much Labor Was Invested in the Monuments?
To begin with, the scale of the monument in terms of
the number of hours it may have taken to build should
be investigated, using evidence not just from the struc-
ture itself but also from experimental archaeology of
the kind described in Chapters 2 and 8. As explained in
the box (pp. 202-03), in the Wessex region of southern
England the largest monuments (so-called causewayed
enclosures) of the Early Neolithic period seem to have
required some 100,000 hours of work to construct -
within the capabilities of 250 people working together
for perhaps 6 weeks. This does not suggest a very com-
plex level of organization and might indicate a tribal,
segmentary society. But by the Late Neolithic one of
the biggest monuments, the great mound of Silbury
Hill, demanded 18 million hours, which excavation of
the site showed had been invested over a span of no
more than 2 years. The workforce must have been of
the order of 3000 individuals over this period of time,
which suggests the kind of mobilization of resources
indicative of a more centralized, chiefdom society.

How Are the Monuments Distributed in the Land-
scape? It is also useful to analyze spatial distribution
of the monuments in question in relation to other mon-
uments and to settlement and burial remains. For
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instance, the burial mounds (long barrows) of south-
ern Britain around 3500-2800 Bc each represented
about 5000-10,000 hours of labor. Their distribution
in well-defined regions can be examined by drawing
Thiessen polygons around them (see above), and by
considering land use, such as the relationship of long
barrows 1o areas of lighter chalk soils most suitable for
early agriculture. It has been suggested that each
mound was the focal point of the territory of a group of
people permanently established there — a symbolic
center for the community.

The very act of creating a fixed area for the repeated
disposal of the dead implies an element of perma-
nence. The American archaeologist Arthur Saxe has
suggested that in those groups where rights to the use
of land are asserted by claiming descent from dead
ancestors, there will be formal areas maintained exclu-
sively for the disposal of the dead. In this perspective,
collective burial in monumental tombs is not simply a
reflection of religious beliefs: it has real social signifi-
cance. Most of the megalithic tombs of western Europe
might thus be regarded as the territorial markers of
segmentary societies, because the spatial distribution
does not suggest any higher level of organization. This
and other ideas about the megaliths are more fully dis-
cussed in Chapter 12.

A different kind of analysis of the distribution of
monuments, in particular their visibility and inter-
visibility, has been made possible through the use of
Geographic Information Systems (see Chapter 3). One
such study was undertaken by the British archaeo-
logist David Wheatley of the Neolithic long barrows of
prehistoric Wessex (see box, pp. 202-03). Using GIS

he generated a viewshed map for each long barrow m
the Stonehenge and Avebury groups. These maps

showed the locations in a direct line of sight from (a.l'i'd:
therefore also to) each monument, calculated from d
digital elevation model of the landscape. The area ol
land which might theoretically be visible from each
barrow location was then worked out. Wheatley was
able to show statistically that, in general, the areas viss
ble from the Stonehenge group tend to be larget than
would be expected through the operation Of pure
chance. The same could not be shown fort ;
group of barrows. Taking this a stage further,

together the viewshed maps for each monumer

ting in a cumulative viewshed map demonstrating
intervisibility within a defined grou :
Another statistical significance iest ascertained I8 :
barrows of the Stonehenge group tend to be 1B 2
tions from which a large number of othe l

the group are visible; again this could not bes

the Avebury group.

p of monuMmEREE

| 7
pzz

Line of sight: a line is drawn between two cells of a digital

elevation model to see whether there is a line of sight or not.

1;) 1'5
1 .nullﬂ LINES OF SIGHT
m;::;"{;::’;;:‘:::!‘f; tlmaf)-'sfs for the intervisibility of
isih flity {_m“dtb};::‘;:e. group: percentages of projected
Tesults suggest that ”";ilm!,t?e?lred wth_ ar:tm.ﬂ '[dﬁI'EL’d line).
o105 1y g - ere is greater intervisibility between
group than would be expected by chance.
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Although such results are suggestive, they do not
.conclusively demonstrate that the long barrows on Sal-
isbury Plain were deliberately sited to maximize their
visibility or intervisibility, since these might in fact be
a by-product of their location rather than a reason for
it. Such studies also cannot take into account the
f.effects ancient woodlands would have had on visibil-
1Fy. It is, however, possible that the choice of the loca-
tion for constructing a barrow was partly guided by the
desire to incorporate visual references to existing mon-
uments. Thus, during the burial rituals at the new bar-
row, the permanence of the prevailing social order
would have been visible all around. On the basis of the
viewshed analysis of the Stonehenge long barrows
therefore, the monuments might be better interprete(i
as social foci for entire communities rather than terri-
torial markers for individual distinct family groups (in
which case it might be expected that their viewsheds

would not overlap very often). Similar interpretations
have also been advanced for the arrangement of bones
within some chambered tombs, and of the architectu-

ral arrangement of chambers and forecourt at the West
Kennet barrow.

Which Individuals Are Associated with the Monu-
ments? Finally it is necessary to investigate the rela-
tionship between individuals and monuments. When
the monument is associated with a prominent individ-
ual, it might indicate that that person held high rank,
and might therefore suggest a centralized society. This
would not be the case for a monument associated with
multiple burials of individuals of apparently similar
status. For instance, in the chambered tomb at Quan-
terness in the Orkney Islands, off the north coast of
Scotland, dating to c. 3300 Bc, remains of a large num-
ber of individuals were found, perhaps as many as 390.
Males and females were about equally represented,
and the age distribution could represent the pattern of
deaths in the population at large; that is to say, that the
age at death of the people buried in the tomb (46 per-
cent below 20 years, 47 percent aged 20-30 years, and
only 7 percent over the age of 30 years) could in pro-
portional terms be the same as that of the whole popu-
lation. The excavators concluded that this was a tomb
equally available to most sectors of the community,
and representative of a segmentary society rather than
a hierarchical one, which the sophistication of its
architecture might at first have suggested.
Similar observations apply to ritual monuments
F)ther than tombs, which similarly can give insights
into social organization. So, too, can any other major

corporate works, whether agricultural or defensive in
function.
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> - )
Quﬂ]lte] ness, Or kneV Islands: reconstruction 01 a chamber ed tomb datmg to about 3300 Bc. Bui ials ’Ou“d within it l”lpl that
hi as the p]()dU.Ct 0’ a Seg”lentﬂ] y societ ¥, not a hierar C}llcal one, desplte the S()phlstlcatlo” O’ the architecture.

tnis w

Relationships between Segmentary
Societies

Segmentary agricultural societies have a whgle range
of relationships with their neigh})ors - marriage ties,
exchange partnerships, etc, The flrgt step in uwest}gat-
ing such relationships archaeologlca_lly.ls to ]qnl\ ‘for
the ritual centers that served for periodic meetings of
several groups. A study can then be made of the
sources of some of the artifacts found at these_cer_lters
(the techniques are explained in Chapter 9), to indicate
the geographical extent of the network of contacts
nted at each center.
regf)’i;i of the major public monuments in southern
Britain discussed in the previous sect‘ion seem to have
been just such ritual centers. In partlc.ul.:ir, the cause-
wayed enclosures of the Early Neohthlc.: have l?een
interpreted as central meeting places - social _and ritual
centers for the tribal groups in whose_ ternto.ry they
lay, and also for larger, periodic meetings with par-
ticipants from a much greater area. Stor.le axes at these
sites came from far-away sources, hinting at just hoW
broadly based the social interconnections were at this
early time. '
Tge public consumption of food .anq drmk' has
' always been a special feature of periodic meetings,
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especially those of a ritual nature, whether or no} IJ}ES}E
are associated with conspicuous monl_Jments. ;
whole issue of feasting has 1'ecemly‘|:ome_mw rem:iwein
prominence in archaeological discussion. A e
favourable circumstances it is eminently open L0 INVes
igation through material residues. )
tlggimilarities%md differences in the style anq aI:Prelz; :
ance of certain types of artifact - Eor\ ins t?: lh;.
decorated pottery - can provide important Lluzssaw =
interactions between societies. However, as ﬁ‘lt i
an earlier section, lan Hodder has shown ; ;0 maih4?
various features of material culture are use o A
tain tribal distinctions, others are not palll;;::nd el
way. At present archaeot_ogists have nm}gaical o [
able way to distinguish in the a!'cl’.laeuaj% 5
such symbols of ethnic diftE,'!'EI‘lt.l&l_lUi,l o them from
them correctly — for instance, to distingu i
symbols of rank, or of some other lweative i
tion, or from mere examples of demr‘iderﬁ‘ :
Conventions of communication are cons d

in Chapter 10.

jali
Farming Methods and Craft Specid

ettle
- ;istence of SETEER
In segmentary societies the exist and rittd

i i ents,
lages, cemeteries, public monurm

ters all indicate greater social complexity than in band
societies. One way to try to measure how societies
begin to show still greater complexity is to look at
farming methods and the growth of craft specialists.
Here we shall be concerned with social implications:
more detailed questions about how archaeologists look
at dietary aspects of farming, and technological aspects
of craft production, are considered in Chapters 7 and 8
respectively. The increasing need for communities to
exchange goods as craft production developed is the
subject of Chapter 9,

As the farming way of life took root in different parts
of the world after 10,000 years ago, there is evidence in
many areas for a gradual intensification of food pro-
duction, manifested by the introduction of new farm-
ing methods such as plowing, terracing, and irrigation,
the use of poorer quality land as better land grew
scarce, and the exploitation for the first time of so-
called “secondary products” such as milk and wool
(the meat of domestic animals being the “primary pro-
duct”). How archaeologists can identify such evidence
is discussed in Chapters 6 and 7. What we should note
here is that these are all developments requiring a
greater expenditure of human effort - they are labor-
intensive techniques — and new and varied kinds of
expertise. For instance, plowing allows once unpro-
ductive poor-quality land to be cultivated but it takes
more time and effort than cultivating better-quality
land without the plow. Moreover, activities like terrac-
ing involve cooperative effort on the part of a whole
€ommunity. These are all activities that can be looked
at to measure the likely number of work hours and size
of labor force required. As in the case of public monu-
Ments, a really significant increase in the effort
€4pended (for instance, on the introduction of irriga-
tion) would Suggest some more centralized organiza-
--_-"‘—l—u_.__
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tion of the workforce, perhaps signaling the transition
from a non-hierarchical, segmentary type of society to
one that is much more centralized, such as a chiefdom.

If we turn now to eraft specialization as a source of
social information, there is a useful distinction to be
drawn here between segmen tary societies and central-
ized ones. In segmentary societies, craft production is
mainly organized at the household level — what the
American anthropologist Marshall Sahlins in his book
Stone Age Economics (1972) has termed the Domestic
Mode of Production. In more centralized societies such
as chiefdoms and states, on the other hand, though the
household unit may still play an important role, much
of the production will often be organized at a higher,
more centralized level.

This distinction is useful at the practical level of sur-
vey and excavation. Even small villages in segmentary
societies will show signs of household craft production
in the form of pottery kilns or perhaps slag from metal-
working. But only in centralized societies does one
find towns and cities with certain quarters given over
almost entirely to specialized craft production. At the
st millennium Ap metropolis of Teotihuacdn, near
modern Mexico City, for instance, the specialized pro-
duction of tools from the volcanic glass obsidian took
place in designated areas of the city.

Quarries and mines to extract the raw materials for
craft production developed with the crafts themselves,
and provide another indicator of economic intensifica-
tion and the transition to centralized social organiza-
tion. For example, the flint quarries of the first farmers
of Britain, around 4000 sc, required less specialized
organization than the later flint mine at Grimes Graves
in eastern Britain (c. 2500 8c), with its 350 shafts up to
9 m (30 ft) deep and complicated network of under-
ground galleries.

’IECHNIQUES OF STUDY FOR CHIEFDOMS AND STATES

MDSt of the ‘techniques of analysis appropriate to seg-
i..z_é;_[:hieségmeties remain valid for the study of central-
Oms and states, which incorporate within

-él-‘:etl'ves most of the social forms and patterns of
Clon seen ip the simpler societies. The investiga-
r;lliilllluu:ae?old and degree of differentiation on
e o?gti site are Jus! as rele_vant; S0 too is the
ditiunal tE tt}le_gree of mlensihgation of farming.

ation thfc ﬂ‘].(]‘{_lES needgd arise because of the
izatiﬂnﬂlsuuety, the luterar'chy of sites, and

erize Chiefdand commumcat_mpal devices that

the nagype Om and st_ate societies. Once again,

of these devices that interests us, not

simply the classification of society into one form or
another.

Identifying Primary Centers

Techniques for the study of settlement patterning were
discussed earlier in this chapter. As already indicated
there, the first step, given the results of the field sur-
vey, is to consider the size of the site, either in absolute
terms, or in terms of the distances between major cen-
ters so as to determine which are dominant and which
subordinate. This leads to the creation of a map identi-
fying the principal independent centers and the
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approximate extent of the territories surrounding

them. ) -
The reliance on size alone, however, can be mislead

ing, and it is necessary 1o seek other indigaﬁons of
which are the primary centers. The bes} way is to try to
find out how the society in question vlev_ved itself angi
its territories. This might seem an impnssﬂ_:llg task until
one remembers that, for most state societies at any
rate, written records exist, Their im‘mense value to the
archaeologist has already been uullmgd. Here we nr?ed
to stress their usefulness not so much in updersland_mg
what people thought and believed — that is 1he; subject
of Chapter 10 - but in giving us clues as to which were
the major centers. Written sources may r}ame various
sites, identifying their place within the hierarchy. The
| archaeological task is then to find those na‘med_su‘es,
usually by the discovery of an actual inscription

Urcarien woaben
FAIRTFYLDD

including the name of the relevant si_te - one might for
example hope to find such an inscription in any sub-
stantial town of the Roman empire. In recent years, the
decipherment of Maya hieroglyphs I}as opened up a
whole new source of evidence of this sort (see box,
Opfnozgge cases, however, the texts do not give direct
and explicit indications of site hieraychy. But place-
names within the archive can sometimes be used tp
construct a hypothetical map by means of multi-
dimensional scaling — a computer techI_lique for devel-
oping spatial structure from numer:cal_ data. The.
assumption is made that the names occurTing tclgethel
most frequently in the written record are th{)sg of sites
closest to each other. The British archaeologist John
Cherry has developed such a map for the lands of the
early Mycenaean state of Pylos in Greece (c. 1200 Bc)
(see box, overleaf). ‘ .
Even myth and legend can sometimes be used in a
systematic way to build up a coherent geographical
picture. For instance, the so—c_alle_d “Catalogue of
Ships” in Homer’s lliad, which indicates how many
ships each of the centers of Greece sent to the T_ro;an
War, was used by Denys Page to draw an approxlmatfe
political map of the time. It is interesting to compare it
with a map drawn using only the hard qrchaeologlcal
data for fortified sites and palace centers 1n Mycgnaean
Greece: the archaeological and the historical pictures
e very well.
Cug:iaatlly, hrgwever, site hierarchy must !.1e deducet‘i‘ by
more directly archaeological means, without placing
reliance on the written word. The p'reser}ce (}f a
“highest-order” center, such as the capital city g_ :;
independent state, can best be inferred [roﬁm ir N
indications of central organization, on a scale ;ler
exceeded elsewhere, and comparable with that of otht
i -order centers of equivalent states.
hl%hnE: lindicatiu:m is the existence c[)f a}r: s{chwe (even
ithout understanding anything of what1 bl
‘:t;:er symbolic indications of centralized prganization.

t says) or o_f

For instance, many controlled econqmles USEdnS:rangi;:
make impressions in clay as indic_allom_‘- of Dw’1ntit}' .'O.f'l
source, or destination. The ﬁndmg_ of a m]jcacti\fiw»
such materials can indicate urgamzatwnaf : . bolle
Indeed, the whole practice of literacy an;i ?qu)ch i
expression is so central to organization that ==

ions are of great relevance. !
A : ntral status is th

A further indication of ce ; {0 be assor
ies_, G } of buildings of slandard§zecl form hrzil";; In Min
i ciated with central functions cf"hif, ! O roundiagen
Crete, for instance, the ’ palace” pla 2 relative

Late Bronze Age Greece: a map of territories d_eriv.ed from
Homer’s Tliad (top) compares well with a .terntorlal map
(above) based solely on archaeological evidence.

3 e, o
courl is recognized in this way. Therefo | stal

i < is accorde
small palace site (e.g. Zakros) 1s @
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which a larger settlement lacking such buildings (e.g.
Palaikastro) is not.

The same observation holds true for buildings of rit-
ual function, because in most early societies the con-
trol of administration and control of religious practice
were closely linked. Thus, a large ziggurat in
Mesopotamia in Sumerian times, or a large plaza with
temple-pyramids in the Maya lowlands, indicates a site
of high status.

Failing these conspicuous indicators, the archaeolo-
gist must turn to artifacts suggestive of the function of
a major center. This is particularly necessary for sur-

| face surveys, where building plans may not be clear.
| Thus, on site surveys in Iraq, workers studying the
' Early Dynastic period, such as Robert Adams and
Gregory Johnson, have used terracotta wall cones as
indicators of higher-than-expected status for the
smaller sites where they are found. The cones, known
to form part of the decoration of temples and other
public buildings on larger sites in the region, suggest
that such smaller sites may have been specialized
administrative centers.

Among other archaeological criteria often used to
indicate status are fortifications, and the existence of a
mint in those lands where coinage was in use.

Clearly, when settlement hierarchy is under consi-
deration, sites cannot be considered in isolation, but
only in relation to each other. The exercise is one of
early political geography.

Functions of the Center

In a hierarchically organized society, it always makes
sense to study closely the functions of the center, con-
sidering such possible factors as kingship, bureau-
cratic organization, redistribution and storage of
Boods, organization of ritual, craft specialization, and
£xtemal trade. All of these offer insights into how the
society worked.
Here, as before, the appropriate approach is that of
€ Intensive site survey over the terrain occupied by
i‘xiacﬁi'tl_ter and its immediate vicinity, together with
i i:a ion on as large a scale as is pract_icable. Again,
@rehe:s§€}111pljl1g problem, where the objective of com-
:Iésdurce]; eness must pe balanced against limited
iéﬁ.nt.ers s f‘if.tl_me and f‘lnar_lce. In the case of smaller
Survey »‘:’ ;ll?lba few ‘hectares in ex‘tent. an intensive area
Sites A differ € perfectly appropriate. But for very large
3 ent approach is needed.

nd .
) l:.}‘:d Sites. Many of the most ambitious urban
Whefve been carried out at abandoned sites, or at
€ the present occupation is not of an urban
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MAYA TERRITORIES

The Classic Maya lowlands of AD
300-900 were a densely settled area
with many large population centers.
The first clues to their political
organization came with the discovery
of “emblem glyphs," hieroglyphic
compounds that seemed to identify
individual cities. It is now known that
these combinations are the titles of
Maya kings and describe each as the
"holy lord” of a particular polity. The
discoveries showed that the lowlands
were at this time divided into a dense
“mosaic” of numerous small states.
Yet this does not reflect the true

distribution of political power, which
gravitated toward especially large and
militarily successful centers. The on-
going decipherment of Maya writing
has revealed patron-client
relationships between greater and
lesser polities, contributing to a
surprisingly detailed historical outline
for this era. In the model first
proposed by Simon Martin and Nikolai
Grube, powerful Maya states were the
cores of loosely structured
“hegemonic” systems, which
exercised some control over subject
states without seeking to absorb them
into larger unitary entities. Major
players in the Maya political
landscape include such large and
impressive centers as Copan, Tikal,
Calakmul, Palenque and Caracol.

e
3 <

4

Palenque

o Primary centar

100 km

100 rrukas !
= J
Emblem glyphs (left) of 7 of the most
important Classic Maya states, shown also
on the map of the arrangement of Classic
Maya political territories c. Ap 790 (above).

Copén

209




PART lI

estimating the distance
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MULTI-DIMENSIONAL
SCALING (MDSCAL]

Multi—dimensional scaling (MDSCAL) is
a multivariate statistical technigue,
which, like factor analysis and cluster
analysis, seeks to simplify complex
information. The main aim is to develop
spatial structure from numerical dgta.
The starting point is @ serjes of units,
and some way of measuring or

s between them
(often in terms of similarity and ,
difference, where @ larger difference 1S
treated as much the same as a larger
distance). The method allows onée to reco
reach the best arrangement (usually in
two dimensions) of the various units in
terms of similarities and differences.

Table (“Incidence matrix
tablets found at Pylos, an 2
same tablet (1 = link indicated: 0 = no link)

came entirely from the palace archives
recorded on clay tablets found at Pylos.
The tablets, which mention many place
names, give no direct geographical
information whatever, although they
contain sufficient hints about the
approximate |ocation of some places to
have allowed speculative maps to be
drawn. Cherry's rather different
approach involved just oneé interesting

One interesting feature of the methed
is that it does not need fully quantitative . :
fwg;sures of similarity and difference: it assumpchc?;lir:t:’l (;Tnt:T]Z (;ra :Erfagtzfe
i .cient to know, for each unit, names . i y
l\f/r?iléfgft;eennearest unit is, and then the they were i|1<e1y tq be S’rawlrlly c:tcl)_lsdt? etg o
next and so on in rank order. For this” g ?E;ZT;:;Z‘:r\.:‘:tLE\.T;%h ser;ln o 2
reason, the method is sometimes catié r ol
non-metric muiti—dimensional scaling. names were rec_lord e t;me = |

An ingenious use of the approach, alnd .then compt| Ie“ aSh e
which can serve as an example, was “incidence Mal I"deg\.rim?m tagbims 2
employed by the English archaeologist oceurrence on in o . il

try to  computer then went to work using ine
e Cth er?ﬁlr?z{;riﬁz‘f)?tr?eas i MDSpCAL program, apd prgd uced as its
i output a spatial configuration based
entirely on these data. Bearing in mind
that the MDSCAL map shows
relationships rather than distances.
Cherry was then able to compare fis
conﬁgiuratlon with the positions of the
same sites, suggested by other
scholars, on a real geographic map-

While the results remain hypothetical
at this stage and have to be tes.teq

against further discoveries in the fleld,
there are a number of intriguing
similarities between the MDSCAL and
geograph‘tc maps. For sxample, the
computer was able to separate tr_ie
towns of the kingdom's tWo provinces:

It also confirmed much of the north=to=

south order of the towWns in the \.'\r(as.'(erl-'l!1

province, if one ignores PYIOS. Thus, 0T
both MDSCAL and geographic maps:
pi-*82 is the most northerly town;
followed by me-ta-pa &tc- Pylos -
appears unexpectedly at the top -Das- ;

MDSCAL map probably becayse. :

the “capital’ of the kingdem, itS Ao

interactions Were ditfereqt in Kmns
those amongst the satellite tOW is‘-tnﬁt- :
The essential point, howevel

Cherry used information gbw:-unnsftin ]
relationships be‘tweenlpalrs? I
this case places ment:one? nd ot
tablets) to produce an orc‘i:.reTha__{
configuration of those unt iiw }
essence of non-metric mu

dimensional scaling:

geography of the Mycenaean kingdom
of Pylos in Greece (c.1200 go). The
information for the computer program
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The MDSCAL output or map proeduced from the information
i in the incidence matrix, showing general relationships among

on the geographic map.

] the towns rattier than distances. The computer has successfully
reproduced the division of towns into two provinces, with a
north-to-south ordering in the western province similar to that

Geographic map of the Pylos area, with towns positioned
approximately by Jahn Chadwick using conventional
archaeclogical and other evidenice, The dashed ling indicates
the known division of the kingdom into two provinces.
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character, and does not seriously impede the investiga-
tion. (The problems of continuously urban sites, i.e.
ones that remain major centers today, are considered
below.) The first requirement, which may present
practical difficulties if the site is forested, is a good
topographic map at something like a scale of 1:1000,
although this may not be convenient for sites several
kilometers in extent. This map will indicate the loca-
tion of major structures visible on the surface, and
some of these will be selected for more careful map-
ping. On sites where extensive excavations have
already been conducted, their results can also be
included.

Such topographic maps are among the most cost-
effective undertakings of modern archaeology. One of
the most interesting examples is Salvatore Garfie's sur-
vey of the site of Tell el-Amarna, the capital city of the
Egyptian pharaoh Akhenaten, as part of the British
project of survey and excavation there. The site was
occupied for only 13 years in the 14th century Bc, and
was then abandoned. The buildings were of mud brick
and are not well preserved as surface features, s0 the
map draws heavily on excavations over the course of a
century. In the New World, there have been several
projects of comparable scale, one of the most notable
being the University of Pennsylvania’s great mapping
project at the Maya city of Tikal, and similar work is
now under way at several Maya sites. Perhaps the most
ambitious project of all, however, has been the survey
at the greatest Mexican urban center, Teotihuacan (see
box, pp. 94-95).

The preparation of a topographic map is only the first
stage. To interpret the evidence in social terms means
that the function of any structures revealed has next to
be established. This involves the study of the major cer-
emonial and public buildings — temples have a social as
well as religious function — and other components of
the city, such as areas for specialist craft manufacture,
and residential structures. Differences in standards of
housing will reveal inequalities between rich and poor
and therefore an aspect of the social hierarchy.

Quite often, however, the function of large and pre-
sumably public buildings is difficult to establish, and
there is a temptation to ascribe purposes Lo them based
on guesswork. For instance, the excavator of Knossos
on Crete, Sir Arthur Evans, gave names such as “the
Queen’s Megaron” to some of the rooms there, without
any good evidence for the term. Similarly, Sir Mor-
timer Wheeler allocated terms like “College” and
“Assembly Hall” to buildings within the "Citadel” of
Mohenjodaro (in modern Pakistan), one of the great
Harappan cities, without supporting evidence that they
actually served such purposes.
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PART ll Discovering the Variety of Human Experience

One way to begin studying the ci_ty in detail is the
intensive sampling of artifact mate:-rlals from the lsur;
face. At Teotihuacan the topographic map (at a scale 0
1:2000) was used as the basis for surface samplmg.on
foot. Trained fieldworkers covered the whole _51te,
walking a few meters apart, and collected all the rims,
bases, handles, and other special s.herds, and objects
visible to them. The data from Teot1huat;an have been
processed in an ambitious computer pro J‘ect by Gem}gie
Cowgill. In this way the spatial cllstnl?utmn of spec:dc
artifact types can be mapped, tand_m[erences_ made
about the patterns of occupation in different_penods.

A stage beyond intensive surface_ sarpplmg can be
the kind of combined surface examination anq selec-
tive excavation carried out at Tell Abu Salabikh by
Nicholas Postgate, which revealed the }argest area pf
housing known from any 3rd—millennu_|m BC site in
southern Iraq. Usually, however, excavation on a la.rge
scale will be needed for a major center such as a glty.
Some of the most famous and SUCCQSSfl'll e)fcavatlons
earlier this century have been of thlS. k.md, 'from
Mohenjodaro in the Indus Valley to the biblical city of

in present-day Irag.

Ur\)l\;litll)l luck, thz prgservation conditions' fo‘r the last
period of occupation will be good. If the §1te is located
in the vicinity of a volcano, this last perlod may very
well be superbly preserved by volcan_lf.: ash and lava.
Pompeii in southern Italy and Akrotiri on the Greek
volcanic island of Thera (Santorini) have _b.een men-
tioned in earlier chapters as examples of cities buried
and preserved for posterity, but t}.lere are others: ff)r
example, Cuicuilco was the great rival to :I‘eohhugoan
in the Valley of Mexico until volcanic eruptions
destroyed the city some 2000 years ago. In such
extreme circumstances, however, pr(‘ehmlnary topo-
graphic mapping of the kind just desc'rlbed may not be
possible, since structures will be buried too deeply to
show up on the surface.

Occupied Sites. The problems are similar, but mu_ch
more difficult in practice, with continuously occupied
urban sites: early centers that remain urban centers tp
this day and have, therefore, not only a .cor.nplex strati-
graphic succession, but modern buildings on or
around the site. For such sites, the approach has. tobea
longer-term one, taking every opportun?ty prov1ded. by
the clearing of a site for new construction, and build-
ing up a pattern of finds that eventually take on a
coherent shape. This has been very much the story of
urban archaeology in Britain and Europe, where the
remains of Roman and medieval towns are gen.erally
buried beneath modern ones. In a way, this is a kind of
sefmpling, but one where the location from which the

212

* burials

Mid-1st century AD
- palace
- cathedral

Mid-1st century BC
+ burials

= turies AD
3rd & 4th centuries AD 7th-Sth centuries AD

= palaces A
religious houses | |
« mints fr=

religious houses |
. \

¢, 1000

1 Top) '
Occupied site: Winchester, southern Eng,!ﬂnf. ([Ab ;;e) e
Excavations in progress beside the carhcn}h’;: :
complex development of the city up (o 1; o
decude of excavation and many years 0 : ém}
analysis. Inhabited areas are shown 1t O

pation

= Crossed by
01 days. The
g:es one of the cleare

0, based o &

sample is taken is not the choice of the research worker
but is determined by availability.

The work of the Winchester Research Unit in
southern England between 1961 and 1971 is a good
example. By excavating beside the cathedral, it was
possible to trace the history of older structures.
Evidence from previous archaeological work, togeth-
er with the more recent excavations, have provided a
good impression of the Roman, Saxon, and medieval
towns underlying the present city of Winchester.
Another good example is the city of York, discussed
in detail in Chapter 13, and the issue of salvage or
rescue archaeology in cities and elsewhere threatened
with destruction is discussed in Chapter 14.

Administration beyond the Primary
Center

Investigation of the mechanisms of organization need
not be restricted to the primary, capital center. Outside
the main center there may be many clues indicati ng a
centrally organized administration. It is useful, for
example, to search for artifacts of administration.
Perhaps the most obvious of these are the clay sealings
found at secondary centers where the redistributive
System is administered. Equally useful are other
imprints of central authority, such as the imperial seal
in any empire, or royal emblems such as the cartouche
(the royal name in a distinctive cigar-shaped frame) of
an Egyptian pharaoh, or the display of a royal coat of
arms. Nor need the existence of a central jurisdiction
be indicated by only the actual emblems of power: a
Boman milestone on a road, for instance, carries with
1t the message that it is part of a centrally administered
System of imperial high ways.

A. second approach is to look at standardization of
Weights and measures (see Measuring the World, pp.
408-09). Such standardization is found within most
Centrally administered economic systems. In many
Cases, the standard units came to be utilized outside
the boundaries of the particular state as well,

e @iglence of a good road system is important to
.ee'ﬁ_ Tinistration of any land-based empire, although
>8 Significant for the smaller nation states that could
an army on foot in the course of a couple
road system within the Roman empire
st indications of central adminis-
uld do so even if written records were
he Inca road network indicates central
fa society without such records.

On, and wq

Clear ina:..,:
: ;;;Hdlcalmns of the exercise of military power
alitias uft e MOst direct insight possible into the
administration: control of territory often
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Administration beyond the primary center: the elaborate
road network of the Romuan empire (shown here in about ap
150) gives a clear indication of central administration.

depended heavily on military might. Defensive works
on a major scale offer similar insights and mark
decisive boundaries. The Great Wall of Chi na, begun in

the late 3rd century Bc, is perhaps the best-known
example,

Investigating Social Ranking

The essence of a centralized society and of centralized
government is a disparity between rich and poor in
ownership, access to resources, facilities, and status.
The study of social organization in complex societies is
thus in large measure the study of social ranking.

Elite Residences. Residential structures can indicate
marked differences in status. Large and grandiose
buildings, or “palaces,” are a feature of many complex
sacieties, and may have housed members of the social
elite. The difficulty comes in demonstrating that they
actually did so. Among the Maya, for example, recent
research has shown that the term “palace” is too
general, covering a variety of structures that had differ-
ent functions. Perhaps the best solution is to combine
detailed study of the structure (architecture, location of
different artifacts) with ethnoarchaeological or ethno-
historic research. David Freidel and Jeremy Sabloff did
this successfully in their analysis of the island of
Cozumel, off the east coast of Mexico’s Yucatin pernin-
sula. Using 16th-century Spanish descriptions of elite
residences, they were able to identify architecturally

similar structures in the pre-Columbian archaeological

record dating to a couple of centuries earlier. Test exca-

vations helped clarify the functions of the buildings.
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PART I

Great Wealth. The very existence of grea.t wealtl_l, if it
can be inferred to have been associated _w1th particular
individuals, is a clear indication of hlgh' status. For
instance, the treasures of the Seconq City a.t Troy,
unearthed (or so he claimed) by Heinru_:h thhgmann
in 1873, must indicate considerabl.e disparity in the
ownership of wealth. The treasure included gold and
silver jewelry as well as drinking vessels, and there
can be litile doubt that it was intended for personal
use, perhaps on public occasions.

Depictions of the Elite. Perhaps even more impressive
than wealth, however, are actual dep_ictloqs of' persons
of high status, whether in sculpture, in relief, in murzfll
decoration, or whatever. The iconography of power Is
further discussed in Chapter 10, but in many ways this
is our most immediate approach to social qu.esFlons.
Although such depictions are not often found, it is n.ot
uncommon to find symbolic emblems of authority
such as Egyptian cartouches, to which may be added
artifacts such as royal scepters or swords.

Burials. Undoubtedly, the most abundant evid?nce of
social ranking in centralized societies, just as in non-
centralized ones, comes from burial, anq from the
accompanying grave-goods. As discussed in the sec-
tion on segmentary societies, a profitable apprqach is
to consider the labor input involved in constrgctlng the
burial monuments, and the social impliqatlons. The
largest and most famous such monument§ in th.e wo_rld
are the pyramids of Egypt, over 80 of whlch still exist.
At the most straightforward level of analysis they rep-
resent the conspicuous display of wealth and power of
the highest ranking members of Egyptian society: the
pharaohs. But fascinating new research by, amongst
others, the British archaeologist Barry Kemp aqd the
American archaeologist Mark Lehner, is begir.mlng to
shed further light on the social and political 1mp11.ca—
tions of this colossal expenditure of effort — _Whlch
involved in the case of the Great Pyramid at Giza the
shifting of some 2.3 million limestone blc_)cks, each
weighing 2.5-15 tons, during the 23-year reign of pha-
raoh Cheops (Khufu; who died c¢. 2550 BC).. As Fhe
accompanying diagram shows, there was a brle.f perlqd
of the most immense pyramid building activity in
Egypt, dwarfing what had gone before apd ‘what fol-
lowed. The peak period of this activity 1nd1cates. the
harnessing of huge resources by a highly centralized
state. But what happened afterwards? Kemp h.as
argued that the reduction in pyramid building coin-
cides interestingly with a transfer of social and econo-
mic resources to the provinces, away from the main
area of the pyramids.
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The colossal building effort required to erect the pyramids

reflects the centralization of power in the hands of pharaohs
such as Djoser, Sneferu, Cheops, and Chephren.

The pyramids and other burial monuments are not
the only source of information about SOC.IE‘ll organiza-
tion and ranking in ancient Egypt. Magnificent grave-
goods have often been recovered, most spectacularly
those belonging to the boy pharach Tuta_nkhamun
(box, pp. 66-67). Nor of course were the ancient Egyp-
tians alone in building monuments for their dead rul-
ers and burying the richest artifacts with them. In the
New World one thinks, for instance, of the Ten}plg qf
the Inscriptions at Palenque, which held deep w1th1r1 it
the tomb of the Maya city’s ruler, Lord Pacal, who dle.d
in AD 683 and was buried with his superb jade_mosglc
mask. Major excavations at Copdn, Honduras, likewise
revealed a splendid Maya noble’s tomb beneath the
famous Hieroglyphic Stairway there. . .

In many early civilizations the ultimate power‘anI
rank of the dead ruler were emphasized by thg ritua
killing of royal retainers, who were interred Wlth‘ﬂll:t:
monarch. Such funeral rites have been brought to lig
in the Sumerian Royal Graves at Ur, in modern Irad,
and among the burials of the Shang dynastsf_al f"\HYE_ng
in China. The huge army of terracotta warriors h‘ur-éhi
next to the tomb of the first Chinese emperor, thice
Huangdi, represents a development of this prlislce 0}
where the life-size terracotta figures take the plac

f the real imperial army. .,
mETIEE igin(;rkahle lack Ef royal burials in the Ind:.::ztil‘f
ilization of India and Pakistan has long l;st‘ it
archaeologists, leading some scholars to s‘;lgi'gberatelY
wealth and position may have been he lci\}ih'za'-
masked in public cemeteries as part of the

ion’s ideology. ) . ond

tlD’l'herl'e are rglfany examples too of elite burials am _S_

- . One ©
smaller-scale state societies and L‘hl'“frdunifl westeril
the most skillfully conducted excavations y

¢ h]{: Chief.
Germany in recent years has been that ot a Ce

tain’s grave at Hochdorf, dating to the 6th century Bc,
where Jorg Biel Ppainstakingly recovered the collapsed
remains of a wagon, drinking vessels, and many other
grave-goods, including the wheeled bronze couch on
which the dead chief lay, covered with gold jewelry
from head to foot. The Shaft Graves at Mycenae in
Greece and the Anglo-Saxon ship burial at Sutton Hoo
in England represent similar discoveries by earlier gen-
erations of archaeologists.

However, all these remarkable burials are of individ-
uals uniquely powerful in their societies. To obtain a
more comprehensive picture of a ranked society it is
necessary to consider the burial customs of the saciety
asawhole. In many cases, it has proved possible to dis-
cover something about the elites that existed at a level
below that of the ruler. Research carried out over many
years at Moundville, Alabama, is a good example (see
box overleaf).

There is undoubtedly more scope for useful investi-
gations of social structure through cemetery analysis
in ranked societies. Up to now, most sophisticated
cemetery studies have been devoted to less centralized
societies, as reviewed in a previous section, Cemetery
data of the early historic periad in the Old World have
conventionally been studied with a view to illustrating
the existing historical texts, or refining typological
schemes as an aid to chronology and the study of art
history. Only now is the focus shifting toward studies
of disparities in social status (see pp. 221-22).

Cm’iw“lﬂ:’;-::rn} the Tempie of Iha.- Inscrn‘pr:'{;ns, Palengue,

Lord pyeq ,‘;”’6 at ”itf base the hidden burial chamber of

f.‘:f.ww.fmm.;v e'r “’f this Maya ity who died in ap 683, s we
Rseriptions at e site.
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Investigating Economic Specialization

Centralized societies differ from non-centralized ones
in a number of important respects. In general, the more
centralized structure allows greater economic special-
ization, and this in turn brings increased efficiency of
production. Centralization is often associated with an
increased intensification of farming, for not only do
centralized societies normally have higher population
densities, but they must also produce enough surplus
to support full-time (as opposed to part-time) craft
specialists. In turn, the greater degree of craft special-
ization is made possible only by the organizing
abilities of a more centralized society, which is able

to manage and promote an increase in agricultural
productivity.

Intensified Farming. The initial development of new
farming methods for more intensive food production
was discussed above in the section concerned with
the study of segmentary societies. In centralized soci-
eties the process is taken a stage further, with a still
greater emphasis on labor-intensive techniques such
as plowing. In addition, major public works such as
irrigation canals are often undertaken for the first time,
made possible by the coercive, organizing powers of a
central authority. Another indicator of growing inten-
sification may be the reorganization of the rural land-
scape into smaller units, as the population increases
and the amount of land available for each farmstead
thereby diminishes.

Taxation, Storage, and Redistribution. An important
indicator of the centralized control of a society is the
existence of permanent storage facilities for food and
goods, which the central authority will draw on peri-
odically to feed, reward, and thus indirectly control its
warriors and the local population. It follows that taxes,
for instance in the form of agricultural and other pro-
duce to replenish state storehouses, will be found
among centralized societies: without them the control-
ling authority would have no wealth to redistribute.
In chiefdom societies “taxation” may take the form
of offerings to the chief, but in more complex societies
the obligation is generally formalized. Much of a
state’s bureaucracy will be devoted to the administra-
tion of taxation, and direct indications of bureaucracy,
such as recording and accounting systems, in general
document it.

A good example of a research project that has helped
clarify this interaction of taxation, storage, and redis-
tribution in one part of the world is the work of
the American archaeologist, Craig Morris, at the city
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SOCIAL
ANALYSIS AT
MOUNDVILLE

During its heyday in the 14th and 15th
centuries AD, Moundville was one of the
greatest ceremonial centers of the .
Mississippian culture in North America.
The site takes its name from an
impressive group of 20 mounds
constructed within a palisaded area,
150 ha (370 acres) in extent, on the
banks of the Black Warrior river in west-
central Alabama. Moundville was first
dug into as long ago as 1840, but major
excavations did not take place until the
20th century, in particular by C.B.
Moore in 1905 and 1906, and D.L.
DedJarnette in the 1930s. More recently
Christopher Peebles and his colleagues
have combined systematic survey with
limited excavation and reanalysis of the
earlier work to produce a convincing
social study of the site.

Changing settlement patterns in the
Moundville region. In Phase | (AD
1050~1250) Moundville was simply a site
with a single mound, like other similar sites
in the area. By Phase Il, however, ithad
grown larger, establishing itself as the major
regional center. After its heyday in Phase _H-’.
Moundville disappeared as a significant site
in Phase IV (after 1550), when the region no
fonger had a dominant center.

A Multiple mound center
A Single mound cenler
o Settlement &

i
B "Moundville

y of Human Experience

9
_____-__.,,___?L /f
/?Q.{'
UNITED STATES /
- Moun;\ﬂ:a:‘\s

Peebles and his team first needed a
reliable chronology. This was achieved
through an analysis of the pottery by
Vincas Steponaitis, using in the first
instance a seriation study (see Chapter
4) of whole vessels from & sample of i
burials at the site. The resultant relative

Sjate palette from
Moundville
incised with a
hand-and-eye
motif within

two entwined
homed
rattlesnakes.
Diameter 32 cm.

chronology was then cross-checked
with excavated ceramics from known
stratigraphic contexts, whose
radiocarbon dating helped convert the
scheme into an absolute chronology.

Using this framework, it was now
possible to study the development of
the site through several phases.
Preliminary survey of neighboring sites
also established the regional settiement
pattern for each phase.

Over 3000 burials have been
excavated at Moundville, and Peebles

used the technigue of cluster analysis

4 (see box, p. 201) to group 2053 of them
according to social rank. Peebles
observed that the small number of
people of highest rank (Segment A
classes |, IB, and Il in the pyramidal
diagram) were buried in or near the

mounds with artifacts exclusive o
themn, such as copper axes and
earspools. Lower-ranking individuals of
Segment B (Classes 11, 1V) had non-
mound burials with some grave-goods
but no copper artifacts, while those of
Segment C, buried on the periphery,
had few or no grave-goods.

Peebles found interesting differences |
according to age and sex. The 7 |
individuals in Class IA, the top of the
social pyramid, were all adults,
probably males, Those of Class IB were
adult males and children, while Class Il
comprised individuals of all ages and
both sexes. It seems clear that adult
males had the highest status. The
presence of children in Class |1B
suggests that their high status was
inherited at birth.

There is much more to say about the
work at Moundville. But it should be
clear from this summary how the
various dimensions of information
already examined come together Fo
suggest a regional organization with
a well-marked hierarchy of sites,
controlled by'a highly ranked .
community at Moundville itself — what

Peebles terms a chisfdom society.
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¢ Burial/grave lot-Moundbville lll
o Burial/grave lot-Moundville Il
or Alabama river phase
Mound-definite

Phase Il at Mounaville, aD 1400-1550, when
the ceremonial center was at its height.

. 7 burials in
1A: Copper axesI central mounds
1B: Copper earspools, 43 mound and
bear teeth, stone discs non-mound burials
67 mound and
non-mound burials
Non-mound burials
1I: 221 IV: 50

e Il: Sheli beads,
“SOpper gorgels, galena

55als, animal
shell gorgets
5, bone awls,

| Projectile points

X *hﬂped social hierarchy at
basgd on a cluster analysis of
: Artifacts listed against each

€8 -X) are grave-goods.

Non-mound burials
V: 55 VI: 45 VII: 55
VIll:70 IX 46 X:70

C

1256 burials

of Hudnuco Pampa, a provincial capital of the Inca
empire high up in the Andes. This city was at one time
inhabited by some 10,000-15,000 people and had been
built from scratch by the Incas as an administrative
center on the royal road to Cuzco, the imperial capital.
We know from written accounts by early Spanish
chroniclers that Inca rulers exacted taxation in the
form of labor on both state lands and state construction
projects, including building Hudnuco Pampa.

Many of the goods thus produced were stored in
state warehouses — but to what purpose? Close analysis
by Morris of a sample of some 20 percent of the more
than 500 warehouses at Hudnuco, as well as other
structures there, suggested that stored potatoes and
maize were used primarily to supply the city at this
high altitude, where food production was difficult. But
the city itself functioned to accommodate highly orga-
nized ceremonies in its huge central plaza, during
which feasting and ritual maize-beer drinking took
place, thus redistributing much of the stored wealth to
the local populace.

As Morris states, this ceremonial aspect of adminis-
tration seems to have been very important in early
state societies. The sharing of food and drink rein-
forced the idea that participation in the empire was
something more than working in state fields or fighting
in a distant war.

Craft Specialists. The increased importance of craft
specialists is another indicator of a centralized society
that can be identified archaeologically. Full-time craft
specialists leave behind well-defined traces, because
each craft has its own particular technology and is
generally practiced in a different location within the
urban area.

Hudnuco Pampa again provides a helpful example.
Although craft production here was much less devel-
oped than in many early cities elsewhere in the world,
Morris successfully identified a compound of 50 build-
ings given over to the making of beer and clothing.
Thousands of special ceramic jars and dozens of spin-
dle whorls and weaving implements provided the
archaeological clues; the ethnohistoric record linked
these with beer and cloth production, more particu-
larly with a special social class of Inca women known
as aklla, who were kept segregated from the rest of the
population.

Morris was able to show from his study that the dis-
tinctive architecture of the compound - enclosed by a
surrounding wall with a single entrance thus restrict-
ing access — and the density of occupational refuse,
suggested the presence of permanently segregated
aklla craft specialists.
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The origins and extent of the practice of
warfare in prehistoric times have been a
frequent focus of recent research. It has
long been agreed that warfare is
generally a recurrent feature of early
state societies. It is amply documented
in the writings from Greece and Rome,
and for early China in the “Seven
Military Classics” including The Art of
War, texts originating in the 4th century
Bc in what is appropriately termed the
“Warring States Period."”

Reliefs decorating the palaces of the
Assyrian kings around 700 BC depict
graphic scenes of warfare, while the
inscriptions record the victories and the
prowess of the ruler. Similar scenes are
portrayed in Egyptian reliefs a
millennium earlier (see p. 425). The
Vulture Stela of the Sumerian
civilization in the 3rd millennium BC
shows scenes of slain captives being
trampled under the feet of the
victorious army, and comparable
images decorate some of the earliest
monuments in Mexico (in Oaxaca, see
p. 515) in the Formative Period of the
Zapotec civilization.

Indeed, recent radiocarbon dates
from Oaxaca have led Kent Flannery
and Joyce Marcus to suggest that
intervillage raiding began there almost
as soon as the region developed

CONFLICT AND WARFARE

segmentary societies, and thus a few
centuries after village life was
established. It is clear also that the
inscriptions on many of the stelae of the
Classic Maya (see box, Maya territories,
p. 209) related to territorial expansions,
and that competition between states
was often expressed in warfare.

The “Noble Savage”

For earlier times, however, it has been
more common to think in terms of the
peace-loving “noble savage,” whose
idyllic existence prior to the cares of
civilization was celebrated by the 18th-
century French philosopher Jean-
Jacques Rousseau. But there has
always been a contrary view,
formulated for instance by the 17th-
century English philosopher Thomas
Hobbes, that the tribal natives were
warlike, with lives that were “solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish, and short.”

Until recently there has been a
tendency among archaeologists to side
with Rousseau, despite the frequent
burial of weapons as seen for instance
in the graves of the European Bronze
Age. These were often regarded as
prestige artifacts, of mainly symbolic
value. Several recent studies have led
to a radical reassessment of this
position.

The first of these reassessments is
by Lawrence Keeley. His own fieldwork
with the Neolithic period in northeast
Belgium has demonstrated that the
ditched enclosures of the time, from
¢. 5000 to 2000 Bc, are not simply of
symbolic significance, separating
domestic space from the wild, but
genuine fortifications. In his study he
cites the remains of the mass-killings of
Talheim in Germany, from around 5000
BC: “The bodies of eighteen adults and
sixteen children had been thrown into a
large pit: the intact skulls show that the
victims had been killed by blows from

at least six different axes” (Keeley 1997,
38). He points out that there is also
ample evidence in northern Europe for
violent death among the remains of the
final hunter-gatherers of the preceding
Mesalithic period.

Keeley’s careful and worldwide
survey suggests that in early prehistoric
times warfare was not so much the
exception as the norm. The new
QOaxaca evidence supports the view
that warfare, or rather local raiding, was
often a feature of early village
communities.

Recent work in the American
Southwest by Steven LeBlanc, inspired
in part by Keeley’s arguments, has
pointed in the same direction. Warfare
became most intense during what is
termed the Late Period (from c. AD 1250
to 1540), coinciding with the

introduction of the recurved bow.
LeBlanc was also able to document
warfare in the Early Period (ap 1-900).
although in the Middle Period peace
seems to have broken out. And a study’
by C. and J. Turner, disquietingly =
entitlied Man Corn, set out in detail the
possible evidence for c:annib:stlism_!_n1
American Southwest (p. 293). In doing
so they re-assert a view which in thﬁ of

past has been criticized by @ majority

anthropologists: the controversy 4

remains a lively one.

Skeletons found in a pit at Talheim,

dating to ¢. 5000 8G, indiicat

Germany, notion of

mass killing, contradict the_
peaceful early farming society.

Itis recognized
that the motives for war
may vary. In recent New Guinea,
warfare was part of the competition
between tribes and not generally driven
by motives of territorial expansion. With
the Aztecs of Mexico one purpose was
to secure captives to sacrifice in their
elaborate temple rituals. Cannibalism,
while certainly not a general feature
accompanying warfare, may not have
been as rare as once thought. At the
present time the “noble savages” are in
retreat, and warfare seems to be in the
ascendant amidst the “primitive
savagery” or the “barbarism"” of pre-
state societies.

Relief on the so-called Vulture Stela fabove)
fram Lagash (Telloh), Irag, showing scenes of
Sumerian warfare in the 3rd millennium sc.

S.»: burned postholes in an early palisade at
San José Mogote, Oaxaca, Mexico {below),
suggest warfare was already present in the
=arly Formative period,

5 How Were Societies Organized?

Df:tailed archaeological research of this kind is beine
Famed out in many parts of the world, panicularI;
into the specialized production of pottery, metal, glass
ar_1d lithic materials such as obsidian [ail of Whi.(.‘ti,'l a.re'
dlsgussed more fully in Chapter 8). The work of the
Italian archaeologist, Maurizio Tosi, at the site of
S_ha_hr—i-Sokhta in modern Iran is a case in point, pro-
v_ldl_ng as it does an impression of the scale of craft spe-
ctallga_linn and its relationship to the central
acl.mmlstration on the Iranian plateau during the 3rd
millennium sc. By studying the evidence of craft
production in different parts of the site, Tosi showed
that some activities (notably textiles and leather-
working) were restricted to residential areas, while
olhers_i (such as stone tool, lapis lazuli, and chalcedony
working) were strongly represented in specialist work-
shop areas.

Relz.lti?nships between Centralized
Societies

External contacts between centralized societies cannot
be understood simply in terms of the exchange of
goods: they are also social relations. Traditionally
these have been examined, if at all, within the frarne—,
wt_Jrk of dominance models, where the “influence” of a
primary center on outlying secondary areas is consid-
ered, often in what has been called the “diffusion™ of
cul!urle (see Chapter 12). Most interactions between
societies, however, take place between neighbors of
roughly equal scale and power. These interactions
havg been termed peer polities. They need to be more
caret!.llly considered than has usually so far been the
z?:;ll;;s;%‘haenlogy. one or two broad headings can be

Tl}e role of warfare in early societies is one topic that
merits further investigation. War need not be under-
taken with the objective of permanently occupying the
lands of the vanquished in a pmceés of territorial
expansion. The American archaeologist David Freidel
made this point in his study of Maya warfare, based on
the wall paintings at the site of Bonampak and also
from deductions from early written sources. According
to Freidel's analysis, the function of Maya warfare was
not t_o conquer new territory, and thus enlaree the
frontiers of the state in question, but instead 1?3 give
Z\’lc.’lyﬂ rulers the opportunity of capturing kings and
princes from neighboring states, many of whom were
then later offered as sacrifices to the gods. Warfare
thus allowed the Maya rulers to reaffirm their royal
status: it had a central role in upholding the system of
government, but that role was not one of territorial
expansion.
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A recent study by Kent Flannery has emphasized the
role of charismatic military leaders in the formation of
state societies. There is evidence from the Southwest of
the United States for endemic warfare, not least in the
11th and 12th centuries AD, and it has been suggested
that this may have been accompanied by institutional-
ized cannibalism (see pp. 292-93).

Competition is a frequent undertaking between soci-
eties, sometimes within a ritual framework. The study
of places where games were played, or of certain cere-
monial areas, may reveal that many interactions
between societies took a competitive form. Such seems
to be the case for the ball courts of Mesoamerica and

was certainly so for the great Panhellenic games of
ancient Greece, of which the Olympic Games were the
most famous.

One of the most frequent features accompanying
competition is emulation, where the customs, build-
ings, and artifacts employed in one society come to
adopt the form of those used in neighboring ones. This
proves to be so in almost every area, but these issues of
style and symbolic form have scarcely been handled
yet by archaeologists. In so far as they involve the use
of symbols, and hence a consideration of what people
think as much as what they do, they are discussed
further in Chapter 10.

THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE INDIVIDUAL AND OF IDENTITY

The discussion so far in this chapter has as its starting
point the concept of the society and its organization.
This is a deliberate feature of the structure of this book,
where before questions are asked about the variety of
human experience it is necessary first to form some
view about the scale of a society and its complexity -
thus gaining a holistic view. But at the same time this
might be criticized as a “top-down” approach, where
one begins with questions of organization and of hier-
archy, of power and of centralization, and only then
turns to the individual who actually lives in society, to
that person’s role, gender, and status and to what it
was really like to live there at that time and in that
social context.

It would be equally valid to start with the individual
and with social relationships, including kinship rela-
tions, and to work outward from there: what one might
term a “bottom-up” approach. This might involve the
consideration of networks of social relationships, and
indeed this approach has been developed by Clive
Gamble in his work on the Paleolithic period. Gamble
contrasts two differing anthropological views of
culture: the cognitivist approach, involving mental
representations of social structures, and the phenome-
nological approach, which stresses the active engage-
ment of people with their environment.

The latter in particular can be seen to operate at the
level of the individual. “The rhythms and gestures of
the body during performance of social life, the habitual
actions of living, mean that social memory is passed
on in non-textual, non-linguistic ways.” These experi-
ences are undergone through individual, interpersonal
contacts which are effected through the development
of networks. “The elaboration of the extended network
through symbolic resources led to the regional social
landscape.”
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This would also be the tendency of many social
anthropologists and sociologists, and indeed also of
economists interested in personal transactions at the
microeconomic level. In Chapter 10, “What Did They
Think?,” this is the outlook adopted from the outset,
beginning with a consideration of the cognitive map
of the individual, adopting the philosophical stand-
point which is there identified as “methodological indi-
vidualism.”

In some ways this approach has initial resemblances
with that adopted by interpretive archaeologists of the
postprocessual school, although the philosophical
background is a different one. They emphasize, follow-
ing in part the work of the French sociologist Pierre
Bourdieu, that social concepts, such as the categories
which we habitually use when speaking for instance of
age or gender or class, are constructs of our own
society and ultimately of ourselves. This point is exem-
plified below in relation to gender (p. 224), where the
seemingly obvious point is made that biological sex as
an objective category is to be distinguished from the
social roles which we ascribe to men, to women, to
warriors, to midwives etc. which are indeed sex-
related but are in fact constructs which are very differ-
ently conceived when we compare one specific society
with another.

Archaeologists such as Julian Thomas and Roberta
Gilchrist have applied Bourdieu’s concept of habitus
(which we might define as socially constituted struc-
turing principles or dispositions operating within each
individual) - a rather abstract notion, but still a useful
one - to the archaeology and material culture of the
Neolithic (early farming period) and the medieval
world respectively. A remarkable thing about the
archaeological record, with its long time trajectories, is
that it allows us to trace the emergence and develop-

ment in the world of entirely new concepts — e.g. of
value and wealth (as discussed in relation to the burial
at prehistoric Varna in Chapter 10, pp. 412-13), of
ownership, of kingship, and indeed many of those by
which we organize our very thinking. Bourdieu (1977,
15) speaks of:

a permanent disposition, embedded in the agents’
very bodies in the form of mental dispositions,
schemes of perception and thought ... such as those
which divide up the world in accordance with the
oppositions between the male and the female, east
and west, future and past ... etc. and also, at a deeper
level, in the form of bodily postures and stances ...
ways of standing, sitting, looking, speaking or
walking

These things, although they may at first seem to us
as natural “givens” are in fact culturally specific: they
are developed and adopted by humans within a
society. One may thus regard habitus as an informing
ideology that is communicated and reproduced
through a process of socialization or enculturation in
which material culture plays an active role.

Thomas and other archaeologists of the “Neo-
Wessex” school have emphasized that conventions
and rituals, such as those practiced at the Neolithic
monuments of Wessex in the 3rd millennium sc, will
have helped to shape the world view, the dispositions,
indeed the habitus of the early farmers, just as the
environment of the medieval nunneries, material as
well as spiritual, discussed by Gilchrist, will have
shaped the habitus of the community of nuns. The
buildings in which one lives and their customary use
will affect the patterns of daily life of the individual,
and the individual’s experience and expectation of
what is normal and commonplace. At a different level,
the frequent experience of ritual practice, to the extent
that it becomes normal and natural, governs the expec-
tations and assumptions of everyday life. These ideas
lead us to see at how deep a level social categories and
roles are indeed the constructs of the very societies
which use them.

These concepts are not to be taken for granted:
indeed the techniques of archaeology allow us to see
when such constructs are first given material form (as
in the differentiation in dress of ornament of men and
women in the European Bronze Age, or the earliest
emblems of prestige displayed by an individual whom
we might identify as a chief).

There are many dimensions or vectors of identity. As
noted below, gender has been the most extensively dis-
cussed in recent years. But age and age grades are not
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unproblematic, and have recenily been the subject of
attention. The problems of recognizing prestige and
high status have been discussed earlier along with the
concept of ranking (which belongs as much in a “top-
down” discussion as in one taken from the “bottom
up”). In recent years ethnicity has come to the fore
again (see box p. 193), not least for the misuse of
archaeology by political groups for contemporary
political ends (see Chapter 14, “Whose Past?”).

The theme of the archaeology of social inequality
has perhaps not been very comprehensively addressed
yet, but in the field of historical archaeology there have
been systematic studies of the material culture of some
underprivileged groups, including some interesting
studies of town areas known from documentary
accounts to be considered poor.

The infamous Five Points slum area of lower Man-
hattan, New York, described by early 19th-century
writers including Charles Dickens, has been investi-
gated through rescue excavations at the site of a new
federal courthouse at Foley Square, providing some
graphic insights. For instance, the excavated area
included the site of a cellar brothel at 12 Baxter Street,
historically documented (in the 1843 indictment of its
keeper) as a “disorderly house — a nest for prostitutes
and others of ill fame and name, where great numbers
of characters are in the nightly practice of revelling
until late and improper hours of the night.” The exca-
vations revealed further insights based upon the mate-

rial culture:

The quality of the household goods found in the
privy behind 12 Baxter far exceeded that of goods
found anywhere else on the block. The prostitutes
lived well, at least when they were at work. One
attraction was the opportunity to live in a style that
seamstresses, laundresses, and maids could not
afford. Afternoon tea at the brothel was served on a
set of Chinese porcelain that included matching tea-
cups and coffee cups, saucers and plates, a slop bowl
and a tea caddie. Meals consisted of steak, veal, ham,
soft-shell clams and many kinds of fish. There was a
greater variety of artifacts from the brothel than from
other excavated areas of the courthouse block....
Other personal items suggested the occupational
hazards of prostitution. Two glass urinals, designed
especially for women, were probably used when
venereal disease confined a prostitute to bed. {(Yamin

1997, 51)

Not far from Foley Square another excavation, that
of the African Burial Ground, formerly known as the
Negros Burial Ground, which was recorded on a plan
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A view of the rescue excavation of the I9th-century stiym area of Five Points in lower Manhartan, New York. The cellar of a

brothel was investigated and vielded much wtformation cong

erning the daily ipes of inhabitants. While of a low social rank,

the prostitutes ar least enjoyed the use of a set of Chinese Porcelain (inset) for afternoon tea,

A Yoruba Driestess and g Khamite priest perform a libation
ceremony for the ancestors over the 8rave of a person buried
in the African Burial Groung in lower Manhattan, New
York.
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of 1755, has proved highly informative and has had
wide repercussions.

The rescue €xcavation of skeletons there in 1991
provoked outrage in the African-American community
of today, which felt it had not been adequately con-
sulted, and ultimately led to the establishment of a
Museum of African and African-American History in
New York City. There Were no grave markers, and
other than wood, coffin nails, and shroud pins, few
artifacts were foungd. Studies of the skeletons have
combined DNA analysis with crania] metrics, mor-
phology, and histerical data, to discover where the
people came from. The large size of the sample will
allow study of nutrition and pathology. The remains of
419 individuals disinterred during the excavations
were ceremonially reburied in October 2003, after
being taken in a procession up Broadway.

Certainly the controversy and the excavation have
broved a stimulus toward the development of African-
American archaeology, already well-defined through
the investigation of plantation sites,
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THE EMERGENCE OF IDENTITY AND SOCIETY

The first indications of personal identity so far recog-
nizable in the archaeological recard are the beads and
personal  adornments dating from the Paleolithic
period. These become much more p

Upper Paleolithic with t]

and are Particularly evi . There can be
little doubt that a well-defined personal identity js 4
general feature of our Species, although it is not always
easy 1o see this from the Surviving materjal remains.

With the onset of sedentism, however, the use of
personal adornmentsg becomes much more marked,
Recent studies haye documented the striking increase
in evidence for body oriament in Western Asia at the
onset of the Neolithic, or indeed rather earlier, from the
Natufian period onward,

Itis interesting that this upsurge in the yse of purely
personal markers occurs a the same time as two other
Very important socig] indicators: the development of
ritual activity and the construction of monumental
buildings, The encircling wall at Pre-Pottery Neolithic
Jericho wasg clearly intended lo regulate inter-group
relations. But it has been effectively argued that at
intra-group levyel the constructional activity founded
and regulated new types of socio-economic relations.
The new forms of elgagement with the material world
Wwere instrumental in the formation of social relation-
ships. Indications of new categories of se!f—iden[ity in
Personal adornmentg thus appear at the same time as
new intra—group relationships were being formed.

Also in Western Asia at this time pew ideologies
Were being forged through the practice of new rityals.
Mare Verhoeven has developed the concept nfﬂ'am.ing,
defined as the way in which people and/or activities
and/or objects are set off from others for ritual, non-
domestic purposes. “A difference js being made, 3
Special momenpt IS constructed.” Framing is mainly
achieved by Creating a special place and time, and by

€ of uncommon objects. Burials are among the
most obvious framed and ritual contexts,

Social identitjes and sacial Eroups come into being
thl'ﬂugh the interactions between individuals in the
Performance of shared activities, whether communal
(as in the construction of public buildings) or ritual,
or both. The activities often have what might be
termed ap ideational role a5 well as a functiona] one,
and the Cognitive aspect is often the counterpart of the
bractical, The development of new cognitive categories
[Isee Chapter 10) comes about with the new socia] rela-
tionships.

PPNB Ritual

communality | dominant symbolism

individual ritua] household ritual

“public” ritua]

vitality:
domestication : :
fecundity ——| human-animal linkage

life-force

{ [ structuring
principles

Mare Verhoeven s madet of Pre-Pottery Neolithic B ritual,
linking the individual, the lousehold, and the Community.
1t is applicable 1o rituals relating to death and burial ag
much as to daily and other Periodie ritnals.

—— relations

O rituals

Comparable Processes are at work in the formation
of identities and of social relationships at later periods
also. What goes for Pre-Pottery Neolithic Jericho is
equally relevant tg Greece at the transition from the
Bronze to the Iron Age. In his discussion of “objects
with attitude” from 2 rich burial in the ritual or cult
building at Lefkandi in Euboia, Greece, James Whitley
is in effect describing a case of “framing” through the
burial of special objects in 3 VEry special context. Here
personal bossessions, rituals, and a conspicuous public
building again come together in the process of forming
new individual and group identities which established
the basis for the societies of Archaic Greece.




