











or enslavement. In capitalism the relations of wage
labor obscure the extraction of surplus value.

Marx called the objects that people use to transform
pature instrumenis of production. Thus the labor pro-
cess always entails three factors: (1) social, conscious
human beings, (2) nature (raw materials), and (3) the
instruments of production. The products of the labor
process entail the social relations and consciousness
that are part of the conditions of their existence.

Through the labor process social relations, cuiture,
ideas, and meaning, indeed the whole of the human
condition is objectified; that is, it takes a material
(objective) role in the process of the production and
~ reproduction of real life (Roseberry 1989:26). The
* Jabor process is objectified in all things that can be
- perceived by the human senses; sound, sight, taste,
~touch, and smell {speech, music, text, art, manners,
“customs, food, drink, artifacts, buildings, rituals, etc.).
‘These objects include what archaeologists call material
culture. Thus a Marxist archaeclogy views material
~culture as a product of social, conscious labor, and as
‘part of the material conditions of the world that struc-
ture that labor, In other words, people produce mate-
rial culture through social fabor, but once produced,
material culture both enables and limits the produc-
jon and reproduction of real life. It is just as much
the symbolism of the material as its physical substance
that engages in a dialectic with social actors.

Marx and Engels (1970) characterized the devel-
pment of the productive forces in society in terms
“modes of production. In their various worls they
Jefined many different modes of production that had
isted in human history. Their scholarship, however,
mained focused on the Capitalist Mode of produc-
ion, and they examined other modes primarily to lay
Ie the historical development of Capitalism (Bloch
983:1-20). The mode of production is made up of

tction (instruments of production, the raw materi-
technical knowledge, the technical organization of

lationships that people enter into to produce and
teproduce reai life. Traditionalty Marxists have stressed
1_3_ ‘C_relai'ions such as property relations that connect
nost directly to the production of comimodities. Other
Marxists have used the conceptmore broadly to inchude
allsocial relations including gender, kinship, and race.

Marpf and Engels (1970) used a building-like meta-
f base (foundation) and superstructure to ad-

vance the idea that the mode of production of a society
(the base) conditions the political forms, social con-
sciousness, beliel structure, and ideology of a society
(the superstructure). ldeology refers to a distortion
of thought {a false consciousncss) that conceals so-
cial contradictions both within and between the base
and superstructure. The more materialist strains of
Marxism recognize a dialectical relationship between
base and superstructure but argue for the primacy of
the base aver the supersiructure in the last instance
(Bngels 1954). These materialist perspectives tend to
see contradictions between the forces and relations
of production as being the primary basis for revolu-
tionary changes in the mode of production. Such a
revolution produces contradictions between the base
and superstructure that transform the ideology of the
society. Many others have argued that the base cannot
be primary or determinate of the superstructure be-
cause both require and bring about the existence of the
other. Thus, the origin of change lies in the dialectic
between base and superstructure and not in one or the
other (Ollman 1971, 1993; Sayer 1987).

The concept of ¢lass is central to Marxism where
the term refers to historically constituted groups of
people, a driving force in history (class conflict), and
to the starting point for the Marxist method of class
analysis. The class structure of early capitalism and the
class struggtes of this society formed Marx and Engels’s
referent point for their concept of class. In the abstract,
class refers to social groups that stand in different rela-
tionships to the means of production so that one class
can exploit the other by extracting surplus produc-
tion. The nature of these relationships to the means
of production will differ depending on the mode of
production. Classes, however, never exist in the ab-
stract, but only in concrete historical circumstances.
In such conerete cases Marxists study class relations
as a process that is inherently conflictual., Domimant
classes will seek to maximize the rate of exploitation
of subordinate classes, and these classes will resist such
exploitation. This class conflict or class struggle drives
the dynamics of history. To study class struggle Marx-
ists first identify the class structure of a historical case
and the interests of different classes and class fractions.
They then analyze how that struggle plays out in spe-
cific historical circumstances {Marx 1978).

Classes result from the operation of underlying
relationships of surplus production. Surplus exists in
a social relationship where by one social group (a
dominant class) can extract products from primary
producers (a subordinate class). Such relationships do
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archacology and rejected Stalinism as “the Marxist
: perversion of Marxism” (Childe 1989:15-17). He went
back to Marx and read Marxist philosophy, and this
interest produced his most theoretical works (Childe
.'_[956). In these later works he considered what knowl-
cdge is and how archacologists create it. He died in
“Australia in 1957.

The United States

uring the reign of Senator Joseph McCarthy in the
early 19505 a noticeable chill fell on U.S. intellectual
‘development as the federal government actively sup-
_pl.'c:sscd public and academic discussion of socialism,
The witch hunts of the House Un-American Activities
‘Committee discouraged U.S. scholars from participat-
'ihg in the theoretical debates of Continental Europe
that had taken a markedly Marxist turn. In Great
Britain, Tories attacked socialist thought and scholars
ut with less success than in the United States. In his
preface to the first U.S. edition of Man Makes Himself,
Glyn Daniels (1951:xiii) felt compelled to deny that
‘Childe was an “oui-and-oul Marxist”

During the 1950s and early 1960s Anglo-Ameri-
an archacology began turning to many themes that
aralleled the interests of Soviet archaeologists but
ithout an explicit engagement with the Soviets or
farxism. In both the United States and Great Britain
-archacological theory turned to ecological themes as
nGraham Clarke’s (1954) study of Star Carr and
sordon Willey’s (1953) Viru valley settiement pattern
tudy, In the United States Julian Steward’s cultural
cology provided a theoretical base for this inter-
est. At Chicago’s Oriental Institute Robert Braidwood
989:90) drew inspiration from Childe and began his
earch for the origins of the Neolithic revolution in the
.e_ét;‘ East. Braidwood’s student Robert McCormick
d__ains {1966) used the work of Steward, Childe, and
ie-Soviet Assyriologist gor Diakonov in his classic

'_(1}7"(){’ the urban revolution in the Near East and
lesoamerica,

The New Archaeology of the 1960s developed on
e heels of McCarthyism from a U.S. cultural mate-
talism that had Marxist influences but little under-
nding of Marxism. The New Archacology combined
e evalutionary theory of Leslie White (1949, 1959}
thian extreme form of logical positivism (the idea
Jnowledge is built by testing predictions on ob-
ed phenomena) drawn from the work of Carl
mpel (1966). White had visited the Soviet Union
1929 and was impressed by the last days of the New
Oﬁ(?l.“llic Program (Peace 1998). He read Marx and

Engels, reaffirmed his commitment to socialism, and
returned to Morgan to formulate his theory of unilin-
cal cultural evolution (Peace 1998). His student Louis
Binford brought these ideas along with Hempel's posi-
tivisim to archacology, but he left behind any explicit
Marxism or commitment to socialism, David Clarke
{1968) developed a British version of this theory, but
it never becarne as popular in Great Britain as it did in
the United States. These archaeologists absorbed the
already established emphasis on: ecological themes and
read Childe as a unilinear evolutionist.

At the same time within U.S. anthropology a group
of scholars were forging a Marxist approach to the
study of culture that wouid become known as anthro-
pological potitical economy. Most of these scholars,
such as Eric Wolf, Morton Fried, Elman Service, June
Nash, Sidney Mintz, Marshall Sahlins, and Eleanor
Leacock, were students together at Columbia Uni-
versity in the 1950s (Wolf 1987}, Nearly all worked
with Julian Steward, and thewr mitial work reflected
Steward’s cultural ecology and multilinear evolution
(see also Jordan, chapter 26). They, however, brought
a historical dimension to their studies that Steward’s
ecological functionalism lacked and with it a broad
and temporally deep view of historical change. In the
1960s their research became explicitly Marxist, and
in this context Eleanor Leacock introduced a Marx-
ist-feminist approach to anthropology. In the 1960s
Marshall Sahiins edited a series of classroom readers
for Prentice-Hall that included many of these authors.
These readers were used widely in anthropological
classrooms of the late 1960s and 1970s and formed a
common part of the education of a generation of U.S.
archacologists.

Processual Archaeology

Processual archaeology developed out of the New Ar-
chaeology of the 1960s and dominated archaeological
theory in the United States through the 19905 (see
Watson, chapter 3). With its mix of cultural mater:-
alism and cultural ecology, processual archacology
shared many empirical concerns with Marxist ap-
proaches. These common concerns spring in Jarge
part from the covert and overt transfer of ideas from
Marxism to materialist theory in anthropology. The
processualist’s interest in knowing both how people
made a living in the past (that is, on production) and
how they organized their societies overlaps the inter-
ests of most Marxists, This overlap is even more pro-
nounced among these processualists who recognize
that relations of exploitation and power are embedded
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human. consciousness and meaning for interpreting
the past. As Patterson (1990:198) has pointed out, an
archaeology grounded in Marxism overlaps and devi-
ates from aspects of processual, post-processual, and
feminist archaeologies but still defines a theoretical
space that none of them occupies.

Critical Archaeology

In the United States one of the first and most promi-
nent of these alternative archaeologies was the critical
archacology of Mark Leone (1981, 1982) and his col-
leagues (Handsman 1983, Leone and Potter 1984; Le-
-one et al. 1987) in historical archaeology. Leone drew
on the structural Marxism of Althusser and the work
of the Marxist Frankfurt School of critical theory and
:;their emphases on meaning as expressed in ideology.
‘From Althusser, Leone defined ideology as the taken-
or-granted beliefs and assumptions that people have
-about society. He argued that an ideology serves to
._'nystify the true nature of social relations and thus
maintain refations of exploitation by resolving contra-
dictions that exist within society. From the Frankfurt
‘School Leone argued that the role of the scholar was
1o expose how ideologies were created and maintained
with the conviction that people would transform rela-
tions of exploitation once the reality of such relations
‘was revealed to them. Critical archaeologists analyzed
how material culture served to maintain ideology in
museum displays (Leene 1981; Handsman and Leone
989), in formal gardens (Leone 1982), and in the
mundane objects of everyday life (Little 1988).

The key study of critical archaeology was the An-
apolis project (Leone and Potter 1984; Leone et al.

987). The project studied how in the past the plan,
rchitecture, landscape, and material culture of the
ity established and reinforced a Georgian {Enlighten-
nent) order {read: ideology) of individualism, ratio-
a_hsm equality, and social contract. In the present the
Toject sought to engage in a praxis that would reveal
:visitors how the historic district of the city had
¢en manipulated to reinforce an ideology of mod-
1 capitalisny, The project questioned the ideological
onstruction of Annapolis’s past, on paper in recon-
tucted and restored buildings, and in the ground.

For example, one aspect of the project concerned
- Purpose of the extensive gardens at the estate
William Paca, a wealthy judge and governor who
8ned the U.S. Declaration of Independence. The
gardens innovatively used terraces that narrowed as
¢y-.ascended toward the house, fending an illusory
Pearance to the house of greater size and stature.

Leone (1988) considered two hypotheses about the
purpose of the gardens. The first was that Paca’s gar-
dens were designed to evoke confidence and awe in the
visiting public as he prepared for the risk of signing
on to a revolution. The second hypothesis was that
the gardens were intended as a positive, instructive
example for other patriots in the community. By sepa-
rating artifactual evidence from historical evidence,
and focusing on the disagreements between the two
records, Leone {1988) concluded that Paca’s gardens
did in fact serve as ifllusions of wealth and power, both
of which were being undermined by British legislation
and growing difficulty with control of slaves and rela-
tions with poor white farmers.

In this way, the project sought to reveal the con-
tradictions and social inequalities that the hegemeonic
history of Annapolis obscured (Leone et al. 1987; Le-
one 1995). The organizers of the project sought to set
up a participatory experience that would engage the
tourists in a criticat reflection on the colonial history
of the United States. In the end, however, this chal-
lenge to the standard ideological history of Annapolis
failed to overcome the official history and the cultural
and social relations that produce it (Leone 1995; Potter
1994). The public generally responded to the alterna-
tive vision that the project offered by reinterpreting
this vision in terms of their preconceptions derived
directly from the ideology being critiqued. Their re-
sponses expressed assumptions directly derived from
a capitalist ideofogy such as a preoccupation with the
value of objects, the time necessary to produce goods,
and their availability in the market.

Marxist archaeologists have by and large rejected
the dominant ideology of the early critical archacol-
ogy (McGuire 1988; Johnson 1992; Orser 1996; Burke
1999}. They point out that it is unlikely that elite con-
structions such as formal gardens duped waged and
enslaved workers into a false consciousness that hid
from them the reality of their oppression. They have
emphasized instead the negotiation of ideology in class
conflict, Specifically they have examined how domi-
nant classes use dominant ideologies to create class-
consciousness for those classes and how subordinate
classes manipulate these ideologies in struggles against
domination. In this light the failure of the tourists in
Annapolis to be emancipated by the Annapolis Proj-
ect’s pubiic programs is clear. Annapolis is a high-end
tourist destination that attracts primarily members of
the privileged classes, and these individuals interpreted
the message of the program within the dominant ide-
ology. Based on the results of the Annapolis Project
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the subject {class or gender) is taken. With a nonto-
talitarian view of the world these approaches can be
compatible and complementary.

‘. The relationship and alliance between Marxism
Sand feminism is broad and deep. It began in the
* pineteenth century and was renewed with the re-
- ipvigoration of feminism in the 1960s and 1970s.
" This feminist revival drew heavily on the work of
the Marxist Frankfurt School (Hammond 1993},
The anthropological political economy of the second
‘half of the twentieth century gave rise to a Marxist-
eminist {or feminist-Marxist) approach in cultural
anthropology that returned to the basic sources of
“Marxism. Eleanor Leacock {1972) promoted Engels’s
1972) observation that the first oppression in the
'h.istory of the society was the oppression of women
'by men. In the 1980s Leacock {1981) and her col-
eagues produced a series of studies of interest to ar-
haeolagists that fooked at the relationship between
the rise of the state and gender inequality (Rapp
1978; Gailey 1985; Muller 1987; Moore 1988). These
udies uniformly found that the gender inequality
nd the exploitation of women increased with the
1se-of the state. Other Marxist-feminist scholars
produced a series of ethnohistorical studies that ex-
”ni_ned the role of women in the indigenous empires
of:the Americas and how the Spanish conqguest of
these empires produced greater gender inequality
ash 1980 Silverblatt 1987; McCafferty and Mc-
afferty 1988; Brumficl 1991, 1994). Such an engage-
ent between Marxism and feminism also continues
 Spain (Sanahuja 2002),

dy-the 1970s the alliance between feminism and
Marxism was showing signs of strain. Women active
¢-political struggle of the epoch found that those
ggles did not address their own liberation {Taylor
0). In 1981 Heidi Hartman argued that Marx-
ind feminism were joined in an unhappy mar-
and that as long as Marxism found the source
oppression in relationships of class, scholars
Id notidentify or address gender inequality. Fried’s
): Marxist work on cultural evolution charac-
‘the type of scholarship that feminists took
vith, Fried (1967} defined band societies {the
lutionary stage) as societies that lacked social
entiation except as defined by gender and age.
ugh this definition Fried made gender relations
ender oppression) universal and unchanging.
1'1'.11931 were given in the nature of humanity and
b}_(:?:(_:i' to critique or modification. Fried’s ideas,
> can be contrasted with the perspectives of

€

Marxist researchers such as Friedrich Engels (1972),
Eleanror Leacock (1972), and Marfa Sanahuja (2002),
who do not find the oppression of women to be uni-
versal but to be the first form of social oppression and
one that must always be addressed. What some con-
temporary feminist scholars have seemingly forgotten
is that Hartman called for a reconciliation te build a
happier marriage, not a divorce.

If scholars accept either a totalitarian notion of
Marxism (class is the root of all exploitation} or a
totalitarian notion of feminism (gender is the root of
all exploitation), then Marxism and feminism must be
at odds. The feminist notion of entry point, however,
offers an alternative to these totalitarian ideas {Wy-
lie 1991). If we take diversity and the complexity of
oppression seriously, than we must recognize that it
derives from many relationships including those of
gender, class, race, and ethnicity. Each of these pro-
vides an entry point to the study of social relations and
of oppression. Marxists will enter the study of the so-
cial world with the analysis of class and from this entry
point examine the complex relationship between class,
gender, race, and ethnicity in the construction of op-
pression. Feminists will begin their analysis with gen-
der. As long as feminists seek a radical transformation
of gender relations that must also address class, race,
and ethnicity (hooks 2000) and Marxists recognize
that relations of class also involve relations of gender,
race, and ethnicity, then the two approaches will be
compatible and complementary.

MARXISM IN ARCHAEOLOGY AT THE BEGINNING
OF THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

It should also not be surprising that the clandestine
history of Marxisin continues in North American ar-
chaeology {Patterson 2003). Many of the issues and
approaches that were radical in the early 19%0s have
entered mainstream research. World systems theory
flourished during the 1990s and continues as a wide-
spread approach teday (Chase-Dunn and Mann 1998;
Kardulias 1999 Peregine and Feinman 1996), al-
though with growing emphasis on the activity, rather
than passivity, of those in the periphery {Kohl 1989;
Gilt 2002). Numerous archaeologists have embraced
a Marxjst definition of ideology as a socially neces-
sary illusion that serves as an instrument of domina-
tion and a locus of power (Pauketat and Emerson
1997; Seeman 1995; Whitley 1994). Still others have
asked questions about exploitation and how benefits
from social relations accrue to some individuals and
not to others (Arnold 2000; Diehl 2000). Despite the
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race, gender, and ethnicity as loci of oppression (Delle
1998: Delle, Mrozowski, and Paynter 2000; Nassancy
o ef al. 2001; Matthews et al. 2002; Wood 2002).

" COMPARING AND CONTRASTING
CONTEMPORARY MARXIST APPROACHES TO

" ARCHAEOLOGY

"In the broadest sense we can speak of two major
Marxist theoretical currents within archacology today.
The first of these derives from what Trigger (1995a)
Thas called “Classical Marxism.”
- from a more humanistic approach based in a Hegelian
- diatectic and a relational theory of Marxism (McGuire
1997a). All Marxists seck to gain knowledge of the
vorld, critique the world, and take action in the world
“but within these two broad approaches they differ in
he weight they give each of these goals and how they
relate cach to the other. The similarities and differ-
ences of these two approaches are probably best illus-

The second derives

~trated by a comparison of how they lead to similar and
“different interpretations of real archacological cases.

" Bach of these approaches begins with different con-
=cepts of the dialectic. Classical Marxists tend to accept
“Fngels’s (1927) concept of the dialectics of nature and
apply the dialectic to the study of both the natural and
the social world. In contrast, humanistic or Hegelian
Marxists see the dialectic as a uniquely social phe-
nomena. A dialectic of nature seeks the general laws
govcmi;}g the development of nature, science, society,
d thought {Woods and Grant 1995). It treats ail
phenomena as being in a state of perpetual change and
movement, The motor for this change lies in struggle
and contradiction. The dialectics of nature tend to
erlap and complement ideas of chaos theory and
complex adaptive systems (Wood and Grant 1995;
Knapp 1999; Kohler and Gumerman 2000; Bentley
1d Maschner, chapter 15), A Hegelian dialectic treats
rxism as a theory of relations and society as a com-
X web of social relations within which the relation
Wy entity to other entities governs what that entity
ill be. Teachers do not exist independent of students
'.L‘_students without teachers. It is the underlying re-
tionship of teaching and learning that defines both.
Such a dialectical relationship depends upon the en-
ities involved forming a unity of opposites. Such a
unny of opposites cannot exist in the study of nature.
A ity of opposites exists in the study of the social
ld because scholars are part of the social world
_‘t thcy study. The scholar may be the subject and the
tof the studys it is the relationship of study that
ates scholars {subjects) and informants {abjects).

The study of nature produces scientists but it does not
produce nature. The study of geology creates geolo-
gists but it does not create rocks. The unity of subject
and object that characterizes the study of the social
world exists evenn when the people being studied are
long dead. The dead cannot study the archacologist
but it is their silence that allows many archaeologists to
defirze scientific goals as objective, universal, or even in
the interest of the dead. We cannot dominate the dead
but the assertion of an objective, universal, or true ar-
chaeology becomes & way to dominate the living and
advance, justify, and maintain the inequities of today
{(McGuire 1992a).

These different interpretations of the dialectic have
implications for how Marxists construct research and
interpret social change. In Classical Marxism, the role
of the scholar is to gain knowledge of the world and
from this knowledge derive the laws of motion that
drive social change and through this knowledge shape
social change (Woods and Grant 1995:140). This en-
terprise begins with a critique of the world that identi-
fies what needs change and ideally returns to critique
as change is implemented. For Hegelian Marxists, ¢ri-
tique lies at the core of research. The scholar obtains
knowledge of the world through observation but must
be constantly critical of how and why that knowledge
is accepted. Interpretations of the past must fit the
observations that we make about the past, but we must
also critique how such knowledge flows from, creates,
and reinforces the relational contradictions that define
our society. In other words, all knowiedge is social, a
complex mix of our observations of the real world and
of the social context of those observations. Social ac-
tion follows from this complex understanding and is
the ultimate test of it. That test again requires critique
of both the knowledge and the action.

These contrasts lead Marxists of each persuasion
to weigh differently the classic oppositions of social
theory. Classical Marxists tend to accept the opposi-
tion of base and superstructure and see changes in the
base as leading to contradictions with the superstruc-
ture and then to social change. The emphasis here is on
the economic and how it structures society, Hegelian
Marxists reject the validity of the base and super-
structure opposition: one cannot exist in the absence
of the other; thus one cannot be primary. They tend
to emphasize the dialectical refationship of base and
superstructure and the negotiation of this relationship
through ideology. Classical Marxists, with their search
for the motors of change, study historical processes to
find evolutionary regularities in social change. Hege-
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