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“None of the dead can rise 2 up and answer our questions. But from all that they
have left behind, thelr lmpenshable or slowly dlssolvmg gear, we may perhaps

hear voices, ‘which are now able to whisper, when eve everything else has become
silent, to quote Lmnaeus.

-——B)orn Kurten, How to Deep-Freeze a Mammoth (1984)

A Mississippian wooden-hafted axe
in the form of a woodpecker, with
a copper blade and shell inlay eye.

. From the Craig Mound, Spiro site,
Oklahoma. Length: 14.4 in. (36 5 cm
Datedc 1350-1350 CEu
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1.1 Raven carvings

Haines, Alaska.

—

ght that he was able to fly
he placed the moon and
light. When he flew back over the
h created freshwater lakes and

from the Pacific Northwest, its hero
reators of humankind.

Raven hung the sun in the sky. The sunlight was so bri
to an island far away in the ocean. When the sun set,
stars in the heavens to provide a different
land, he dropped all the water he carried, whic!
rivers. Thus part of the Haida creation myth
Raven, a magical, mythic creature, a trickster, one ofthec . ol
The Haida believe that Raven discovered the first humans hiding ina clams ; .
He brought them beans and salmon. Humankind was created and prospere.ﬁ-
Imagine a dark winter’s night inside a planked longhouse on t’h‘e Pacific
shore: the flames of the hearth flickering in the darkness, the families warm
in their furs and blankets. An elder tells a story of the beginnings of' humaﬁ
existence. His listeners have heard the tale many times, yet it varies with eac!

= A ; Ta-
recitation. Ravens, eagles, and other animal humans come alive as the nar

tive unfolds (Figure 1.1). The animals are familiar parts of the listeners’ WO".t :
some are quarry for the pot, some creatures to be feared, all are treated ¥! i
respect. The storyteller invokes the ancestors (Figure 1.2), those who have goP
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before, powerful intermediaries between the familiar living world and
the vibrant, sometimes menacing, realm of the supernatural and its
powerful beings.

Traditional Native American beliefs and creation stories are rightly
treasured to this day. Some of them are thousands of years old and valued
by people whose remotest ancestors, we now know, arrived at least 14,000
years ago. This book is the story of these fourteen millennia, told not
from oral tradition—although that is part of the narrative—but through
Western multidisciplinary scholarship and the lens of archacology.

Columbus and After

This scholarship dates back more than five centuries. On October 12, 1492,
Christopher Columbus, Admiral of the Ocean Sea, sailing under the Spanish
flag, set foot on San Salvador in the Bahamas. There he encountered Native
Americans, whom he described as having “very good faces.” Columbus believed
he had found the outlying islands of East Asia, and called the inhabitants of the
new lands “Indios,” Indians. The admiral and his successors revealed a vast con-
tinent teeming with new forms of animal and plant life, and with a bewildering
diversity of human societies, both simple and complex.

Who were these “Indians,” exotic people whom Columbus paraded before the
Spanish court? Where had these strange humans come from and why were they
so diverse? How had they reached the Americas? Had they sailed across a vast
ocean, or had they walked? In 1589, Jesuit missionary José de Acosta published
his Historia natural y moral de las Indias. He theorized that small groups of “savage
hunters driven from their homelands by starvation or some other hardship” had
taken an overland route through Asia to their present home 2,000 years before
the Spanish Conquest of Mexico.

The newcomers had a different take on history from the Native Americans.
They grew up in a Europe ruled by royal dynasties, where history was not cyclical,
but linear, extending back to the Greeks, the Romans, and beyond into the world
of the Old Testament and the Biblical creation. Looking back at the history of
the Native Americans meant thinking about their past in the same linear fashion,
back to Biblical times and the Garden of Eden.

But had they originated there? When a flood of settlers poured over the
Allegheny Mountains in eastern North America after 1815 and cleared farmland,
they uncovered entire landscapes of mounds, enclosures, and other earthworks.
The newcomers were convinced that golden treasure lay in the mounds and dug
to get rich. They found no gold, but dozens of skeletons and exotic artifacts, such
as carved soapstone pipes, mica silhouettes of birds and animals, and fine copper
ornaments and other objects (Figure 1.3). The finds caused an intellectual furor,
and a wave of sentiment for theories of a “lost race” of white Moundbuilders,
who had once settled and conquered the fertile lands of the Midwest. Such
wild theories appealed to the romantically inclined, to people who believed that
Native Americans were incapable of building anything as elaborate as a burial
mound (Silverberg, 1968). This gave birth to the Myth of the Moundbuilders
with its stirring conquests and flamboyant leaders conjured up by generations
of imaginative popular authors (see Box: The Myth of the Moundbuilders).
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1.2 Haida mortaary totern poles,
Ninstiats, Flaida Gwait, British
Columbia. The poles are slowly
returning to the primordial fores

1.3 Mica silhouette of a human
hand from the Hopewell tradition,
€. 300 BCE to 500 CE. Site unknown.
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The Myth of the Mo!
big business duringA
century. Itis@ classt
the kind of pseudOv(a:rc
iscusses the Lost
:‘nsccient visitors from Ofner Space.{he
0 on. Popular writers ]un.lped on‘ -
bandwagon. Josiah Priest §Ame;lvist
Antiquities and Discoveries in lflxe e
appeared in 1833 and was an |mnl\ o
bestseller. He wrote of great‘ revolul "
and costly wars, when "anmef, equahed
those of...Alexander the Great” marc

attle. Thousands perished and were

intob o5, The moun d

buried in great cemeteri .
people, reduced by famine ‘f"d siege,
died “amidst the yells of their enemies.
Cornelius Mathews's Behemoth: A Legend
of the Moundbuilders had mound ¢.jweller5
threatened by Behemoth, a massive,
mammoth-like beast. He was killed by. an
ingenious hero, Bokulla, a heroic warrior.
All good, stirring adventure that appealed
to people settled in an unfamiliar land,
but absolute nonsense scientifically
(Silverberg, 1968).

Meanwhile, a few antiquarians set
out to acquire more information about
the earthworks and their builders. Caleb
Atwater, the postmaster of Circleville,
Ohio, spent his ample leisure time
exploring the mounds near his home
town, and described them in a two-part
paper published in 1820 that separated
observation from pure speculation.
Atwater's descriptions are accurate
enough, but his theories are a product
of his time: migrating Hindus from India
had built the mounds, then moved on to
Mexico. Just under a quarter-century
after Caleb Atwater's report appeared,
two Ohio antiquarians, E. G. Squier and
E. H. Davis, completed one of the first

ot

1.4 Squier and Davis's exquisite plan of
the Great Serpent Mound, Ohio, 1846,

scientific monographs published by the
newly founded Smithsonian Institution.
Ancient Monuments of the Mississippi
Valley was a comprehensive, descriptive
work, with plans that are still used
today (Figure 1.4). Squier and Davis's
descriptive research was remarkable
for the time, but they still referred to
the “great race of Moundbuilders,” and
believed that the Native Americans
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and their ancestors were incapable of
building the earthworks.

Although most antiquarians believed
in exotic Moundbuilders, a growing
number of influential scientists thought
otherwise. The controversy dragged on
from the 1850s into the late 1890s, kept
alive by continual amateur diggings and
by the publication of often bizarre tomes
that added new, and ever more offbeat,
chapters to the ancient saga. William

Pidgeon, who claimed to be a trader from

the west with long experience of Native
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Americans, published the Traditions of
Dee-Coo-Dah and Antiquarian Researches
in 1852. His informant was De-coo-dah,
a Native American from Prairie du Chien,
Wisconsin, who told of Moundbuilders
overwhelmed by hordes of rapacious
natives. De-coo-dah conveniently died
before Pidgeon published his secrets
that seemed, as one author put it, “Like
some monstrous bridge constructed of
toothpicks” (Silverberg, 1968).
Meanwhile, however, professional
science flourished with the establishment
of new universities and colleges, and
under the increasing influence of
government agencies such as the US
Geological Survey. Both the Survey and
Harvard University's Peabody Museum
of Archaeology and Ethnology played
important roles in the controversies
surrounding Stone Age settlement in
North America (Meltzer, 2015).
The Smithsonian Institution’s
Bureau of Ethnology was founded in

1879, thanks to the lobbying of John
Wesley Powell, the first man to traverse
the Grand Canyon by boat. The bureau
was founded specifically to preserve
rapidly vanishing information about
Native American peoples in the far
west. Under Powell's Directorship, it
also embarked on ambitious research
programs on a broad geographical scale.
Powell moved into Moundbuilder studies
because Congress insisted in 1881
that he spend the then-large sum of
$5,000 annually on mound investigation.
Forced to sponsor archaeological
research, he appointed Cyrus Thomas,
an entomologist and ethnologist from
Itlinois, to head a Division of Mound
Exploration in 1882. At first Thomas
believed in a “separate Moundbuilder
race,” but fortunately he realized that
he would have to embark on an extensive
campaign of survey and excavation,
both to support his hypothesis, and
to save hundreds of earthworks from

imminent destruction He and hie
assistants fanned out over the Midwest
surveying, digging, studying artifacis
and making plans of sites large and
small. The steady flow of data from the
excavations soon convinced Thomas
that the mounds were the work not of
a “separate race,” but of ancient Native
Americans, the ancestors of modern
populations. His monumental report
appeared in the twelfth Annual Report
of the Bureau of Ethnology in 1894; it
describes hundreds of sites, thousands
of artifacts, and is a pioneering effort
at studying the remote past by working
back from known modern sites and
artifacts as a basis for comparison with
earlier cultures [Figure 1.5].

With the publication of Thomas's
great work, every serious scholar of
North American archaeology accepted
that the Moundbuilders were Native
Americans. All modern research into
these peoples is based on this fact.

1.5 Hopewell
tradition stone effigy
pipes. Artifacts

like these provided
Cyrus Thomas

with evidence that
the earthworks

and mounds were
the work of Native
Amenicans.
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ALFRED KIDDER AND

because excavators of the day ignored

this process, Pecos
histling, or other unnecessary a3 ¢ - ies that reached <ty o ¥
:Dil;s wire indulged in” The potters traditions and local hlstonestIUd carly Pueblo history was to work back in time, Harvard University as a pre-medical
believed the sound would enter the soon realized that the way tostucy by step” (Bandelier, 1884). student, he soon shifted his focus to stratified layers. For his fieldwork in
clayand caus the vessel oNEE “from the known to0 the unknown, Stp BY Toptravel back from the known to the anthropology. At the time, Harvard was New Mexico's Pajarito Plateau, where
when fired. nknown re quired studying artifacts the foremost center for anthropology in modern-day Los Alamos lies, he used
u the country. In 1907, Kidder's Harvard both ancient and modern pottery to

found in stratified layers in archaeo-
logical sites, probing below the most
recent levels with their artifacts made

tools. The first stratigraphic €xc
tions in North America came 11 the
Southwest in 1914. Th T
styles of painted pottery to show )
Southwestern cultures had chang®
through time. Thirteen years la'te:;i;:
1927, the discovery of astone Pm]i -
point alongside bones of extinct D! ’
at Folsom Plains, New Mexico, sho¥!
that the North American past extende®

ese used different

mentors sent him on an archaeological
survey in the Four Corners region of the
Southwest. Kidder had never been west

with its archaeology (Figure 1.7). He
graduated in 1908, visited Greece and
Egypt with his family, then entered
graduate school in 1909. Early on, he
took a course in archaeological field
methods from George Reisner, a well-
known Egyptologist. Kidder visited
Reisner’s excavations in Egypt and the
Sudan and learned his methods for

develop a cultural sequence, publishing
his findings in 1915. That same year,

the Robert S. Peabody Foundation for
Archaeology in Andover, Massachusetts,

i 5 uch earlier !
by hlStOl:lC pe.oples, mtot tx: . of Michigan. He immediately fell in love
layers with different po Y " with the area and became fascinated appointed Kidder director of a long-
term excavation project at Pecos, New

Mexico. Here, deep, undisturbed refuse
heaps marked an abandoned pueblo.

The Pecos research resumed after World
War |, in 1920, and continued until 1929.
Kidder was an enthusiastic and dynamic
leader with a personality that attracted ~ »»

1.7 Alfred Kidder at Pecos, New Mexico.
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ny of them enjoyed
distinguished careers elsewhere.
Like other Southwestern

young students. Mal

archaeologists, Kidder cleared pueblo
rooms, but with a difference. He looke!
closely at changing pottery styles and

into the Pecos refuse heaps. But
instead of digging in arbitrary levels,
he took careful note of the features
he encountered, such as heaps of
discarded bones and broken utensils
[Figure 1.8). His detailed pottery logs
followed Reisner’s practice of record|

could document even the smallest
stratigraphic differences,

acquired a remarkable chronicle of
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asked what the changes meant. Kidder
also carried out extensive excavations

every find in three dimensions, so he

Within a few seasons Kidder had
changing Pecos pottery styles, marked
especially by surface decoration, such

as black painted designs. He had also

1.8 The Pecos excavations at their height.
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from this research. Hooton showed that
most ancient Pecos people died in their
twenties. After 1922, Kidder changed his
strategy. He had acquired information
about the architecture and expansion

of the pueblo and excavated its earliest
levels. Now he extended his research to
surveys and excavations
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and on an ever-expanding war chest of highly technological methods that study
everything from ancient diets to canoe building. Today’s archaeology bears less
and less resemblance to that of the early culture historians. Many culture his-
torians were careful excavators, good observers of stratified occupation levels,
and wizards at artifact classification, at placing stone tools, potsherds, and other
finds in their correct relative order in time. They were mostly uninterested in
today’s central concerns, which are major themes of this book: how did people
adapt to ever-changing, often challenging, environments over thousands of years?
And what did these adaptations mean in terms of human behavior in the widest
possible sense? Today we seek to explain the past as much as to describe it, using
atapestry of techniques and approaches to answer the largest and most difficult
questions of the human past. Among these are: Why and how did humans settle
in North America? Why did some ancient American societies develop much
greater social complexity than others? How and why did agriculture replace
hunting and gathering? What caused the emergence of powerful chiefdoms in
the Midwest? We are still grappling with these fundamental issues.

Historical Archaeology

Historians study documents of all kinds to study the historical past, everything
from account books and census records to political archives and contemporary

at other sites, while analysing the
great quantity of finds. His studies
ranged much further than archaeology,
delving into modern Pueblo Native
American agriculture and even public
health. The Pecos project was a
remarkable example of team research
at a time when most North American
archaeology was very unsophisticated.
Pecos foreshadowed the close-knit field
projects of today's archaeology.

By 1927, Kidder had enough
information to compile a detailed
sequence of Pueblo and pre-Pueblo
cultures in the Southwest. His long
sequence began with Basket Maker
cultures that were at least 2,000 years
old. These people made no pottery and
had no permanent homes. They were
followed by pre-Pueblo and Pueblo
cultures. At Pecos, Kidder found no fewer
than six settlements stratified one above
another. There was enough information
for him to argue for eight major cultural
stages, beginning with the Basket

Makers, dating to between 1500 Bce
and 750 ck. Five Pueblo stages came
after 750, ending in historic times,
which began in 1400. The Pecos
sequence showed that Southwestern
people developed their cultures and
institutions quite independently of
other areas. Kidder’s sequence for
the Southwest has been the basis for
all subsequent research (Kidder and
Schwartz, 2000). There have, of course,
been numerous modifications, but this
is only to be expected.

The Pecos sequence had one major
disadvantage. There was no means
of dating the sequence in calendar
years. Fortunately, University of
Arizona astronomer A. E. Douglass
had developed tree-ring dating
(dendrochronology), having been
studying climatic change since 1901. In
1928 he was able to link his various tree-
ring sequences from samples taken from
pueblo beams and trees to historic times.
Douglass's tree-ring chronologies date

the Basket Maker and Pueblo sequence
at Pecos and elsewhere.

Alfred Kidder’s methods of artifact
analysis and excavation spread gradually
across North America. All subsequent
research in the Southwest, and much of
the Americas, stems, ultimately, from
the Pecos project. Thanks to Kidder’s
field training, his gifted students took the
latest field methods with them when they
worked elsewhere. He made accuracy,
careful observation, and team research
the basis of American archaeology. He
subsequently worked on the ancient
Maya. The 1920s through the early 1950s
saw North American archaeologists
focusing on sites, artifacts, and
chronologies—what was called “culture
history”; most speculation or theoretical
discussion was considered not only
unnecessary, but also intellectually
unsound [see Box: Culture History,
overleaf). Archaeology became basically
a descriptive, historical methodology that
paid lip service to anthropology.
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As excavations in the Southwest
introduced at least a degree of
chronology into stratigraphic sequences,
archaeologists were forced to refine
their typologies to take account of
change through time. Inevitably, since

it was the most common artifact, the

humble potsherd became the yardstick of

classification, a kind of changing marker
that was used to subdivide ancient times
into ever more minute subdivisions.
Before World War Il, a group of
Midwestern archaeologists developed
the famous Midwestern Taxonomic
Method, or McKern Classification.
This dealt not with time and space,
but with artifact classifications alone.
Its architects assumed that formal
similarities between artifact forms
signified both shared cultural origins and
shared cultural history. They proposed
a taxonomic hierarchy that began with
components, a unit of a culture complex

that could be a site, or a distinct layer
in a site. Several components were
then grouped into a focus, components
that shared high frequencies of similar
culture traits. Foci were classified into
aspects, broader groupings where
there were still many culture traits
in common. The highest levels in
the McKern Classification were the
phase, the pattern, and the base,
all of them founded on increasingly
more generalized cultural traits
(Willey and Phillips, 1958, offers an
authoritative summary).
From these pioneer syntheses
emerged the fundamental principles
of culture history and nomenclature
that are in use today, among them
chronological schemes like the familiar
Archaic-Woodland-Mississippian
terminology of the Eastern Woodlands
[Chapters 8, 11, and 12). Culture
history and its analytical methods

are stillimportant in North American
archaeology. They have provided dozens
of important cultural sequences,
labeled with numerous local names
for classificatory convenience. As we
shall stress in later chapters, these
subdivisions certainly do reflect change
in artifacts; but to what extent they
represent significant human behavior is
a matter for discussion, and controversy.
| have tended to downplay culture
history in these pages except in the
most general terms. For the purposes
of this book, the tried and true methods
of culture history are the essential
framework for placing ancient American
societies in their places in time and
space, but today, new generations of
researchers are deploying cutting-edge
multidisciplinary approaches and more
sophisticated theoretical models, giving
us remarkably detailed insights into
these same societies.

i rica and its peoples, as well as
literature. The first written records ::tf I:t(;;th “"‘?ﬁihe Sl inptheptenth e
o S e CO;;“;‘Z c;mplete accounts begin with Columbus,
oy but. e sPoradlfi a:l?e:;ell-(ljmown historical figures. Their journals, letters,
b ol in pitiless detail, as have the records of early
and reports have been dissected in pitiless detail, P
colonies such as Plimoth Plantation (at Plymouth, N_ew Engl.an ) }?n cstown
in Virginia. The available material proliferates rapidly during the seven :
eighteenth, and m'neteentl’; centuries:

il relatively recently excavations on -olon
WillliJ:r::sburg or Sganish miZsions were virtually non-existe.nt. quay, hxsto.rtltt;a;
archaeologists work alongside historians and add priceless dimensions tobwr;d "
accounts, especially about the lives of the humble and anonymous who labor :1
history's shadows (see Chapter 16). In recent years historical archaeology has made
major contributions to the study of the diverse eighteenth-century popuk: a
Annapolis, Maryland, to our understanding of Spanish missions along whatis cal
the Southern Borderlands, and into the daily lives of slaves, fisher folk, and urba;l
workers in places as varied as a whaling settlement in Labrador, Newfoundlan
(Figure 1.9), and nineteenth-century Chinese villages in San Francisco Bay. AS
the late archaeologist James Deetz reminds us (1996), much of the importance
of archaeology is in “small things forgotten,” such things as clay pipes, coins, an
fragments of eighteenth-century china and glass. Unfortunately, except for t'he
Norse, historical records in North America extend back only about five centuries.

such historic sites as Colonial

lation of
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1.9 Artist's impression of Basque whale processing at Red Bay, Newfoundland.
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especially by such leg traditions and is a major source of
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Et_hnohlstsol'Y te;::izpzs;zim culture and history. It combines ethnographic
information abou

h significance in
haeology, and has been of muc goi
ik v a:se:.e;higsy is an all-inclusive form of history that
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Native American lange‘; z:n dvoices of living and ancient people as it culturally
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last few cen

t.
older societies in such areas as the Southwest and Southeas

idiscipli chaeology ; :
anu{tligelglltl)g?f:;fo]umbian times is concerned, above all, with changing
e ar

hort-term human behavior in the face of environmental ar§d ther

loog anC! . tural world. Classic definitions of archaeology describe it as
o mﬁaﬁ 2: ects of past human experience primarily using the ma.tgriaj
zh ; Stiuc(g)zemains of this behavior. Passing beyond dreary te_xtbook def;nltll)on;,
vfh:’ts archaeologists strive to do is to move on from the matferlal arlld lotl) atbot
external influences on changing human societies and at the intangible el Emen:;_
beliefs and other perishable aspects of human culture. Such res.ea:ic. cals a
broad net, which trawls the work of scientists in dozens of academic discip 1'nes,
from biology and climatology to forensic science an'd zoology. Qur narfan;/lel:
and explanations come from jigsaw puzzles of conspicuous a.nd mconspllcu :
clues, some of them seemingly trivial, such as subtle changes in plant collecting
in the Great Basin, or new colors used for rock paintings. Herein lies the great
fascination of archaeology as a way of decoding the past—on the one ha.nd
extreme specialization, on the other the need to create narratives surrounding
major themes of 14,000 years of the human past. -

Today's multidisciplinary archaeology relies heavily not only on its traditional
ally, anthropology, but also on environmental science and paleoclimatology to
document climatic and landscape changes, on biology and biological anthropology
for new generations of studies that involve ancient and modern DNA to study The
first Americans, and bone isotope chemistry that allows you to identify changing
dietary preferences and, using teeth, even individual life histories. Long goné
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re the days of solitary excavators, when it sufficed to classify artifacts and place
them in order through time. Today’s archaeology is carefully orchestrated team-
work, both history and social science, both social science and natural science—a
true study of ancient humanity. As such, it has become a highly effective tool

for writing the history in these pages.

Ancient North America is a story of 14,000 years of a continent’s human history.
For obvious reasons, there are times when we go off on a methodological tangent
inastrategically placed box to explain a key method, such as radiocarbon dating,

Fourteen thousand years is a long time.
Fortunately, however, we now have
well-established dating methods that
allow us to develop reasonably accurate
chronologies for North America’s past.
More lengthy descriptions will be found

in any introduction archaeology textbook.

A brief description of the major
methods follows:

Objects of Known Age

(1000 ck to the present day)

These provide a means of dating sites
that coincide with, or are later than,
European contact, even sporadic visits,
for example those of the Norse in the
Canadian Arctic [Chapter 14). Artifacts
including imported china and glass,
dated European coins, and other finds
help in dating individual structures at
such sites as Colonial Williamsburg

Beam from an
older house

1.10 Dendrochronology:

and other objects traded with Native
American groups are also of use, if it
is possible to date them accurately.

Dendrochronology (Tree-Ring Dating)
(in North America mainly used c. 1 ce
to the present day; also has other
applications back to at least 12,500
years ago)

The astronomer A. W. Douglass
first investigated tree-rings as a way of
studying climate change and sunspots.
His chronologies, originally based on
living trees, extended to pueblo door
and roof beams once he had developed
a core borer that took samples without

1920

1900 1920

sequences to date
North American
archaeology.

using tree-ring
Timber samples from archaeological

sites, when matched and overiapped,
extend the dating back into prehistory

DB

m and Jamestown. Imported glass beads damaging them. In 1928 a tree-ring

sequence from a structure at Show Low,
Arizona, enabled him to link prehistoric
sequences from the pueblos with
those from living trees. His composite
sequence far back into the past provided
accurate dates for pueblos of all kinds,
notably Pueblo Bonito in Chaco Canyon,
dating to the late first millennium ce
(Figure 1.10).

Today there are so many tree-ring
sequences from the Southwest that
we can trace seasonal rainfall changes
across the region, as well as decipher
the complex building histories of
major pueblos with great accuracy.
Dendrochronology provides accurate

»
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dates that can be used to calibrate

radiocarbon ages obtained from cl4
samples. In Europe and elsewhere .
tree-ring curves, mainly from oak trees.
extend back as far as 8000 BeE.

Radiocarbon Dating ;
(150 ce and later to ¢. 40,000 years ago

Radiocarbon (C14) dating, developed by

t Willard Libby in the late 1940s,

mis
e ing method

has become the primary dat ,
for pre-Columbian North American
societies. Radiocarbon (known as
carbon 14) is constantly being created
in the atmosphere by the interaction of
cosmic rays with atmospheric nitrogen.
The radioactive part of carbon becomes
a portion of the air absorbed and .
stored by plants. Animals then acquire
the radioactive carbon by eating the
vegetation. When an animal or plant
dies, it stops exchanging carbon with
the environment. From that moment
on, the carbon content decreases as it
undergoes radioactive decay. Measuring
the amount of carbon in a dead plant,
wood fragment, or bone provides a way
of calculating its age. Half of the carbon
in any sample will decay after about
5,730 years (the half-life). The outer
limits of the dating method are around
40,000 years, when the amount of
carbon is too small to measure,
Adifficulty with this method
is establishing the changes in
concentrations of radiocarbon in the
atmosphere caused by fluctuations in

hing method. I
wh

t or fis
ned, when, and

an societies.
(C>x: How Old Is It?)-

i ifac

ras ec1ﬁc artl
Zere £im what happene
ient North Amer!

tool for doing s© (see B
Thinking about the Past

How has archaeologists' thinking al
the watershed moment O

solar activity and alterations in the earth’s
magnetic field. The solution has been to
compare radiocarbon dates with those
in accurate calendar years from tree-
rings. The latter provide firm dates inthe
Southwest and elsewhere going back at
least 12,500 years. (Even earlier dates are
calibrated with growth rings from tropical
coral, Some of the differences between
C14 and tree-ring dates were as large as
2,000 years. In recent years, the use of
accelerator mass spectrometry (AMS)
has allowed the dating of individual C14
atoms directly, enabling researchers
to date items as small as individual
seeds—invaluable when studying early
agriculture, for example (Figure 1.11).
Sophisticated statistical analyses of
groups of samples are now beginning to
provide highly detailed chronologies for
multi-layer sites,

Radiocarbon dating is the
major chronological method used
in North America,

¥,

Multidiscip

£ the radiocarbon

Beam-bending magnet

1 the final analysis, we are concerned
with achievinga closer understanding
linary archaeology is our major

bout the North American past changed since

revolution? Modern archaeological

Accelerator

Beam line
lon source

1.11 Accelerator mass spectrometry (AMS)
radiocarbon dating. lonized carbon atoms
from the sample are pulled in beam form
into the accelerator, non-C14 particles are
filtered out, then the beam is focused as it
reaches a sensitive detector that counts the

remaining ions.

Other Dating Methods

There are a variety of other dating
methods in use, some experimental,
others more established. They are mostly
used on much earlier archaeological
sites than those in North America.
Among them is thermoluminescence
(TL) dating, which measures the amount
of radiation from radioactive elements
in the environment, stored in humanly
heated objects such as clay vessels. TL
dating has not acquired the accuracy of
C14 methods, and s still experimental,
which means it is currently little used.

_— )

theory was effectively born during the 1960s, with serious attempts to assem-
ble a body of theory for archaeology as distinctive as that for physics and other

established sciences (Trigger, 2006).

Julian Steward and Cultural Ecology
Today’s archaeology began with deliberate moves away from culture history.
The anthropologist Julian Steward (1902-1972) worked among small bands
of Shoshone in the west’s Great Basin. He developed an approach he called
cultural ecology, the study of the whole picture of the ways in which human
populations adapt to, and transform, their environments. His focus was not on
what happened, but why change occurred. Cultural ecology is a fundamental
part of today’s archaeology. The Shoshone were constantly on the move, questing
for food and water in some of the driest landscapes in North America (Chapter
6). While studying their distribution and the annual ranges of Shoshone hunter-
gatherers, Steward (1955) realized that changes in human cultures went hand-
in-hand with shifting environmental conditions.

Lewis Binford and Processual Archaeology
As new generations of scholars started examining the delicate and ever-changing
relationships between human societies and their natural environments, they cast

LEWIS BINFORD’S
PROCESSUAL

ARCHAEOLOGY

Lewis Binford (1931-2011) was one of the
most influential archaeologists of the late
twentieth century. Whether you agreed
with him or not, his ideas and approach
to archaeology, known collectively as
“processual archaeology,” will endure
for generations. Aggressive, charismatic,
and opinionated, Binford attracted
sometimes fanatical disciples, largely
because he upset the conservative,
well-established world of culture

history. Originally intending to become

a biologist, he became interested in
anthropology and archaeology while

in the military. Binford earned a Ph.D.

in anthropology at the University of
Michigan, when he became dissatisfied
with “people in white coats counting
potsherds” and came under the influence
of a prominent cultural anthropologist,

Leslie White, who taught him about
cultural systems. While at the University
of Chicago, he wrote his first landmark
paper, "Archaeology as Anthropology”
(1962), arguing passionately for an
archaeology that sought explanations for
cultural change. His ideas attracted a
group of researchers who were founders
of processual archaeology. Binford's
critics spoke contemptuously of a

“new archaeology.”

Binford then published a series of
papers in which he argued for more
rigorous scientific testing, for the
development of independent methods
for testing propositions about the past.
He called for the use of formal research
designs, for scientific approaches that
provided interaction between old data,
new ideas, and fresh data that would
enable archaeologists to pose research
hypotheses. Working hypotheses were
nothing new in archaeology, but Binford's
approach was different because he
advocated that these hypotheses be

tested explicitly against archaeological
data collected in the field, and against
other hypotheses that had been rejected.
Once a hypothesis was tested against
raw data, it could join the body of reliable
knowledge upon which further, more
precise, hypotheses could be erected.
Binford and his many disciples also
challenged the assumption that because
the archaeological record is incomplete,
reliable interpretation of the non-material
and perishable components of ancient
society and culture is impossible.
Their argument was that all artifacts
found in an archaeological culture
occur in meaningful patterns that are
systematically related to the economies,
kinship systems, and other contexts
within which they were used. Artifacts
are far more than material items, Rather,
they reflect many of the often-intangible
variables that went into determining the
actual form of the objects preserved.
Lewis Binford was among those
who raised a fundamental question: »

i
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was to study basic laws of human behavior. Other archaeologists viewed archae-
ology as examining the activities of past human beings, as a discipline that was
less a science than a historical discipline with its own limitations, resources,
and explanatory methods (Flannery, 1973). Everyone agreed, however, that
mathematical models, statistical approaches, and rigorous scientific methods
would become ever more important. Processual archaeology, with its strongly
materialist and ecological approach, has become a mainstream framework for

much North American archaeology.

Post-Processual Archaeology

Processual archaeology emphasized scientific methods and the study of the
processes of ancient culture change. Much research focused on ecological
relationships, human lifeways, and technological developments. Inevitably,
there was a healthy reaction against this materialist approach, which seemed
to dehumanize the past in its quest to understand change. Many processual
archaeologists dismissed religion, ideology, and the individual as marginal to
the central enterprise of studying subsistence and settlement. But, from the
late 1970s to today, more researchers have thought about the entire spectrum
of human behavior—the development and expression of human consciousness,
religion and belief, symbolism and iconography. These researches constitute

that of the relationship between the
static (long dead) archaeological record
of the past, and the dynamic human
behavior of the (living) present. How.

he and others asked, could we study
the archaeological record, when we
have only material evidence to work
with—artifacts and food remains
changed by centuries, even millennia,
underground? Clearly, historic and living
societies were an important source of
interpretative information. Between the
1960s and 1980s, ethnographic analogy
and ethnoarchaeology, the study of living
peoples, came to center stage.

Ethnoarchaeology, sometimes

called “living archaeology,” is the study
of contemporary societies to aid in the
understanding and interpretation of
the archaeological record. In a way,

itis a logical extension of the Direct
Historical Method in that it uses the
present to throw light on the past.

By living in, say, an Eskimo hunting
camp and observing the activities of

o L)

its occupants, the archaeologist hopes

to record archaeologically observable
patterns, knowing what activities brought
them into existence. Lewis Binford lived
among the Nunamiut people of Alaska,

Sl A ; ~~,.-¢!,§3
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hunters who gain over 80 percent of
their subsistence from caribou hunting
[Figure 1.13). He wanted to find outas
much as he could about “all aspects
of the procurement, processing, and
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1.13 Nunamiut
ethnoarchaeology. Left:
A caribou-skin bed
where a man slept while
his hunting partner
watched the game.
Right: Binford's drawing
of various Nunamiut
activities observed by
him at the Mask site,
Anaktuvuk Pass, on a
spring afternoon. His
researches acquired a
large quantity of empirical

data that assists in
the interpretation of

archaeological sites.

consumption strategies of the Nunamiut
Eskimo and relate these behaviors
directly to their faunal consequences”
(Binford, 2012). Binford chose to
concentrate on animal bones rather
than artifacts, because, although the
bones were not humanly manufactured,
their use patterns were the result of
cultural activity.

Thanks to studies of actual Nunamiut
hunting, of their intimate knowledge of
caribou anatomy, and of existing and
“archaeological” camps and caches,
Binford assembled a mass of empirical
data about human exploitation of
animals that was applicable not only
to the Nunamiut and other caribou
hunters, but also to the interpretation

of archaeological sites elsewhere. He
showed how local cultural adaptations
could be, how the Nunamiut depended
on interacting topographic, climatic,
logistical, and other realities. He showed
how changes in stone-tool frequencies or
pottery forms may reflect no significant
change in adaptation at all. Itis
impossible to tell without understanding
the strategies behind the local adaptation
through time. And such understandings
can be obtained only from sites where
food remains and other such data are
available.

Lewis Binford's legacy lies in the
areas of archaeological theory and
ethnoarchaeology. His advocacy for
processual archaeology will endure
for generations (Binford, 2002).
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intangible buman bel'n.awolr'c“lwd  all those aspects of human culture that are
The archaeology of m“fd e :1. cosmology, religion, ideology, iconography,
the product of the anc{entum‘?u;l and symbolic behavior. Studying the ancient
and all.forms.(ﬁfhuﬂéﬁlen; zzsy undertaking; it requires large data sets, r'nul-
in@gb!e - nevarch excellent preservation, and sophisticated theoretical
e tixeoretical directions have been emerging for the past
peleh b Cuﬂe}“ Jude the gendering of the past (Nelson and Alberti, 2006).
e T:e::;vl;li;}ﬂy fnalytical and part of many theoretical approaches.
e ;leseai‘(c) ; of individuals has also moved to center stage, sometimes
the izi ;ez f;ular buzzword, “agency.” Discussions of agency h.ave rev?lved
a::lfnd suZh g)pics as elite-controlled ideologies and symblollzm 1}r:.thet g;e of
Mississippian chiefdoms (Pauketat, 2004) (Chatpter 12), and leadership af a-i;
Canyon (Kantner, 2004) (Chapter 10). There is now much Tnore concern wi ;
issues of diversity, ethnicity, and cultural identlt'y, all o.f which have importan
theoretical implications far beyond North America (Nlch?las, 2011).

There is no single theoretical approach to North American archafeology, nor
should there be. Some level of theoretical disagreement and debate is essential
to dynamic, ongoing research, and issues such as gender and agency-cut across
all manner of theoretical perspectives. More and more archaeolog.lsts-accept
that there are many ways of approaching the past, and are engaging in dialogue
about it. We are in an era when a diversity of theoretical approaches forms the
context of ongoing research which is far more sophisticated than ever before.

Archaeology and Stakeholders

All societies have an interest in the past. It is always around them, haunting,
mystifying, tantalizing, sometimes offering potential lessons for the present and
future. The past is important because social life unfolds through time, embeddeftl
within a framework of cultural expectations and values, In the high Arctic, Inuit
preserve their traditional attitudes, skills, and coping mechanisms in some of
the harshest environments on earth. They do this by incorporating the lessons
of the past into the present. In many societies the ancestors are the guardians
f)f the land, which symbolizes present, past, and future. Westerners have an
intense scientific interest in the past, born partly of curiosity, but also out of
a need for historical identity. There are many reasons to attempt to preservé
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alled post-processual archaeology, a react! CW“BH the past, and no one, least of all an archaeologist, should

assume that he or she is uniquely privileged in being interested in the remains
of that past. All of us, whether descendants of colonists, homeowners, Native
Americans, or simply tourists, are stakeholders in North America’s past. Mediating
between the often widely differing perspectives of stakeholders can be a complex,
emotion-filled process, but it is of fundamental importance.

We have no monopoly on history. Native American views of archaeology cover
the whole spectrum, from violent revulsion to profound interest in the objectives
and findings of the science (Watkins, 2001, 2003). Many Native Americans resent
the cavalier attitudes of previous excavators and regard “scientific” accounts of
ancient North America (such as that in this book) as irrelevant to their culture
and to their lives. They believe their view of the world, based as it is in cyclical
time and on a close relationship between the living and spiritual worlds, offers
them an adequate explanation of human existence. They also point out that many
archaeologists have chosen to ignore oral traditions, a major source of Native
American history and legend. Many Native Americans have a deep suspicion
of archaeologists. They resent being treated like scientific specimens, and, one
must admit, they have a point. At the same time, they are deeply concerned at
the invasion of sacred sites by New Agers and other folk on bizarre spiritual
quests. In rare instances, Native American spiritual leaders are contacting
archaeologists whom they trust to assist in the recording of such sites before
they are destroyed or dispersed.

All too often, the archaeologist and the local community have different
interests in the past. To the archaeologist, the past is scientific data to be
studied with all the rigor of modern science. To local people, the past is often
highly personalized and the property of the ancestors. Both interpretations are
valid alternative versions of history that deserve respect and understanding, for
they play a vital role in the creation and reaffirmation of cultural identity. And
they raise a fundamental question, which lies behind many Native American
objections to archaeological research: do archaeologists, usually outsiders,
have anything to offer to a cultural group which already has a valid version of
its history? Why should they be permitted to dig up the burials of ancestors or
other settlements and sacred places under the guise of studying what is, to the
people, a known history? It is a question that archaeologists have barely begun
to address. Alternative, and often compelling, accounts of ancient times exist,
which play an important role in helping minority groups and others to maintain
their traditional heritage.

For generations, many Native American communities have been incensed
by the excavation of ancient burials and the desecration of sacred places by
archaeologists with scant concern for Native American culture. They pushed
for laws forbidding grave excavation and stipulating the reburial or repatriation
of excavated skeletons. The result was the Native American Grave Protection
and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) (Chari and Lavallee, 2013). Under
this act, all federal agencies and museums receiving federal funds are required
to inventory their holdings of Native American human remains and associated
grave goods, and all “objects of cultural patrimony.” The inventory process will
attempt to establish the cultural affiliations of their holdings, and, in the case
of skeletons, direct lineal connections with living Native American groups.
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The Hopi, Navajo, and Zuni Nations of the Southwest have th?ir own Cct;xltu;:l
Resource Management programs, and other groups are followmg.sullt ( rTlg X Y
and Wilcox, 2007). The future of North American archaeology lies in collabo-
rative research in which Native Americans play a leading role.

This book tells a story teased from thousands of minute clues, many of therp
exotic and obscure, but it is a vital history of anonymous people going about tl'feﬂ'
daily lives—negotiating, communicating, avoiding, loving and hating, growing
up, getting married, having children, and dying. It is a chronicle of adaptatl.on
and opportunism, of emerging diversity, and, above all, of societies where ties
of kin were all-important, and where close links with the supernatural wor.ld
were at the core of human existence. Archaeology, which studies the material
remains of the past, can reconstruct but a shadow of what happened. As archae-
ological methods improve and multidisciplinary research accelerates, however,
the shadows gradually emerge into full sunlight and we discern more and moré
as we gaze into what has been called the “mirror of the intangible.” All of th}S
.hiStOI'Y began with a few small hu nter-gatherer bands who crossed from Siberia
into Alaska. Their story unfolds in Chapter 2.
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o notify b SUMMARY

® Speculations about the first Americans began in the sixteenth century
and culminated in the so-called Myth of the Moundbuilders in the
nineteenth century.

® Professional research began with Adolph Bandelier and Frank Cushing in
the Southwest during the 1880s, and leapt forward with Cyrus Thomas's
Moundbuilder project in the 1890s.

® Alfred Kidder worked at Pecos, New Mexico, immediately after World War |.
He developed the first cultural sequence for the Southwest and pioneered
the Direct Historical Method, the basis of what became culture history.

® The 1920s to the 1950s saw a focus on artifacts and chronologies,
which culminated in the development of radiocarbon dating in the 1950s.
This produced the first secure chronologies for ancient North America.

® Today's North American archaeology is a multidisciplinary approach to the
past that combines anthropology, history, and other disciplines with basic
archaeological research.

® Since the 1950s, North American archaeology has developed theoretical
sophistication, with such approaches as cultural ecology, processual
archaeology and post-processual archaeology. Today's archaeological
theory is very diverse in its approaches.

® There are many stakeholders in the North American past, of whom
archaeologists are one. The future of North American archaeology depends
on collaborative research with many of these stakeholders, especially
Native Americans.

CHAPTER ONE | ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANCIENT NORTH AMERICA 39




