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Introduction

David Gaimster and Teresita Majewski

“Historical archaeology” is one of the most fast-changing and dynamic fields of
study in the archaeological discipline. This collection of essays by researchers and
practitioners from around the world charts the field’s progress since its inception
half century ago on a European colonial sites along the Atlantic seaboard of
North America to the emergence of a truly global inquiry into the making of
modern society. The 35 reviews and case studies in this compendium provide a
wide-ranging snapshot of the subject today, which is breaking boundaries on
many different levels, from geographical and temporal to methodological and
theoretical. After 50 years, this first handbook for the discipline reveals the
arrival at the beginning of the twenty-first century of a maturing and distinctive
interdisciplinary study of historical material culture spanning societies and com-
munities in almost every corner of the globe.

This handbook does not deal only with the archacology of literate socicties, as
some have previously defined “historical archaeology.” Such a definition is both
too narrow and too broad for us to apply to the material study of most past and
indeed contemporary societies around the world. Besides, historical archacology
is a vehicle for exploring those communities that had no access to writing and
that leave no conventional documentary record of their experiences, however
significant. In contrast to prehistorians, the greatest challenge for historical
archaeologists is to make sense of the vast quantities and the sheer diversity of
the documentary and material remains of historical societies. The aim of the
handbook, therefore, takes the now widely acknowledged definition of world
historical archaeology as its main focus, as put forward by Charles E. Orser, Jr.,
in various publications (e.g., Orser, 2002). The papers collected here reveal
current and diverse approaches to the archaeology of those societies developing
in the wake of the European Middle Ages (where the Reformation, mercantile
capitalism, and industrialization all ruptured the previous order of things) and of
those emerging in regions of the world that were colonized by Europeans and
that developed along a new multiethnic trajectory. This handbook is devoted
therefore to the Postcolumbian or post-Quincentennial archaeology of Europe
and the world, or should we say Europe in the world. While accepting the
Eurocentricity or transatlantic emphasis of this “archaeology of cultural entan-
glement,” many of the contributors to the handbook also contest it. Several
demonstrate how the boundaries of this emerging discipline are being pushed
back still further to accommodate those societies that were not touched signifi-
cantly by European expansion or those that enjoyed long-distance interactions
outside of European networks.

XVii
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Introduction

The acceptance of the term “historical archaeology” has ironically been more
problematic for Europeans, who have found difficulties in drawing clear bound-
aries between the medieval, post-medieval, and contemporary worlds. In Britain,
the discipline of “post-medieval archacology,” which was institutionalized in the
formation of the Society for Post-Medieval Archaeology in 1966, has tradition-
ally taken the mid-fifteenth century as its starting point and the mid-eighteenth
century as its terminus. Since the 1960s, the periodization debate has swung one
way and then the other. More recently, thanks to a series of major conferences on
the medieval to early modern transition, industrialization, and the archacology
of the Reformation, a temporally less constrained view of post-medieval archae-
ology has emerged, one that recognizes the primacy of archaeological chronol-
ogy and diverse aspects of change and continuity between the late Middle Ages
and the present day. A growing interest in the archaeology of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, an increasing focus on historical issues and themes, and the
identification of synergies between the “historical” and the “contemporary” or
“familiar past” have all helped to obscure the boundaries between the past, the
present, and the archaeological record. Perhaps the term “post-medieval archae-
ology” now does an injustice to an expanding and increasingly pluralistic disci-
pline in British and European archaeology, which can no longer define itself in
terms of reference to another period in European history. In contrast, the term
“historical archaeology” better accommodates all the pulses and new directions
of the study of modern European society and its material culture.

Where once there were divided methods of operation, with Europeans work-
ing in a historical tradition and Americans largely influenced by anthropology,
historical archacology has become today both anthropological and historical,
one common point of interest being the point of accord or tension between
artifacts and texts. Now operating in a predominantly anthropological interpre-
tive framework, the focus of most current practitioners is the interrogation of
past human behavior and the identification of traits in that behavior that are
indicative of the emergence of modern society. To achieve this, historical archae-
ologists are active in all the varied specializations of modern archaeology, from
landscape mapping, buildings recording, and the maritime sphere to artifact
analysis, materials science, funerary studies, and forensics. Given the nature of
the diverse evidence available, they are forced to work at a level of interdiscipli-
narity rare in other fields of archacology or historical investigation. The growth
of cultural resource management, or heritage management, throughout the
world has provided a major impetus for this trend. Historical archaeologists
also possess that vital flexibility to operate at the macro- and micro-scales of
world and local history, from the broad, international sweep, to the household
and the personal sphere. Moreover, they are able to place a local discovery into a
world matrix of colonialism, capitalism, imperialism, and the like. The discipline,
as these studies capture, is one that is able to offer a material perspective on key
historical questions, definitions, and issues of the modern world through the
investigation of sites, monuments, objects, and landscapes.

The plurality or hybridism of world historical archaeology can be observed in
this collection of 35 essays by leading authorities in their respective fields.
Together they provide a snapshot of the two emerging cultures of “historical
archaeology,” as identified recently by Dan Hicks and Mary Beaudry (2006),
those being a materials-based science and an interpretive, theoretical field
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concerned with meaning. The chapters certainly combine material and “non-
material” concerns, and all address the broader historical narratives of the post-
Quincentennial era. At times, researchers are inspired by the critical voices of
other archaeological practitioners or by the public. Project stakeholders often
challenge us to examine and question our assumptions and free us up to try
something innovative. Since the subject matter of the discipline spans so much of
the recent or even “familiar” past, several also consider the growing threat to
historical archaeological resources around the world from development and
industrialization, particularly in developing nations and under the sea (where
in international waters there is no effective protection from commercial salvage).
But even in the developed world, protective legislation is often weaker in relation
to historical archaeological sites, landscapes, and artifacts, and rarely enforced.
This handbook attempts for the first time to map those resources and their
potential for local economic sustainability before they are lost forever.

The handbook is a game of two halves. The first half contains 20 essays
addressing past and current approaches together with a comprehensive set of
dedicated discussions of key interpretive issues in world historical archaeology.
The key approaches and subfields of world historical archaeology are addressed,
from landscape, environmental, forensic, maritime, and industrial archaeology,
to ethnohistory, frontier sites, artifact analysis, and mortuary studies. The inter-
pretive essays address all the defining traits of modern society and its material
expression, from class, race, gender, and identity, to colonialism and postcolo-
nialism, consumerism, and theory in historical archaeology. The second half of
the handbook contains 15 complementary case studies dedicated to the emer-
gence and current practice of historical archacology across the globe. Contribu-
tions range from synoptic treatments of national historical archaeologies in the
United States, South America, Mesoamerica, Central America, New Spain in
North America and the Pacific, Canada, northern Europe, Britain, sub-Saharan
Africa, the Caribbean, the French colonial sphere, the African Diaspora in
North and South America, Australasia, and the Ottoman Empire to studies of
key regions of world importance for the subject, such as La Florida. Each
contribution carries an extensive bibliography designed to equip the undergrad-
uate, postgraduate, practicing archacologist, and interested reader from comple-
mentary disciplines with key reference information on each subject.

The bias in the nationality of the handbook’s authors reflects, to a degree, the
current geographical strengths and weaknesses of the field. The handbook has its
origin in the United States, where both its original editors were located. It follows
that of the 45 authors represented in the volume, 34 are based in the United
States. In addition to these, 3 authors are based in the United Kingdom, while 4
are based in Latin America, 1 in Canada, 1 in South Africa, and 2 in Australia. Of
the 12 geographical case studies on historical archacology outside the United
States, scholars based at American universities provide 6 of that number. Besides
the absence of local contributors on key regions where historical archaeology has
grown in importance in recent years, the geographical gaps in the volume are
equally illuminating. Perhaps the transatlantic Postcolumbian paradigm is an
inappropriate framework for Asian or Far Eastern archaeologists! Here, inde-
pendent long-distance commercial and cultural exchanges preceded and contin-
ued long after initial contact with Europeans. Should this project be undertaken
again in the decade or so, it will be instructive to observe how far the notion of
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historical archaeology has been taken up in those parts of the world that are
touched on only relatively marginally in this volume. A revised handbook should
contain a significantly greater number of contributions on sub-Saharan Africa,
for instance. It is the belief of both editors that as the history of the colonial
experience and of the forging of new nations becomes increasingly important to
national identity in the next few decades, the historical archaeology of those
regions will also grow in its relevance.

The handbook is a child of the mid-1990s and has taken over 10 years in
gestation. In such a large compendium, the content has been prepared and
collated in a series of phases, some inevitably a while ago while other contribu-
tions have the benefit of being prepared only a short time before publication. As a
first attempt at bringing so much knowledge together, the end result is no less
useful for that.
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A North American Perspective on Race and Class

in Historical Archaeology

Jamie C. Brandon

Introduction

When Hurricane Katrina struck the Gulf Coast in
August of 2005, it became one of the most costly and
deadly storms in American history. It also, although
briefly, highlighted the often muted importance of
inequality in our society and started a discussion
about race and class in the American mainstream
media. An analysis of damage data shows that the
storm’s impact was disproportionately borne by the
region’s African American communities, by people
who rented their homes, and by the poor and unem-
ployed (Logan, 2006). “It takes a hurricane,” wrote
senior editor and Newsweek columnist Jonathan Alter:

It takes a catastrophe like Katrina to strip away the
old evasions, hypocrisies and not-so-benign neglect.
It takes the sight of the United States with a big
black eye—visible around the world—to help the rest
of us begin to see again. For the moment, at least,
Americans are ready to fix their restless gaze on endur-
ing problems of poverty, race and class that have
escaped their attention (Alter, 2005:42).

In academia, however, race and class have become
two of the largest, and arguably two of the most
important, categories of analysis used by every disci-
pline in the social sciences and humanities. As a part
of the so-called “triplet” of race, class, and gender,
these categories are seen as attributes of individual
and group identity as well as concepts that are central
to modernity, with its unequal access to power. This
linkage of racial and class-based classifications with
the modern world, however, is not meant to imply
that inequality did not occur in premodern times

J.C. Brandon e-mail: jbrando@uark.edu

(Gosden, 2006; Orser, 2004:5), but that the structure
and content of the modern ideas of race and class
are qualitatively different and inextricably tied to
Western capitalist ideology (Geremek, 1997:109;
Hartigan, 2005:33-42; Smedley, 1999:18-20).

From the nineteenth century to the present, scho-
lars have been arguing the relative importance of
these analytical registers. Some researchers have
claimed a privileged position for race by pointing
out that class barriers can be transcended while racial
barriers cannot (e.g., Smedley, 1999:221), and recently
anthropologists such as Faye Harrison (1998) and
Kamala Visweswarn (1998) have asserted that race
and racism needs to be the central focus of our
discipline. Many other researchers, largely working
within the Marxist tradition, have argued that race
falsely divides the working class or, even further,
that white working-class subjectivity was predicated
on racism (e.g., Roediger, 1991:13). In contrast, a
few scholars have claimed that the old, modern
ideas of “race” and “class” are no longer useful in
a postmodern world (e.g., Gilroy, 2000; Pakulski
and Waters, 1996).

Recently, however, even many Marxist theoreti-
cians are beginning to explore the ways that the
relationship between race and class has been under-
theorized—refusing to reduce race to class and vice
versa (Williams, 1995:301). At the same time there
have been calls for anthropologists and archaeolo-
gists to begin to examine the intersections of several
social phenomena, rather than fixating on the pri-
macy of one (e.g., DiLeonardo, 1998:22; Franklin,
2001; see also Brandon, 2004a). This approach
allows us to understand the subtle, yet important
interplay between these phenomena. For instance,
racial identities varied significantly over time, between
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classes, and across regions, but by the nineteenth
century, race was a central feature of American class
identity on both sides of the color line (Mullins,
1999a:22; Roediger, 1991).

Over the last decade, several scholars have argued
that historical archaeology is in a unique position
to shed light on the nature of these categories (e.g.,
Deetz, 1996; Jones, 1997:27; McGuire, 1982:161;
Orser, 2001:1; Wurst and Fitts, 1999). In fact, it
has been suggested that we may bear more respon-
sibility for their investigation because of our focus
on the modern world and our interest in voices that
are unrepresented in the historical record (Orser,
2004:8).

Of course, attempting to synthesize archaeological
approaches to class or race in a chapter-length treatment
is a substantial undertaking—much less attempting an
overview of our discipline’s approaches to both class and
race. Fortunately, several recent works have provided us
with solid, detailed examinations of race (Orser, 1999,
2001, 2004) and class (Wurst, 2006; Wurst and Fitts,
1999) as historical archaeologists have employed these
concepts. In light of these works, and the many others
that have taken race and/or class as their subject matter,
I intend to provide a discussion of how these
two analytical registers relate to each other, primarily
focusing on work that has been conducted in North
America. That is, I intend to appraise how historical
archaceologists have attempted to parse race and class in
their work and the implications of the methods that they
have employed in their investigations.

Roots of Class and Racial Analysis
in Historical Archaeology

The archaeologies of race and class have their begin-
nings at a similar point in time in North America—
the late 1960s. It is not that archaecology had not
previously been conducted on sites that were of
interest due to the race or class of the occupants
(e.g., Bullen and Bullen, 1945), but these categories
were not the analytical focus of the archaeologists
who were conducting the excavations. This changed
in the 1960s, when “the civil rights movement, the
war in Vietnam, and other factors combined to cause
archaeologists, and most social scientists, to reeval-
uate the social relevance of their fields” (Orser,

1988a:10). These factors caused many archaeologists
to become dissatisfied with the seemingly atheoreti-
cal products of pre-1960s archacology and the newer
approaches that “emphasized ecological factors and
cultural adaptation at the expense of social dialectics
and conflict” (Matthews et al., 2002:110).

Robert Ascher, Charles Fairbanks, and James Deetz
(Ascher, 1974; Ascher and Fairbanks, 1971; Deetz, 1977,
Fairbanks, 1974) provided some of the earliest examples
of scholarship that approached sites with what Singleton
(1999:1) has called a “moral mission: to tell the story of
Americans—poor, powerless and ‘inarticulate’—who
had been forgotten in the written record.”

Despite this newfound dedication to a more social
archaeology, race and class have remained what Wurst
(1999:7) has referred to as “ghost concepts” in the field
of historical archaeology until relatively recently.
Serious archaeological investigations into race only
date to the 1990s, and class remains an underutilized
analytical register—even by archaeologists focusing on
capitalism and inequality (Orser, 2004:81; Wurst, 2006).
Both concepts have often been subsumed under a host
of topical archaeologies that, although fruitful in other
ways, served to decenter these registers while focusing
on broader phenomena—plantation archaeology,
archaeologies of inequality, dominance and resistance,
ideology, the archacology of capitalism, and the archae-
ology of the African Diaspora.

Below we will briefly examine the history of the
archaeological approaches to race and class. Although
this discussion is presented chronologically, the reader
should keep in mind that I am not proposing a pro-
gressive evolution of theoretical deployment (i.e.,
many early theoretical models are still used in some
contexts by researchers today). Additionally, I must
point out that my own work deals with the American
South and the archaeology of African American life in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Thus, although
I have attempted to broaden my discussions to include
larger theoretical debates, I feel that a bias toward my
own “comfort zone” is clearly evident.

A Note on Terminology: Race, Class,
and Ethnicity

The late 1970s and early 1980s provide us with the
earliest works in historical archaeology that specifically
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use race, ethnicity, and class as analytical registers.
One of the first major published works to address the
intersection of race and class was Archaeological
Perspectives on Ethnicity in America: Afro-American
and Asian American Culture History (Schuyler, 1980).
This volume consisted of 14 essays that provided a
variety of historical treatments that focused discur-
sively on ethnicity, although many essays reveal
the complex relationship between race and class on
African American and Asian American sites.

There is a considerable amount of confusion
regarding terminology in analyses based on race, eth-
nicity, and class. In these pioneering works, “ethnicity”
and related terms (such as ethnic group and ethnic
identity) were often used as a suitable substitution
for “race” (Singleton, 1999:2; Smedley, 1999:31). This
substitution was not uncommon throughout the social
sciences and is rooted in attempts to emphasize that
race was a social construction as opposed to the earlier,
widely held biological orientation of the term (Omi
and Winant, 1994:14-15; Smedley, 1999:30-35).

Although the shift to ethnicity-based theory is
admirable from an anti-essentialist standpoint, by
the end of the twentieth century researchers became
increasingly aware that “ethnicity” was problematic
when dealing with racial minorities—the victims of
racism. Ethnicity-based approaches not only stressed
the fluidity and flexibility of identity, but also
stressed assimilation or acculturation as a logical
response to the dilemma of racism (Omi and Winant,
1994:17). In reality, however, racial classifications are
seemingly rigid and permanent despite the fact that
racial identities themselves show an extraordinary
amount of historical variance (Smedley, 1999:33).
Thus, racially defined minorities were categorically
different from ethnically defined minorities in that
they have little choice as to their racialization. Some
researchers, however, continue to use ethnicity to
describe racialized subjects, especially when they
want to stress agency in relation to identity forma-
tion (e.g., Baumann, 2004; Fesler and Franklin,
1999; Wilkie, 2000). With a few notable exceptions
(e.g., Otto, 1980), the term “race” was not widely
deployed as an analytical construct by archaeolo-
gists until relatively recently.

There is a similar amount of confusion surround-
ing the meaning of class in archaeological studies.
There have been two major approaches to defining
class among archaeologists—class has been seen as

an “objective entity, thing, or structural location” and
as a social relationship (Wurst, 1999:7, 2006:191).
Those stressing the objective notion of class have
tended to see “classes as a descriptive attribute of indi-
viduals” or “the aggregate of individuals who share
a particular descriptive quality.” As we will see below,
this notion of class has played an important role in
archaeological studies that use artifacts as identity
markers or that employ consumer-behavior models.
The second notion of class, the relational view,
focuses on issues of power, struggle, conflict, and
contradictions in social relationships (Wurst,
2006:197; see also McGuire and Wurst, 2002). This
view has played an important role among archaeol-
ogists focusing on inequality and capitalism.

Problems Isolating Class, Ethnicity,
or Race in Archaeological Analysis

The first generation of archaeologists struggling
with the topics of race and class had an extraordi-
narily difficult time in their attempts to separate
these concepts. Drawing on the well-established
traditions of prehistoric archaeology, historical
archacologists attempted to focus on how “status
differences” might be reflected in archaeological
remains and their patterns. John Solomon Otto’s
work at Cannon’s Point Plantation (Otto, 1975,
1980, 1984) should be applauded as the first to
attempt to engage race as an imposed, culturally
constructed condition (see discussion in Orser,
1998:662) and as the first to introduce class into
the archaeological study of racially defined minori-
ties (Singleton, 1999:3). Otto’s analysis has been
critiqued for both its focus (Orser, 1988b) and its
methods (Miller, 1991). Interestingly, although
Otto’s work was ahead of its time in the way it
attempted to deal with race and class, it also fore-
shadowed the problems that were symptomatic of
other works engaging the connections between
these two analytical registers. Otto, like many
other pioneers in the field of plantation archaeology
(e.g., Baker, 1980; Geismar, 1980, 1982; also see
discussion in Singleton and Souza, this volume)
focused on patterns in ceramics and faunal assem-
blages in order to discern “status differences.”
Although he used the classic “caste model” in
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describing the conditions of enslaved African Amer-
icans in the American South, his analysis divided
assemblages into three groups: slave, overseer, and
planter (see Orser [1988b:738] for a critique of the
caste concept as used in plantation archaeology).
This tripartite division demonstrated the difficulties
in separating class from race, and the resulting
conclusions revealed a gradational view of “living
conditions” as seen through material culture. In
effect, the planter class had the most material wealth,
followed by the overseer and, finally, the slaves. Otto
parsed these statuses into a “racial/legal status” that
distinguished between members of the free, white
caste (planters and overseers) and enslaved African
Americans and a “social or occupational status” that
emphasized class differences in a gradational way
(i.e., planters with the most access to material wealth
and slaves with the least). Otto, however, constantly
struggled to understand which social dimension
was being expressed by the material record (Otto,
1984:160-175). This struggle is also taken up by
Lange and Handler (1985:16) who state that in their
work on British Caribbean plantations that “relative
social/economic status or rank can be defined archae-
ologically, but that at the present time legal or imposed
status cannot.” Furthermore, they conclude that the
class (or at least economic status) is more discernable
than race:

the clear implication is that archaeological patterns
resulting from slave behavior are not sufficiently well
defined to be used independently [from economic
status]. Excavations in such settings have indicated a
confusion of patterns in which there is overlap
between planter, white overseer, black slave overseers,
free white, free black, and Amerindian archaeological
patterns (Lange and Handler, 1985:16).

A similar, but more ambiguous result can be seen in
Vernon Baker’s reanalysis of cultural material exca-
vated from the household of Lucy Foster, a freed black
woman who lived in Andover, Massachusetts, during
the mid-nineteenth century. Baker, like Lange and
Handler, was forced to make conclusions about what
was being reflected in the assemblage of poor blacks:

Two features make Black Lucy’s Garden distinctive: 1) the
site. was occupied by an Afro-American, and 2) this
individual was poor. Similarly, Parting Ways was occupied
by needy Blacks. The issue, then, is that the patterns visible
in the archaeological record may be reflecting poverty and
not the presence of Afro-Americans (Baker, 1980:35).

Baker’s above mention of “Parting Ways” refers
to the James Deetz’s early work at the Parting Ways
site, the home of a black Revolutionary War veteran
and his kin in Plymouth, Massachusetts. Parting
Ways was excavated the same year as Charles Fair-
banks’s work at Kingsley Plantation in Florida, but
Deetz was taking a different theoretical approach to
the past than Fairbanks, Otto, and others working
within the “status differences” tradition. Although
Deetz (1977:154) does counter the African Ameri-
can stereotype of “simple folk living in abject pov-
erty,” the thrust of his analyses of early colonial
America focused on large-scale structural changes
in American culture throughout the colonial period.
The major structural differences for Deetz are tem-
poral, thus he downplays internal divisions such as
class. Although Deetz’s (1977) influential In Small
Things Forgotten addressed race directly (primarily
through the Parting Ways site), his approach did
not parse class differences in a clear way. Further-
more, his structural treatment of the Parting Ways
site seemed completely separate and parallel to his
analysis of “white” American culture—all white-
related sites are interpreted through change (i.e.,
the shift from medieval to Georgian mindset),
whereas the material record of Parting Ways is
interpreted through continuity (i.e., Africanisms
and creolized African American patterns). Thus,
while Otto and Baker struggled to separate class
from race in their material analysis, Deetz used the
material culture at the Parting Ways site to con-
struct a fundamentally different narrative.

Patterns, Consumer Choice,
and Ethnic/Class Markers

Otto was, however, well aware that there was “an
imperfect association between status and material
rewards” (Otto, 1980:4, 159). This is not necessarily
the case with many of the countless researchers
that followed Otto’s lead into the first “boom” in
plantation archacology (e.g., Adams and Boling,
1989; Adams and Smith, 1985; Armstrong, 1985;
Joseph, 1989; Klingelhofer, 1987; Lewis, 1985;
Orser, 1988a, 1988b; Orser and Nekola, 1985;
Wheaton and Garrow, 1985).
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Throughout the 1980s, historical archacologists
began to develop two major approaches to examin-
ing race and class. The first approach attempted to
find and interpret ethnic or class markers and the
second focused on identifying the boundaries
between groups (Griggs, 1999:88; Wurst and Fitts,
1999:2). The “ethnic marker” studies often fixated
on particular classes of material culture that may
be considered diagnostic of particular classes or
racialized subjects. Artifacts such as colonoware,
blue beads, high percentages of pipes, shortened pipe
stems, opium paraphernalia, patent medicine bottles,
ginger jars, cowrie shells, and particular types of food
remains were often used to indicate the race, ethnicity,
or class of households and groups (Griggs, 1999:87).
The second approach, influenced by both Stanley
South’s (1977) pattern analysis and Fedrick Barth’s
(1969) notion of boundary maintenance, followed
Otto’s methods and concentrated on comparing
patterns between disparate classes (usually read as
socioeconomic status) or racial groups (Wurst and
Fitts, 1999:2). These comparative studies grew into
methods that stressed patterns of material con-
sumption—consumer-choice studies (e.g., Adams
and Smith, 1985; papers in Spencer-Wood [1987a]).
These studies focused on explaining “why goods of
differing quality or price were selected for acquisi-
tion and archaeological deposition by different cul-
tural subgroups in a market economy” (Spencer-
Wood, 1987b:9).

Both of these approaches can be seen in the
papers contributed to the seminal book The Archae-
ology of Slavery and Plantation Life (1985) edited by
Theresa Singleton. In this early, influential work,
many of the chapters (in particular the ones dealing
with settlement patterns) seem to focus implicitly or
explicitly on patterns relating to class or the more
general term “status” (e.g., Adams and Smith, 1985;
Lewis, 1985; Orser and Nekola, 1985). Alterna-
tively, other papers deal nominally with racial or
ethnic identity as they are primarily concerned with
Africanisms and the process of acculturation (e.g.,
Jones, 1985; Wheaton and Garrow, 1985).

In the worst cases, concentrating on diagnostic
markers objectified race and class and led many
researchers to focus on either assimilation or cul-
tural survival in an overly simplistic way. Although
there may be a statistically significant correlation
(Stine et al., 1996), not every African American

household will yield blue beads and not every
household yielding blue beads is African American.
Likewise, pattern studies and later consumerism
studies often reduced consumption to a series of
market transactions, where only the cost of the
goods was deemed socially important (Mullins,
1999a:18), thereby bolstering the importance of
class over race (Orser, 1987:125). Both approaches
tended to look at housing, food remains, and cera-
mics to “determine the former site inhabitants’
access to material wealth and labor” and then, “in
turn, determine the racial, ethnic and social status of
former site inhabitants” (Otto, 1984:158).

Thankfully, the historical record often makes it
unnecessary to establish the demography of a house-
hold using material culture—a fact not lost on early
scholars (Lange and Handler, 1985:15; Otto,
1984:159). What later researchers would find is that
the presence of these artifacts in particular racial or
class contexts would provide an important starting
point for a more nuanced investigation of identity
and agency in the archaeological record (Perry and
Paynter, 1999:301; see below for further discussion).

I believe that Orser (2004:17) has correctly corre-
lated problems analyzing race (and, by extension,
class) with problems inherent in the underlying
definition of culture employed by these various
researchers. Although entirely within the main-
stream of the archaeology of the period, countless
researchers—including Deetz with his structural
approaches and Otto with his pattern analysis—
used a reified, objectified notion of culture. Orser’s
critique of the employment of a reified concept of
“race” is mirrored by LouAnn Wurst and Robert
Fitts’s discussion of class as an analytical register
(Wurst, 2006; Wurst and Fitts, 1999). Class has
been seen as an objective, descriptive attribute of
individuals; a static, unchanging classification of
reified persons and social roles (Wurst, 2006:191;
Waurst and Fitts, 1999:2).

With this simplistic understanding of class and race,
disparate peoples with disparate cultures could be
identified by ethnic/racial/class markers or patterns,
and their degrees of difference or assimilation could
be tracked by changes in material culture and pattern
recognition. However, the very notion of disparate
cultural wholes obscured real differences, contradic-
tions, and conflicts within and between racial and class
subjectivities (Matthews et al., 2002:111).
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Many historical archaeologists, however, were
about to make a shift that would begin to address
the contested, political, and nuanced nature of class
and racial identities as well as the role archaeology
plays in their interpretation.

A Multitude of Voices: Critical, Political,
Mutualistic, Marxist, and Vindicationist
Archaeologies of Race and Class

During the late 1980s and early 1990s there was a
significant shift in how researchers were approach-
ing race and class in the archaeological record. This
shift can be linked with the growing, broader dis-
satisfaction with the processual approaches of the
1970s, which were accused of

uncritical acceptance of positivism, stress on function-
alism and environmental adaptation, disdain for
emphasis on social relations or cognition or ideology,
lack of concern for the present social production of
knowledge, overemphasis on stability rather than con-
flict, reduction of social change to effects of external
factors, and belief in quantification as the goal of
archaeology (Shackel and Little, 1992:5).

Other factors, such as the political consequences
following the “rediscovery” of the African Burial
Ground in New York in 1991 (LaRoche and Blakey,
1997:85), contributed to feeling that archaeology needed
to be more critically aware and politically engaged.

Like all postprocessual archaeologies, there was
no one approach promulgated by historical archaeolo-
gists attempting to deal with issues of race and class.
Various archaeologists attempted to provide a theoreti-
cal framework with which to understand the past. These
included various critical archaeologies drawing on the
works of the Frankfurt School (e.g., Leone, 1995; Leone
et al.,, 1987; Little, 1994; Shackel and Little, 1992),
archaeologies of mutualism derived from the work of
Michael Carrithers (Orser, 1996), vindicationist archae-
ologies drawing on anti-essentialist works and critical
race theory (e.g., Epperson, 2004; LaRoche and Blakey,
1997; Mack and Blakey, 2004; Perry, 1999), archacolo-
gies drawing on practice theory and the work of Pierre
Bourdieu (e.g., Stewart-Abernathy, 2004; Wilkie, 2000),
and archaeologies drawing on a combination of a vari-
ety of these and other theories—including explicitly
postmodern theorists (e.g., Hall, 2000).

Despite much disagreement, the hallmarks of
most archaeologies of race and class that follow this
shift are an emphasis on reflexivity, the use of some
brand of critical theory, and the symbolic interpreta-
tion of landscapes or of individual pieces of material
culture.

Power to the People: Reflexivity and
Descendant Community Involvement

Although there are several important early articula-
tions of the shift (i.c., Leone, 1984; Leone et al., 1987),
this discussion on the intersection of race and class
might best be served by beginning with a series
of critiques of plantation archaeology. Particularly
important are Jean Howson’s (1990) and Parker
Potter’s (1991) critiques—papers which can be viewed
as landmarks in the transformation in how archaeol-
ogist dealt with topics such as class and race.

By the late 1980s, archaeologists using the frame-
work provided by pioneers such as John Solomon
Otto had drifted toward an approach that decentered
race in favor of legal and economic status. While Otto
attempted to disentangle race and class in his analysis,
researchers such as Adams and Boling (1989) claimed
that although “clearly linked to race,” nineteenth-
century slavery in America was “much more arbitrary
than commonly believed” and that status for the
enslaved “was largely a legal condition, rather than
one of race or skin color” (Adams and Boling,
1989:69). Potter took issue with the lack of political
awareness of researchers working with racially
charged materials and suggested that the focus on
“quality of life,” which was tacitly linked to class,
was a “dangerous trap” (Potter, 1991:97). For
instance, Adams and Boling state

Indeed, on such plantations slaves may be better
understood within the context of being peasants or
serfs, regarding their economic status. Their legal
status was still as chattel slave, of course, but their
economic freedoms were much greater than most peo-
ple realize (Adams and Boling, 1989:94).

Potter argued that Adams and Boling’s lack of
self-reflection significantly impeded their ability to
understand the implications of their work and to
anticipate the possible uses of their conclusions
(Potter, 1991:94). Following this critique, and others
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like it, archaeologists began to talk about race and
class and their historical construction. Additionally,
they became increasingly sensitive to the sociopolitical
implications of their work—including grappling with
ways to include descendant communities as true research
partners (e.g., Epperson, 2004; Franklin, 1997:37, 2001;
McCarthy, 1996; Patten, 1997; Perry, 1997).

The last decade or so has seen an increasing aware-
ness that control of archaeological resources and
knowledge must be shared with “descendant groups,
other impacted communities and the public at large”
(Franklin, 1997:39)—especially given the growing
concern that we as archaeologists demonstrate what
have been termed the “public benefits of archaeol-
ogy” (e.g., Little, 2002). This is, of course, doubly true
of archaeologies dealing with topics such as class and
race, where researchers “must be informed by an
awareness of long-standing debates about the politics
of the past” among the groups with which they are
working (LaRoche and Blakey, 1997:87).

Although the idea of a “descendant community”
is often linked with race, recent archaeological
research, such as the work done by the Ludlow
Collective at the site of the Ludlow Massacre, has
demonstrated that descendant communities can
play an important role in class-centered archaeolo-
gies as well (Ludlow Collective, 2001; McGuire and
Reckner, 2005).

Archaeological work at such sites as the New
York African Burial Ground and the Ludlow
Massacre site demonstrate how important descen-
dant communities can be to our research. Along
these lines, some researchers (e.g., Epperson, 2004)
have warned that we need to carefully examine our
relationships with descendant communities in order
to avoid condescension, trivialization, vulgar anti-
essentialism or, worse, co-opting descendant com-
munity authority by nominally “consulting” with
groups without truly changing the power dynamic
associated with knowledge production.

Looking at Material Culture at
the Intersection of Class and Race

Aside from reflexivity and descendant community
partnering, the 1990s also marked a shift in how
archaeologists deal with material culture. Historical
archaeologists, particularly those interested in issues

such as race and class, began to stress “qualitative
interpretation—rather than primarily quantitative
explication, with meaning, with active symbolic
uses of material culture” (Shackel and Little, 1992:5).

Many have moved toward understanding the
mechanisms that frame how we see the past or the
current political implications of our work, while others
have looked toward their recovered material culture in
a more symbolic way. Rather than using the material
record as the point of origin for research questions (i.e.,
looking for ethnic markers or defining ethnic patterns
in larger material collections), researchers began with
households where the historical facts and conditions of
racialization were relatively well understood. From
that historical context, researchers then interrogated
the material record for insightful contradictions and
patterns that might shed light of the individuals’ social
identities.

Researchers as diverse as Paul Mullins, Adrian and
Mary Praetzellis, and Laurie Wilkie have contributed
interesting and powerful interpretations of individual
classes—or even individual pieces—of material culture
that speak to the intersections of race and class. These
works take certain cues from the consumerism studies
(and perhaps the ethnic marker search) that came
before them, but they manage to synthesize the two
previous approaches while at the same time framing
the meaning of material culture and, in a broader
sense, consumption in a way that avoids essentialism
and recognizes the complex, nuanced meanings of
things and identity. These works see artifacts as being
constantly recontextualized by their use in different
social situations. Meanings for things cannot be
fixed as they are a part of “live information systems”
(Praetzellis and Praetzellis, 2001:645). At the same
time, these researchers see material culture and con-
sumption as a way to imagine new social possibili-
ties—to portray not only who we are, but also who
we wish to be (Mullins, 1999a:29). Thus, they question
the notion that everyone who used these pieces of
“material culture employed these items to convey the
same idea and for the same purposes” (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis, 2001:647).

In this vein, Praetzellis and Praetzellis examine the
manipulation of meanings behind the English cera-
mics in the home of Yee Ah Tye, a wealthy Chinese
American merchant in California (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis, 2001:648-649), Mullins looks at the
powerful symbolic meaning behind “bric-a-brac”
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and political paraphernalia in postbellum African
American houscholds in Maryland and California
(Mullins, 1999a:19-39, 1999b, 2001), and Wilkie
explores possible interpretations of items such as
antiseptic bottles using confederate imagery found
at black sharecropper households in Louisiana
(Wilkie, 2000:176-180).

The key to this approach is an understanding of
the broader social and historical contexts of everyday
objects which can be used to help consumers “see
themselves as, or opposed to, racial [or class] subjec-
tivities” (Mullins, 1999a:18). These approaches, in
this author’s opinion, take giant leaps toward inter-
preting the complex web of identities entangled with
issues such as race and class.

One potential area of improvement in this line of
reasoning, however, is a problem of focusing on a
few artifacts to the detriment of the whole assem-
blage. The act of concentrating on symbolically
charged artifacts has yielded good results, but it
might leave others wondering about the importance
of the other 99 percent of the material recovered
from excavations. This is not an entirely fair criticism,
given the limitations of scholarly publication (I note,
for example, that Praetzellis and Praetzellis include
such material in their technical reports). To a certain
extent, however, I feel that this is part of a remaining
backlash against the hyper-quantification (and dehu-
manization) of the processual archaeologies of the
1970s. If this is the case, perhaps the pendulum has
swung too widely. I believe it is entirely possible to do
good archaeology using aggregated material culture
as long as one is aware of the pitfalls that befell those
who worked with patterns and Africanisms in the
1980s and 1990s.

An example of research that combines the nuanced,
symbolic consumer interpretations with some degree
of quantification to get at the intersections of class,
ethnic/racial identity, and gender is Margaret Wood’s
examination of women, housework, and working-
class activism at the site of the Ludlow Massacre and
Berwind (Wood, 2002, 2004). In these, Wood exam-
ines the use of space and patterns in household refuse
(i.e., degree of reliance on canned goods and ceramic
evidence for coffee-related socializing) to assess
women’s roles in organizing across ethnic and racial
lines.

Cultural Analysis: Expanding
the Discourse on Race and Class

Although we have improved our ability to look at
race and class in the material record, the intersections
of the two phenomena can still remain elusive.
Archaeological understandings of culture, poverty,
and race are “necessarily complex and historically
situated” (Orser, 2004:37) and in many of our
works the categorical analyses of identity—race,
class, and gender—compete as the key to social
phenomena.

Recently, cultural anthropologist John Hartigan
examined the “enduring contentious debates over
the relative priority” of these three critical registers
of social identity and proposed a return to a broader
cultural analysis as a possible answer. He asserts,
quite correctly, that analysts who feature one of
these registers often end up

asserting the centrality or singular importance of, say,
race over class, or gender over either race or class.
A cultural perspective, in contrast, renders these reg-
isters simultaneously active and mutually informing,
rather than disputing whether one is more fundamen-
tal than the others (Hartigan, 2005:9).

Statements like this are echoed in many strains of
African American scholarship and literature. For
instance, in Richard Wright’s introduction to Drake
and Cayton’s seminal work Black Metropolis he states

The political left often gyrates and squirms to make the
Negro problem fit rigidly into a class-war frame of
reference, when the roots of that problem lie in American
culture as a whole; it tries to anchor the Negro problem
to patriotism of global time and space, which robs the
problem of its reality and urgency, of its concreteness
and tragedy (Wright, 1945:xxix, emphasis added).

Thus, for Wright, the problem of racism does not
lie in categories such as class and race, but in the very
structures of American culture writ large. In reality,
these categorical registers are “a series of interlocking
codes by which patterns of inequality are maintained
and reproduced in perceptions of similarity and dif-
ference” (Hartigan, 2005:9). If we really are to get at
these interlocking patterns of inequality, we must
hold more than one analytical register in focus at
the same time. We must approach race and class
from a holistic cultural perspective.
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Culture: Problem or Solution?

I have stated earlier that I believe that Orser has
correctly pointed toward the concept of culture as a
root of our problems addressing the archaeologies of
race and class. Orser points out that most “archaeol-
ogists concentrating on the archaeology of slavery
during the earliest years of this disciplinary focus
used Krober’s whole-cultural concept, largely via
South and Deetz, as a methodological framework”
(Orser, 2004:18). This “whole-culture” consisted of
patterned regularity with definite boundaries and was
the basis of most of the archaeological approaches
covered in the early portion of this chapter—pattern
analysis (South, 1977) and the search for “Africanisms”
or cultural survivals (Fairbanks, 1974). The unsatisfac-
tory nature of this reified notion of culture is one part of
what the 1990s postprocessual shift worked to change.
This shift, however, increasingly led archacologists
away from culture and toward categorical analyses of
identity and more thematic frames (i.e., plantation
archaeology, the archaeology of capitalism, and the
archaeology of inequality).

Similar reified and objectified notions of culture
have also led a whole generation of cultural anthro-
pologists away from the culture concept (e.g., Abu-
Lughod, 1991; papers in Dirks [1998]). The problems
connected to “culture,” however, like the problems
connected with “quantification” in archaeology, need
not be absolute. I will have to concur with other
researchers—both in cultural anthropology and
archaeology—that taking a “cultural perspective”
on race and class can afford researchers several
advantages, provided that one avoids the problems
of past formulations of the concept.

Among archeological researchers, Orser’s
(2004:20-21) solution is to look toward creolization
(when not misconstrued as a blended whole-culture)
in order to solve the problem. I, like Mullins and
Paynter (2000), see a strong connection between
creolization, ethnogenesis, and culture change, and
I believe that Orser’s description of creolization is
simply how all culture works (see Gundaker [2000]
for critique of simplified notions of creolization).
Matthews, Leone, and Jordan (2002) also take us in
this direction through their application of Marxist
critique to cultural production. Rather than

understanding culture as “an orderly and structured
whole,” they contend that it is “an amalgamation of
discontinuous interests, often in conflict, forged and
reproduced as an entity through struggle and dom-
ination” (Matthews et al., 2002:110). Thus, cultural
analysis, when correctly conceived, can demonstrate
how the constructions of race, class, and gender dis-
tinctions operate “according to place-specific
dynamics that ground and facilitate the concurrent
production and reproduction of multiple overlap-
ping and mutually reinforcing identities” (Hartigan,
2005:258).

The Archaeologies of White Racial
Identity and Privilege

Hartigan’s call for cultural analysis, however, is
embedded in his project examining “white trash” as a
liminally white group that cannot be understood solely
in terms of class or race (Hartigan, 1997, 1999, 2005).
Hartigan’s whiteness (and white-skinned privilege) is
not monolithic, and thus raises the concern that exam-
ining whiteness will re-center the privileged narrative
and further undermine the perspective of racialized
minorities. As archaeologists begin to examine white-
ness, | believe that we can take advantage of cultural
analysis, while simultaneously keeping inequalities at
the forefront.

Although the first call to archaeologically examine
(poor) whiteness can be found in Baker’s (1980:36)
reanalysis of Lucy Foster’s Garden, it was not until
relatively recently that archaeologists have begun
in earnest to examine whiteness as a racial identity
(Epperson 1997, 1999; Orser, 1999:666; Wilkie,
2004:118). Archacologists are now investigating the
different ways that whiteness is culturally embedded
and leveraged for privilege in rural Massachusetts
(Paynter, 2001), the Arkansas Ozark Mountains
(Brandon, 2004b; Brandon and Davidson, 2005),
Ireland (Orser, 2004:196-246), and Virginia (Bell,
2005).

In Massachusetts and the Ozarks, researchers
have examined how racialized cultural memories
of entire regions erase the presence of people of
color, while at the same time shoring up the notion
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of white purity. In Ireland, Orser has examined
conflict in the village of Ballykilcline and connected it
to the larger struggle of the Irish to transform them-
selves into members of the privileged “white race,”
while Bell has examined the important connection
between the creation of whiteness and the development
of capitalist economic systems using colonial Chesa-
peake case studies. These studies should be applauded
for following Faye Harrison’s (1995:63, 1998) calls to
expand the discourse on race from an anthropological
viewpoint. On the other hand, we must always be
vigilant when examining whiteness (and applying
broader cultural analyses) as it could easily lead to
decentering the dramatic inequalities highlighted by
the categorical registers of race and class. For instance,
some of my own work (Brandon, 2004b) examining
the historical trope of the “Ozark Hillbilly” could be
reinterpreted as deconstructing the idea of white-skin
privilege by producing a case of a “white other™—a
result I would have never intended.

Conclusion

Where does this look at the intersections of race and
class in historical archaeology leave us? Early
attempts looked at race and class in simple objective
terms—searching for markers and patterns in the
recovered material culture and reifying the very con-
cepts whose history we are attempting to understand.
Attempts to isolate race and/or class as the important
analytical factor were problematic because these two
registers are so closely linked. The search for patterns
morphed into consumer studies (especially in the case
of class) and, in some corners, race became subordi-
nated to class as the explanatory variable.

Frustrations with this trend led to the creation of
historical archaeologies of race and class that stressed
(1) public outreach and descendant community part-
nering and (2) a more complex, symbolic version of
artifact analysis. These more recent attempts have
taken positive steps by looking at material culture in
a more nuanced way—starting from known contexts
and exploring interpretive possibilities. But these
newer works also focus on small numbers of artifacts
that may be charged with symbolic value. All too
often we do not hear the voices of the other thousands
of artifacts recovered from the sites.

I have proposed that an explicitly holistic cultural
analysis may be a fruitful alternative to analyzing
competing categorical registers (i.e., class and race).
If applied in a nonreifying manner, a cultural analysis
may reveal the complex linkages between different,
but often simultaneously manifested, identities.

Following Hartigan (2005:284), however, I believe
that cultural analysis is not an end in itself and that
we must keep the dramatic structural inequalities at
the forefront of our analysis. Likewise, the explicit
examination of whiteness will be an important part of
our tool kit as activist researchers, but it can be a
dangerous tool—potentially presenting a fragmented
whiteness that obscures privilege and access to power.

References

Abu-Lughod, L., 1991, Writing Against Culture. In Recap-
turing Anthropology, edited by R. Fox, pp. 137-161. SAR
Press, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Adams, W.H., and Boling, S.J., 1989, Status and Ceramics
for Planters and Slaves on Three Georgia Coastal Planta-
tions. Historical Archaeology 23(1):69-96.

Adams, W.H., and Smith, S.D., 1985, Historical Perspectives
on Black Tennant Farmer Material Culture: The Henry
C. Long General Store Ledger at Waverly Plantation. In
The Archaeology of Slavery and Plantation Life, edited by
T.A. Singleton, pp. 309-334. Academic Press, New York.

Alter, J., 2005, The Other America: An Enduring Shame:
Katrina Reminded Us, But the Problem Is Not New.
Why a Rising Tide of People Live in Poverty, Who They
Are—and What We Can Do About It. Newsweek
146(12):42-48.

Armstrong, D.V., 1985, An Afro-Jamaican Slave Settlement:
Archaeological Investigation as Drax Hall. In The
Archaeology of Slavery and Plantation Life, edited by
T.A. Singleton, pp. 261-290. Academic Press, New York.

Ascher, R., 1974, Tin*Can Archaeology. Historical Archae-
ology 8:7-16.

Ascher, R., and Fairbanks, C.H., 1971, Excavations of a Slave
Cabin, Georgia, USA. Historical Archaeology 5:3—17.
Baker, V.G., 1980, Archaeological Visibility of Afro-American
Culture: An Example from Black Lucy’s Garden, Andover,
Massachusetts. In Archaeological Perspectives on Ethnicity
in America: Afro-American and Asian American Culture
History, edited by R.L. Schuyler, pp. 29-37. Baywood

Publishing Company, Farmingdale, New York.

Barth, F., 1969, Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Orga-
nization of Culture Difference. Allen and Unwin, London.
Baumann, T., 2004, Defining Ethnicity. The SAA Archaeo-

logical Record 4(4):12—-14.

Bell, A., 2005, White Ethnogenesis and Gradual Capitalism:
Perspectives from Colonial Archaeological Sites in the
Chesapeake. American Anthropologist 107:446-460.



Race and Class in Historical Archaeology

13

Brandon, J.C., 2004a, Reconstructing Domesticity and Seg-
regating Households: The Intersections of Gender and
Race in the Postbellum South. In Household Chores and
Household Choices: Theorizing the Domestic Sphere in
Historical Archaeology, edited by K.S. Barile and J.C.
Brandon, pp. 197-209. University of Alabama Press,
Tuscaloosa.

Brandon, J.C., 2004b, Van Winkle’s Mill: Mountain Moder-
nity, Cultural Memory and Historical Archaeology in the
Arkansas Ozarks. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Texas
at Austin. University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Brandon, J.C., and Davidson, J.M., 2005, The Landscape of
Van Winkle’s Mill: Identity, Myth, and Modernity in the
Ozark Upland South. In Landscapes of Industrial Labor,
edited by M.S. Cassell, pp. 113-131. Historical Archae-
ology 39(3).

Bullen, A.K., and Bullen, R.P., 1945, Black Lucy’s Garden.
Bulletin of the Massachusetts Archaeological Society
6(2):17-28.

Deetz, J., 1977, In Small Things Forgotten: The Archaeology of
Early American Life. Anchor Books/Doubleday, New York.

Deetz, J., 1996, In Small Things Forgotten: An Archaeology of
Early American Life. Expanded and revised edition. Anchor
Books/Doubleday, New York.

DiLeonardo, M., 1998, Exotics at Home: Anthropologies,
Others, American Modernity. University of Chicago
Press, Chicago.

Dirks, N., editor, 1998, In Near Ruins: Cultural Theory at the End
of the Century. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis.

Epperson, T.W., 1997, Whiteness in Early Virginia. Race
Traitor 7:9-20.

Epperson, T.W., 1999, The Contested Commons: Archaeol-
ogies of Race, Repression, and Resistance in New York
City. In Historical Archaeologies of Capitalism, edited by
M.P. Leone and P.B. Potter, Jr., pp. 81-110. Kluwer
Academic/Plenum, New York.

Epperson, T.W., 2004, Critical Race Theory and the Archae-
ology of the African Diaspora. In Transcending Bound-
aries, Transforming the Discipline: African Diaspora
Archaeologies in the New Millenium, edited by M. Franklin
and L. McKee, pp. 101-108. Historical Archaeology 38(1).

Fairbanks, C.H., 1974, The Kingsley Slave Cabins in DuVal
County, Florida, 1968. Conference on Historic Site
Archaeology Papers 7:62-93.

Fesler, G., and Franklin, M., 1999, The Exploration of Eth-
nicity and the Historical Archaeological Record. In His-
torical Archaeology, Identity Formation, and the Interpre-
tation of Ethnicity, edited by M. Franklin and G. Fesler,
pp- 1-10. Colonial Williamsburg Research Publications,
Dietz Press, Richmond, Virginia.

Franklin, M., 1997, “Power to the People”: Sociopolitics and the
Archaeology of Black Americans. In In the Realm of Politics:
Prospects  for Public Participation in African-American
and Plantation Archaeology, edited by C. McDavid and
D.W. Babson, pp. 36-50. Historical Archaeology 31(3).

Franklin, M., 2001, A Black Feminist-Inspired Archaeology?
Journal of Social Archaeology 1:108-125.

Geremek, B., 1997, Poverty: A History. Blackwell, Oxford.

Geismar, J.H., 1980, Skunk Hollow: A Preliminary State-
ment on Archaeological Investigations at a 19th-Century
Black Community. In Archaeological Perspectives on

Ethnicity in America: Afro-American and Asian American
Culture History, edited by R.L. Schuyler, pp. 60-68. Bay-
wood Publishing Company, Farmingdale, New York.

Geismar, J.H., 1982, The Archaeology of Social Disintegra-
tion in Skunk Hollow: A Nineteenth-Century Rural Black
Community. Academic Press, New York.

Gilroy, P., 2000, Against Race: Imagining Political Culture
Beyond the Color Line. The Belknap Press of the Harvard
University Press, Cambridge.

Gosden, C., 2006, Race and Racism in Archaeology: Intro-
duction. World Archaeology 38:1-7.

Griggs, H.J., 1999, GO gCUIRE DIA RATH AGUS
BLATH ORT (God Grant that You Prosper and
Flourish): Social and Economic Mobility among the
Irish in Nineteenth-Century New York City. Historical
Archaeology 33(1):87-101.

Gundaker, G., 2000, Discussion: Creolization, Complexity,
and Time. Historical Archaeology 34(3):124-133.

Hall, M., 2000, Archaeology and the Modern World: Colonial
Transcripts in South Africa and the Chesapeake. Routle-
dge, London.

Harrison, F.V., 1995, The Persistent Power of “Race” in the
Cultural and Political Economy of Racism. Annual
Review of Anthropology 24:47-74.

Harrison, F.V., 1998, Expanding the Discourse on Race in
the Cultural and Political Economy of Racism. American
Anthropologist 100:609—631.

Hartigan, J., 1997, Establishing the Fact of Whiteness. Amer-
ican Anthropologist 99:495-505.

Hartigan, J., 1999, Racial Situations: Class Predicaments of
Whiteness in Detroit. Princeton University Press, Prince-
ton, New Jersey.

Hartigan, J., 2005, Odd Tribes: Toward a Cultural Analysis of
White People. Duke University Press, Durham, North
Carolina.

Howson, J.E., 1990, Social Relations and Material Culture:
A Critique of the Archaeology of Plantation Slavery.
Historical Archaeology 24(4):78-91.

Jones, S.L., 1985, The African-American Tradition in Ver-
nacular Architecture. In The Archaeology of Slavery and
Plantation Life, edited by T.A. Singleton, pp. 195-214.
Academic Press, New York.

Jones, S., 1997, The Archaeology of Ethnicity. Routledge,
London.

Joseph, J.W., 1989, Pattern and Process in the Plantation
Archaeology of the Lowcountry of Georgia and South
Carolina. Historical Archaeology 23(1):55-68.

Klingelhofer, E., 1987, Aspects of Early Afro-American
Material Culture: Artifacts from the Slave Quarters at
Garrison Plantation, Maryland. Historical Archaeology
21(2):112-19.

Lange, F.W., and Handler, J.S., 1985, The Ethnohistorical
Approach to Slavery. In The Archaeology of Slavery and
Plantation Life, edited by T.A. Singleton, pp. 15-34. Aca-
demic Press, New York.

LaRoche, CJ., and Blakey, M.L., 1997, Seizing Intellectual
Power: The Dialogue at the New York African Burial
Ground. In In the Realm of Politics: Prospects for Public
Participation in African-American and Plantation Archaeology,
edited by C. McDavid and D.W. Babson, pp. 84-106. Histori-
cal Archaeology 31(3).



14

J.C. Brandon

Leone, M.P., 1984, Interpreting Ideology in Historical
Archaeology: The William Paca Garden in Annapolis
Maryland. In Ideology, Power and Prehistory, edited by
D. Miller and C. Tilley, pp. 25-35. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Leone, M.P., 1995, A Historical Archaeology of Capitalism.
American Anthropologist 97:251-268.

Leone, M.P., Potter, P.B., and Shackel, P.A., 1987, Toward
a Critical Archaeology. Current Anthropologist
28:238-302.

Lewis, L.G., 1985, The Planter Class: The Archaeological
Record at Drayton Hall. In The Archaeology of Slavery
and Plantation Life, edited by T.A. Singleton, pp.
121-140. Academic Press, New York.

Little, B.J., 1994, People with History: An Update on Histor-
ical Archaeology in the United States. Journal of Archae-
ological Method and Theory 1:5-40.

Little, B.J., editor, 2002, Public Benefits of Archaeology. Uni-
versity of Florida Press, Gainesville.

Logan, J.R., 2006, The Impact of Katrina: Race and Class in
Storm-Damaged Neighborhoods. Spatial Structures in the
Social ~ Sciences,  http://www.s4.brown.edu/Katrina/
report.pdf, accessed June 21, 2006.

Ludlow Collective, 2001, Archaeology of the Colorado Coal
Field War, 1913-1914. In Archaeologies of the Contem-
porary Past, edited by V. Buchli and G. Lucas, pp.
94-107. Routledge, London.

Mack, M.E., and Blakey, M.L., 2004, The New York African
Burial Ground Project: Past Biases, Current Dilemmas,
and Future Opportunities. In Transcending Boundaries,
Transforming the Discipline: African Diaspora Archaeolo-
gies in the New Millenium, edited by M. Franklin and L.
McKee, pp. 10-17. Historical Archaeology 38(1).

Matthews, C.N., Leone, M.P., and Jordan, K.A., 2002, The

Political Economy of Archaeological Cultures. Journal of

Social Archaeology 2:109-134.

McCarthy, J., 1996, Who Owns These Bones? Descendant
Communities and Partnerships in the Excavation and
Analysis of Historic Cemetery Sites in New York and
Philadelphia. Public Archaeology Review 4(2):3-12.

McGuire, R.H., 1982, The Study of Ethnicity in Historical
Archaeology. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology
1:159-178.

McGuire, R.H., and Reckner, P., 2005, Building a Working
Class Archaeology: The Colorado Coal Field War Pro-
ject. In Industrial Archaeology: Future Directions, edited
by E.C. Casella and J. Symonds, pp. 217-241. Springer,
New York.

McGuire, R.H., and Wurst, L., 2002, Struggling with the
Past. International Journal of Historical Archaeology
6:85-94.

Miller, G.L., 1991, Thoughts Towards a User’s Guide to
Ceramic Assemblages, Part I: Lumping Sites into Mega-
assemblages by Those That Cannot Tell Time. Council for
Northeast Historical Archaeology Newsletter 18:2-5.

Mullins, P.R., 1999a, An Archaeology of African America and
Consumer Culture. Kluwer Academic/Plenum, New York.

Mullins, P.R., 1999b, A Bold and Gorgeous Front: The
Contradictions of African America and Consumer Cul-
ture. In Historical Archaeologies of Capitalism, edited by

M.P. Leone and P.B. Potter, Jr., pp. 169-194. Kluwer
Academic/Plenum, New York.

Mullins, P.R., 2001, Racializing the Parlor: Race and Victor-
ian Bric-a-Brac Consumption. In Race and the Archaeol-
ogy of Identity, edited by C.E. Orser, Jr., pp. 158-176.
University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

Mullins, P.R., and Paynter, R., 2000, Representing Coloni-
zers: An Archaeology of Creolization, Ethnogenesis, and
Indigenous Material Culture among the Haida. Historical
Archaeology 34(3):73-84.

Omi, M., and Winant, H., 1994, Racial Formation in the
United States: From the 1960s to the 1990s. Routledge,
London.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1987, Plantation Status and Consumer
Choice: A Materialist Framework for Historical Arche-
ology. In Consumer Choice in Historical Archaeology,
edited by S.M. Spencer-Wood, pp. 121-37. Plenum
Press, New York.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1988a, The Material Basis of the Post-
bellum Tenant Plantation: Historical Archaeology in
the South Carolina Piedmont. University of Georgia
Press, Athens.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1988b, The Archaeological Analysis of Plan-
tation Society: Replacing Status and Caste with Econom-
ics and Power. American Antiquity 53:735-751.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1996, A Historical Archaeology of the Mod-
ern World. Plenum Press, New York.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1998, Archaeology of the African Diaspora.
Annual Review of Anthropology 27:63-82.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1999, The Challenge of Race to American
Historical ~ Archaeology.  American  Anthropologist
100:661-668.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 2001, Race and the Archaeology of Identity
in the Modern World. In Race and the Archaeology of
Identity, edited by C.E. Orser, Jr., pp. 1-13. University of
Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 2004, Race and Practice in Archaeological
Interpretation.  University of Pennsylvania Press,
Philadelphia.

Orser, C.E., Jr., and Nekola, A.M., 1985, Plantation Settle-
ment from Slavery to Tenancy: An Example from a Pied-
mont Plantation in South Carolina. In The Archaeology of
Slavery and Plantation Life, edited by T.A. Singleton,
pp. 67-96. Academic Press, New York.

Otto, J.S., 1975, Status Differences and the Archaeological
Record: A Comparison of Planter, Overseer and Slave
Sites from Cannon’s Point Plantation (1794-1861), St.
Simons Island, Georgia. Ph.D. dissertation, Department
of Anthropology, University of Florida, University
Microfilms, Ann Arbor.

Otto, J.S., 1980, Race and Class on Antebellum Plantations.
In Archaeological Perspectives on Ethnicity in America:
Afro-American and Asian American Culture History, edi-
ted by R.L. Schuyler, pp. 3-13. Baywood Press, Farming-
dale, New York.

Otto, J.S., 1984, Cannon’s Point Plantation, 1794—1850: Liv-
ing Conditions and Status Pattern in the Old South. Aca-
demic Press, New York.

Pakulski, J., and Waters, M., 1996, The Death of Class. Sage
Press, London.



Race and Class in Historical Archaeology

15

Patten, M.D., 1997, Cheers or Protest? The Public, the Post,
and the Parable of Learning. Historical Archaeology
31(3):132-139.

Paynter, R., 2001, The Cult of Whiteness in Western New
England in Race and the Archaeology of Identity, edited
by C.E. Orser, Jr., pp. 125-142. University of Utah Press,
Salt Lake City.

Perry, W., 1997, Archaeology as Community Service: The
African Burial Ground Project in New York City. North
American Dialogue 2(1):1-5.

Perry, W., 1999, Landscape Transformations and the Archae-
ology of Impact: Social Disruption and State Formation in
Southern Africa. Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers,
New York.

Perry, W., and Paynter, R., 1999, Artifacts, Ethnicity and
the Archaeology of African Americans. In I, Too, Am
America: Archaeological Studies of African-American
Life, edited by T.A. Singleton, pp. 299-310. University
Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.

Potter, P.B., 1991, What Is the Use of Plantation Archaeol-
ogy? Historical Archaeology 25(3):94-107.

Praetzellis, A., and Praetzellis, M., 2001, Mangling Symbols
of Gentility in the Wild West: Case Studies in Interpretive
Archaeology. American Anthropologist 103:645-654.

Roediger, D.R., 1991, The Wages of Whiteness: Race and the
Making of the American Working Class. Verso, London.

Schuyler, R.L., editor, 1980, Archacological Perspectives on
Ethnicity in America: Afro-American and Asian American
Culture History. Baywood Publishing Company, Farm-
ingdale, New York.

Shackel, P.A., and Little, B.J., 1992, Post-Processual
Approaches to Meanings and Uses of Material Culture in
Historical Archaeology. Historical Archaeology 26(3):5-11.

Singleton, T.A., editor, 1985, The Archaeology of Slavery and
Plantation Life. Academic Press, New York.

Singleton, T.A., 1999, An Introduction to African-American
Archaeology. In I, Too, Am America: Archaeological Stu-
dies of African-American Life, edited by T.A. Singleton,
pp- 1-20. University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.

Smedley, A., 1999, Race in North America: Origin and Evolu-
tion of a Worldview, 2nd edition. Westview Press, Boulder,
Colorado.

South, S.A., 1977, Method and Theory in Historical Archeol-
ogy. Academic Press, New York.

Spencer-Wood, S.M., editor, 1987a, Consumer Choice in
Historical Archaeology. Plenum Press, New York.

Spencer-Wood, S.M., 1987b, Introduction. In Consumer
Choice in Historical Archaeology, edited by S.M. Spen-
cer-Wood, pp. 1-24. Plenum Press, New York.

Stewart-Abernathy, L.C., 2004, Separate Kitchens and Inti-
mate Archaeology: Constructing Urban Slavery on the
Antebellum Cotton Frontier in Washington, Arkansas.

In Household Chores and Household Choices: Theorizing
the Domestic Sphere in Historical Archaeology, edited by
K.S. Barile and J.C. Brandon, pp. 51-74. University of
Alabama Press, Tuscaloosa.

Stine, L.F., Cabak, M.A., and Groover, M.D., 1996, Blue
Beads as African-American Cultural Symbols. Historical
Archaeology 30(3):49-75.

Visweswarn, K., 1998, Race and the Culture of Anthropol-
ogy. American Anthropologist 100:70-83.

Wheaton, T.R., and Garrow, P.H., 1985, Acculturation and
the Archaeological Record in Carolina Lowcountry. In
The Archaeology of Slavery and Plantation Life, edited
by T.A. Singleton, pp. 239-260. Academic Press, New
York.

Wilkie, L.A., 2000, Creating Freedom: Material Culture and
African American Identity at Oakley Plantation, Louisiana,
1840-1950. Louisiana State University Press, Baton Rouge.

Wilkie, L.A., 2004, Commentary: Considering the Future of
African American Archaeology. In Transcending the
Boundaries, Transforming the Discipline: African Diaspora
Archaeologies in the New Millenium, edited by M. Franklin
and L. McKee, pp. 109-123. Historical Archaeology 38(1).

Williams, R.M., 1995, Consenting to Whiteness: Reflections
on Race and Marxian Theories of Discrimination. In
Marxism in the Postmodern Age: Confronting the New
World Order, edited by A. Callari, S. Cullenberg, and C.
Biewener, pp. 301-310. Guilford Press, New York.

Wood, M., 2002, A House Divided: Changes in Women’s
Power Within and Outside the Household, 1900-1930.
In The Dynamics of Power, edited by M.O. Donovan,
pp- 341-361. Occasional Paper, No. 30. Center for
Archaeological Investigations, Southern Illinois Univer-
sity, Carbondale.

Wood, M., 2004, Working-Class Households as Sites of
Social Change, In Household Chores and Household
Choices: Theorizing the Domestic Sphere in Historical
Archaeology, edited by K.S. Barile and J.C. Brandon,
pp. 210-232. University of Alabama Press, Tuscaloosa.

Wright, R., 1945, Introduction. In Black Metropolis: A Study
of Negro Life in a Northern City, by S.C. Drake and H.R.
Cayton, pp. xvii—xxxiv. University of Chicago Press, Chi-
cago, Illinois.

Waurst, L., 1999, Internalizing Class in Historical Archaeol-
ogy. In Confronting Class, edited by L. Wurst and R.K.
Fitts, pp. 7-21. Historical Archaeology 33(1).

Waurst, L., 2006, A Class All Its Own: Explorations of Class
Formation and Conflict. In Historical Archaeology, edi-
ted by M. Hall and S. Silliman, pp. 190-206. Blackwell,
Malden, Massachusetts.

Waurst, L., and Fitts, R.K., 1999, Introduction: Why Con-
front Class? In Confronting Class, edited by L. Wurst and
R.K. Fitts, pp. 1-6. Historical Archaeology 33(1).



Ethical Issues in Historical Archaeology

Mary C. Beaudry

Introduction

Archaeologist and philosopher of science Alison
Wylie has observed that the very identity of archae-
ology as a discipline is closely linked to how its practi-
tioners frame their concerns around ethical issues
(Wylie, 1996). Prior to the late 1970s, most archaeol-
ogists developed a sense of ethically appropriate beha-
vior on more or less an individual, ad hoc basis,
relying upon whatever role models presented them-
selves during graduate training and upon subsequent
personal experience in the office or in the field. This
informal and highly idiosyncratic approach to profes-
sional ethics is not serviceable in the contemporary
milieu in which archaeology is practiced, as Brian
Fagan (1993) and others have noted. A series of devel-
opments since the 1970s reflect the growing sense
among professional archaeologists, particularly
those working in the United States and the United
Kingdom, that they need some sort of structured
approach to deal with the ethical issues they confront.
These developments include the formation of the
Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) in
1976, which vested itself from the outset in ethics
and performance standards among professional
archaeologists working in the Americas (cf. Society
of Professional Archaeologists, 1988); the formation
of a similar professional organization in Britain, the
Institute of Field Archaeologists (IFA), in 1982 (Insti-
tute of Field Archaeologists, 1994); the adoption of
numerous governmental and agency guidelines and
standards for archaeological projects; and initiatives

among major archaeological organizations in the
1980s and 1990s that led to the revision of existing
codes of conduct that had become inadequate for
addressing contemporary dilemmas facing the archae-
ological community (e.g., Archacological Institute of
America, 1994; Lynott and Wylie, 1995a; Society for
American Archaeology, 1995, 1996; Society for His-
torical Archaeology, 1992).

The most recent development arising out of the
movement toward greater professionalism among
archaeologists is still unfolding. The Register of
Professional Archaeologists (Register, or RPA) was
created by a joint task force of SOPA, the Archae-
ological Institute of America (AIA), the Society for
American Archaeology (SAA), and the Society
for Historical Archaeology (SHA) as a joint registry
intended to provide an effective means of enforcing
basic professional standards among practicing
archaeologists in the United States (though there
are now members from elsewhere as well). SOPA
voted to transfer its responsibility, authority, and
assets to the Register. The SHA, SAA, and AIA all
voted to become sponsors of the Register, with
the American Anthropological Association follow-
ing shortly thereafter. Sponsoring organizations
endorse the mission of the Register, encourage their
qualified members to register, and provide annual
financial support (see “About the Register of Profes-
sional Archaeologists” on the organization’s web site
at http://www.rpanet.org/displaycommon.cfm?an =
1&subarticlenbr=1). The philosophy behind the
Register is “that by registering, archaeologists pub-
licly endorse and agree to be held accountable to a
basic set of eligibility requirements, a code of
ethical principles, and standards of professional per-
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rationale for the establishment of the Register is to
enhance the image of archacology as a profession as
well as the professional credibility of individual
archaeologists who, by registering, pledge their will-
ingness to be held publicly accountable for failure to
uphold the standards set by the Register (ROPA
Task Force, 1997:32).

Despite all these developments, the majority of
archaeologists, at least until very recently, have paid
little attention to standards of practice and ethical
concerns surrounding what archaeologists do.
Some see this as sheer apathy, while others suggest
that the attitude arises from a failure to educate
archaeologists about professional responsibilities.
This lack became especially obvious after the pas-
sage in the United States and the United Kingdom
of heritage legislation requiring archaeological sur-
veys and excavations in advance of construction
projects created a new arena for archaecological
employment in the private sector. Variously
referred to as cultural resource management
(CRM), consulting, contract, or even commercial
archaeology, this client-driven form of archaeology
is now the source of jobs for the vast majority of
archaeologists. Because many saw the emergence of
private-sector archaeology as resulting in the emer-
gence of “two distinct traditions in field archaeol-
ogy: one devoted to academic research and the other
to the documentation of antiquities threatened by
destruction” (Bradley, 2006:1), it has taken several
decades for the training of archaeologists to accom-
modate what was seen as a nontraditional form of
archaeological practice—archaeology as a business-
oriented profession vs. a cloistered academic
pursuit.

The chair of the SAA’s Ethics in Archaeology
Task Force noted that “while most graduate
programs dedicate ample classroom time to archae-
ological method and theory, very few programs
dedicate significant time to ethics and professional
conduct” and went on to note that the majority of
archaeologists are unaware of the ethical policies
and codes adopted by the organizations to which
they belong (Lynott, 1997:589). The SAA Task
Force concluded that there was a great need for a
formal mechanism for training archacologists
about ethical practices, although it should be
noted that the Principles of Archaeological Ethics
adopted by the SAA go no further than to call for

training “in a manner consistent with ... contem-
porary standards of professional practice” without
specific reference to training in archaecological
ethics (Society for American Archaeology,
1996:452). The need for training in ethics is being
met, in part, by courses that address ethical issues
facing the profession, though such courses are still
far less common than courses on CRM or public
archaeology. More and more professions have
initiated programs to educate practitioners about
ethical conduct, and in our own field we realize
that we must require consideration of ethical issues
as part of the basic training of all professional
archaeologists.

At Boston University, for example, the course
“Archaeological Administration, Ethics, and the
Law” has been taught in the Department of Archae-
ology as one of the core requirements for M.A. and
Ph.D. degrees since 1980. Professor K. D. Vitelli for
many years taught a seminar on archaeological ethics
at Indiana University (Vitelli, 1996:9), and in 1998,
she and her Anthropology colleagues developed a
Ph.D. track, Archaeology in Social Context, “to
train students to address the complex questions emer-
ging in debates over archaeological resources among
contemporary peoples” (Center for Archaeology in
the Public Interest, 2007). As awareness of the need to
train archaeologists to recognize their ethical obliga-
tions to the profession and to deal with situations that
are ethically compromising has grown, more and
more institutions have acknowledged that an archae-
ologist’s training must engage issues of the real world
as well as the fictive realm of “pure research.” As a
result, courses dealing with ethical issues have been
incorporated into the curricula of many North Amer-
ican anthropology departments that have strong
archaeological programs as well as schools or depart-
ments of Archaeology and Prehistory in the United
Kingdom and elsewhere. In 2004, members of the
Center for Archaeology in the Public Interest at Indi-
ana University, in collaboration with the
SAA, organized the first SAA Ethics Bowl, which
has now become a popular fixture of the SAA’s
annual meetings. The case studies debated by teams
entered into the Ethics Bowl are available on the
SAA web site as a classroom resource (Society for
American Archaeology, 2007), and the event itself
keeps a spotlight trained upon ethical issues in
archaeology.
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The concern for academic training in archaeolo-
gical ethics, as noted above, arises in large measure
out of the concerns that private-sector archaeolo-
gists must address in pursuing their enterprise. The
rise of private-sector archaeology follows upon var-
ious countries’ passage of heritage legislation
requiring archaeological survey and excavation in
advance of development and construction. Nowa-
days, the vast majority of archaeologists are
employed in such work. Because such work nor-
mally involves private archacological firms bidding
for projects by responding to requests for proposals,
it is seen as potentially fraught with potential ethical
conflicts, both because of the bid selection
process and because of the need to be responsive
to the interests of clients, interests that might be in
conflict with what “standard” archaeological prac-
tice requires. Private-sector archaeology has forced
archacologists to develop standards of practice that
follow business rather than academic models, and
to face issues regarding employment security, bene-
fits, and other labor-market issues. Organizations
such as the IFA in the United Kingdom have
placed such concerns on a par with attention to
defining standards of practice and codes of ethical
behavior for archaeologists (see, e.g., Aitchison and
Edwards, 2003). These developments have forced
all archaeologists to be more alert to ethical issues.
Historical archaeology is no exception, because it
owes much of its phenomenal growth in the past
two decades to the same forces that have resulted in
the rise of private-sector archaeology.

Ethical Considerations for Archaeology
as a Profession

E'thics is a branch of philosophy dealing with “mor-
ality, moral problems, and moral judgments”
(Frankena, 1973:4). It is about good and bad,
right and wrong behavior. Professional ethics
embody the shared ideals, values, and guidelines
for right conduct of members of a particular profes-
sion (Goldman, 1992:1018-1020). By joining a pro-
fessional archaeological organization, an individual
agrees, either tacitly or explicitly, to engage in pro-
fessional behavior in accordance with that organi-
zation’s published code of ethics. It is a good idea to

familiarize oneself with the ethical standards of the
particular organizations to which one belongs, but
there are basic ethical issues of concern to all
archaeologists, marine or terrestrial, regardless of
area or temporal specialty.

There are two broad areas for consideration:
first, responsibilities to the profession; second,
responsibilities beyond the archaeological profes-
sion to the public interest, including the resource
base as well as special interests like affected groups.
Ricardo Elia notes that “archaeological ethics begin
with the basic fact that archaecological sites and
objects . .. are the fragile, finite, and non-renewable
material vestiges of the human past” (Elia,
1998:327). Out of this awareness spring the core
values of the archaeological profession: contribut-
ing to knowledge about the past; acting as stewards
of the archaeological record; and serving the public
interest (Elia, 1998). Stewardship has emerged as a
key principle in contemporary archacology (Lynott
and Wylie, 1995b); it encompasses the archaeolo-
gist’s responsibility to conserve the archaeological
resource base through responsible approaches to its
recovery and preservation, either in situ or as recon-
stituted through records and collections. Standards
of research performance established by SOPA, IFA,
the SAA, and other groups represent attempts to
ensure that all archaeologists employ techniques
aimed at maximizing information retrieval while
minimizing impact to the resource base. The aim
of professional organizations in developing state-
ments of ethical principles has been to establish
guidelines, not to enforce standardization. There
is, however, increasing uneasiness on the part of
many archaeologists that while ethical guidelines
are of value, they constitute a form of institutiona-
lization of ethics within the profession and fail to
constitute ethical practice in various “forms of
open-ended negotiation between expert practi-
tioners and their diverse audiences” (Meskell and
Pels, 2005a:1). We see an increasing concern on the
part of archaeologists worldwide in developing
practical ethical engagement in everyday archaeo-
logical practice (Meskell and Pels, 2005b), as well as
in exploring the philosophical underpinnings of
ethics in archaeology (e.g., Scarre and Scarre,
2006). In keeping with the impetus toward moving
archaeologists’ engagement with ethics beyond
guidelines formulated from within scientifically
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oriented professional organizations, the World
Archacological Congress has recently established a
committee to begin “a process of identifying a
general framework for thinking through the often
complex ethics issues that face archaeologists, heri-
tage practitioners, and those affected by decisions
of these fields” (World Archaeological Congress,
2007).

Scholarship and Publishing

To share knowledge gleaned through archaeology
with colleagues and with the public involves the
dissemination of information through a variety of
scholarly and popular media. There are, of course,
widely accepted standards of practice in the area of
publishing, some falling within the realm of copy-
right law. Archaeology, however, comes with its
own set of difficulties generated by the fact that
there is so much information that remains unpub-
lished or underpublished (Fagan, 1995; Beaudry,
1984), and, more often than not, no way to confirm
the veracity of data presented. We therefore have
several ethical obligations with regard to
publishing.

One is to give credit where credit is due, through
co-authorship when a work is a collaborative effort,
appropriate citations to colleagues’ work, or simply
by acknowledging assistance received from others.
Citation of appropriate literature, whether it is in
published or unpublished form or a personal or
electronic communication, is absolutely critical,
and follows from our obligation to keep abreast of
the literature in our field. Studies of citation prac-
tices have revealed that it is not uncommon for
authors to employ selective citation to express per-
sonal prejudice or in furtherance of the politics of
inclusion and exclusion (Beaudry, 1994a, 1994b; Gero,
1993; Hutson, 2002). The fact that selective citation
constitutes bad scholarship and is easily mistaken
for a demonstration of an author’s ignorance
should be enough of a stigma to discourage anyone
from falling into patterns of unethical behavior in
this regard.

A related issue is the obligation to be fair in our
assessment of the work of others, especially manu-
scripts and other materials that we may be asked to

review. Honesty is always the best policy, and it is
sometimes impossible to comment positively about
a work. Tempering negativity with constructive cri-
ticism is always advisable and far more helpful than
outright dismissal. Further, we are obliged to
acknowledge conflicts of interest—which can exist
in instances of dislike or antagonism as readily as it
can result from a close personal or working relation-
ship—and to decline to review in such cases.

Respect for the Dead, Concern
for the Living

Serving the public interest goes well beyond making
public the results of archaeological activities. It also
involves education and sharing expertise in the
development of policy and legislation (Elia, 1998)
and, most important, attention to the concerns and
sensitivities of others whose present lives are
affected by the recovery of information about the
past (Pyburn and Wilk, 1995).

Ethical issues pertaining to the treatment of
human remains exemplify this point. If historical
archaeologists felt themselves relatively untouched
by the challenges to priority of access to human
remains manifested in the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (Public Law
101-601, November 16, 1990, 25 U.S.C. para 3001
et. seq.; for a discussion, see Tabah [1993]), they had
a rude awakening in the widely publicized protests
over what the African American community of New
York City perceived as the heedless and heartless
removal of hundreds of interments from what
became known as the African Burial Ground
(Harrington, 1993). Emotionally charged protests
forced a temporary halt to the project while the
neglected concerns of the present-day African
American population of New York were aired.
Much of the anger felt by the protesters focused
on the perception that removal of the remains of
enslaved Africans by teams of white archaeologists
was just one further attempt by the white majority
to deny the existence of slavery in colonial New
York and the important role African bondsmen
and women played in building the city and in creat-
ing vast fortunes in which they did not share. The
global notoriety of the Manhattan African Burial
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Ground project' should have served as a lesson to
all historical archaeologists that they should never
undertake such a project with only the terms of a
contract and compliance with the local review pro-
cesses in mind; like our colleagues working in pre-
historic context before us, we should have absorbed
the lesson that we must share access to and control
over the past (Zimmerman, 1994).

Yet in 2003, on Prestwich Street in Cape Town,
South Africa, an upsettingly similar scenario played
itself out when the exhumation of an early colonial
burial ground prior to waterfront development
resulted in bitter conflict between a vocal coalition
of community activists, spiritual leaders, and First
Nations representatives on the one hand and
archaeologists, human biologists, and heritage
managers on the other (Lawrence and Shepherd,
2006:80-85). Despite the outcry against their
work, “archacologists generally defended the exhu-
mations on the grounds of the priority of science
and the potential of archaeology as a route to
recovering hidden histories” (Shepherd, 2006:5;
see also Shepherd, 2007). Nick Shepherd (2006:5)
notes that

Prestwich Street has been the most contested instance
of archaeological work in South Africa since the
political transition of 1994. It has also been damaging
to the discipline of archaeology locally, insofar as
archaeologists were perceived to be disengaged
from contemporary social and political concerns
and unaccountable to a broader public. The lessons
of Prestwich Street are clear: ... there can be no
alternative to an informed and thoughtful engage-
ment with the currents of contemporary life and
with what might be termed the “necessary entangle-
ments” of life in the postcolony.

We can only hope that the “lessons of Prestwich
Street” are learned better than the lessons of the
Manhattan African Burial Ground. The major les-
son to take away from both archaeological fiascos is
that archaeologists’ ethical obligations are not just
to the “resource base” that serves as a source of
work and hence of income for many archacologists
(see more below). We also have a strong obligation

! It is relevant to note, because of what follows, that at the 4th
World Archaeological Congress held in Cape Town, South
Africa, in 1999, a day-long session devoted to the Manhattan
African Burial Ground project was a major feature of the
program.

to a variety of stakeholders, such as the protestors in
each of these cases who felt that the burying
grounds should be preserved as memorials and
sites of conscience. In both cases, archaeologists
mistakenly assumed that their chief obligations
were to the profession, in terms of scientific prac-
tice, and to the client, in terms of clearing the devel-
opment site of human remains so that development
could proceed.

It goes without saying that our sensitivity
toward stakeholders in the past cannot be limited
to grave sites alone, but to all aspects of the mate-
rial record that speak to the conditions of life for
groups whose descendants are affected by the
results of the work that we do (see Patterson,
1995:129-144). Even before the controversy over
the African Burial Ground in Manhattan, histor-
ical archacologists began to examine the conduct
and outcomes of excavations at African American
sites. Jean Howson (1990) leveled an informed,
substantive, and well-reasoned critique of the
basic assumptions behind the archaeology of plan-
tation slavery, noting many shortcomings in ana-
lytical approaches. She focused on theoretical
underpinnings of the work, calling for a reformu-
lation of the culture concept and a more thorough
grounding in the historical contexts of slavery
and the development of slave culture. Selected
examples from the body of literature that drew
Howson’s sophisticated critique prompted a differ-
ent response from Parker B. Potter, Jr. (1991), who
claimed that the results of plantation archaeology
offered little to contemporary African Americans
and thus were of little merit. In his opinion, con-
clusions drawn by plantation archaeologists could
be used to support racist arguments; he recom-
mended that plantation archaeologists undertake
greater self-reflection, with the goal of making
archaeology “good politics,” focusing “directly on
the structures of oppression” (Potter, 1991:101,
104). Paul Farnsworth (1993) saw Potter’s obser-
vations as largely valid but misdirected; the notion
that African Americans in general constitute the
audience for plantation archaeology, Farnsworth
believes, is incorrect. Rather, the chief audience for
this and any other research in historical archaeol-
ogy, Farnsworth claims, is the wider community of
scholars. Plantation archaeology is of little use,
in Farnsworth’s opinion, because it does not
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contribute to plantation scholarship writ large.
Larry McKee (1994) acknowledged archacolo-
gists’ continuing failure to communicate ade-
quately with the black community as well as with
the community of scholars, but saw archaeologists’
first layer of responsibility as one to the profes-
sion—to do archaeology well and to do “what
archaeology is supposed to do best, to present
fresh information on the past” (McKee, 1994:6).
This, he notes, is what all components of our audi-
ence—black, white, scholars, the public—expect of
us, and “we need to avoid the idea that valid
research questions and interpretations can be
developed out of the contemporary agendas of
groups on either side of the power line” (McKee,
1994:5).

On the face of it, this debate about archaeol-
ogy and the African American past, which has
found parallel expressions in South Africa and
elsewhere (e.g., the Caribbean), seems to arise
out of differing theoretical perspectives about
how to do archaeology and how to interpret
and present the results of archaeological research;
fewer and fewer historical archaeologists sub-
scribe to the notion that their work can or should
be utterly divorced from politics and contempor-
ary public concerns (see, e.g., Franklin and
McKee, 2004; McDavid and Babson, 1997). We
must be mindful that method is practice informed
by theory, and encapsulated within the debates
over African American and African Diaspora
archaeology are key issues of identity and self-
definition for historical archaeologists (Singleton,
2006). Practitioners in the field are concerned
with ethical practice—right conduct—and in this
instance disagreement arises over exactly where
ethical responsibilities lie. All participants in the
debate recognize that there are multiple constitu-
encies for archaecology and that some stake-
holders may have a greater claim than others;
they disagree, however, as to which group of
stakeholders has the right to make that claim.
The very fact that historical archaeologists have
begun to engage in an open exchange of ideas
about how our work affects the people whose
heritages we study is a healthy sign and makes
one optimistic that our future work will be char-
acterized by greater awareness of its potential
outcomes.

Ethics in Historical Archaeology

Persons wishing to present papers at the annual
meetings of the SHA are made forcefully aware of
a heightened sensitivity to ethical issues on the part
of that organization when they are required to indi-
cate their endorsement of the ethical positions set
out in the SHA constitution and by-laws by signing
a statement to that effect as part of the abstract
submission process. The SHA’s firm and highly
visible stance regarding its ethical policies arose
from the unfortunate circumstance that, from time
to time, commercially driven shipwreck treasure
hunters had sought to gain legitimacy by presenting
papers at the society’s annual conference on histor-
ical and underwater archaeology. Historical archae-
ology has close links with maritime archaeology
that make it critical for both underwater and land-
based researchers to confront the special ethical
problems involved in the investigation and preser-
vation of underwater sites of all time periods. But
do we as historical archaeologists face any ethical
considerations unique to our field, ones we do not
share with prehistorians or with Old World archae-
ologists who study the state-level, complex, literate
societies of antiquity (e.g., the Near and Far East,
Classical civilizations, etc.)?

Research Practice

As it developed and grew, historical archaeology
suffered through several decades of identity crisis
that affected how historical archaeologists defined
their research activities. The basic issues in conten-
tion were whether the field was a branch of history,
anthropology, of perhaps something else (for a use-
ful recent discussion, see De Cunzo [1996]). For
many, lodging historical archaeology within anthro-
pology meant turning one’s back on history and
approaching historical sites with methods developed
in prehistoric archaeology; for others who defined
the field as primarily historical in nature, analytical
procedures aimed at investigating and understand-
ing archaeological sites as complex matrices were
deemed irrelevant. Both approaches privileged one
sort of evidence over another—excavated data in the
former case, documents in the latter.
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Gradually, however, a consensus has been build-
ing that historical archaeology is a fully interdisci-
plinary (or perhaps even better, transdisciplinary),
synergistic field that employs multiple, converging
lines of evidence and that stresses context in all
its guises—cultural, historical, environmental,
and archaeological (see, e.g., Beaudry, 1995, 1996;
De Cunzo, 1995, 1996; Mrozowski, 1996; Orser and
Fagan, 1995; Worrell et al., 1996). This has implica-
tions for evaluating what constitutes right conduct
in the practice of historical archacology and to the
training individuals must receive if they are to con-
duct historical archaeology in a professionally
responsible and acceptable manner. There are
numerous examples of persons trained as prehistor-
ians or poorly trained as historical archaeologists
undertaking projects without being aware of the
range of sources available or of how to make use
of them, and without even the most basic compre-
hension of the historical context(s) of or literature
pertinent to the sites under study. The result is sub-
standard work that often treats historical sites as if
they were prehistoric and that wastes financial and
cultural resources. Jean Wilson’s study of the social,
intellectual, and material world of William Shake-
speare offers a poignant case study of how lack of a
thorough grounding in the relevant literature led
London archaeologists to misinterpret the remains
of the Globe Theatre when they first uncovered it
(Wilson, 1995:165); in this example historians and
archaeologists were largely ignorant of each other’s
knowledge and concerns. Wilson (1995:166) notes
that “the problem is not as simple as lack of coop-
eration”; rather, both sides failed to profit as fully as
they should have from the work at both the Rose
and the Globe because of their ignorance of the
other’s discipline. Apart from the obvious lesson
for archaeologists that they need to redouble their
efforts to inform the public and other scholars
about archaeological methods and interpretation,
it is clear that historical archaeologists need specia-
lized training that goes well beyond methods and
techniques of excavation.

Hence the need for specialized training for his-
torical archaeologists is an ethical issue equally as
important as other, more obvious, ethical concerns
addressed in this chapter; it may also be the only
ethical issue unique to historical archaeology—
though clearly, all specialists must undertake

training requisite for their chosen specialty. The
point is that historical archaeology is a specialty in
and of itself, requiring special training. It is not
something anyone who stumbles over a historical
site in a resource survey can master as a “quick
study” or by consulting one or two books on histor-
ical archaeology and historical-period artifacts.

Discussions about the training of historical
archaeologists have become increasingly frequent
at SHA meetings and in the pages of the SHA News-
letter; by and large, participants in these discussions
have outlined their concerns about proper training
for historical archaeologists as a job-market or
career development issue (see Gray, 1997). Teresita
Majewski, then editor of the Teaching Historical
Archaeology column in the SHA Newsletter, sum-
marized the major points of a 1995 SHA conference
session titled “Mending the Cracks: An Open
Forum on Academic Standards” in an open letter
to students and prospective students of historical
archaeology. Here she stressed the need for training
in the specific skills necessary for doing historical
archaeology (Majewski, 1995:22-23):

these include training in field and laboratory meth-
ods as well as how to conceive of, plan, implement,
and complete a research project. Descriptive and
analytical skills are essential. ... Essential to your
training is the ability to conduct background
research in relevant literature and primary docu-
ments and to evaluate the materials you have com-
piled. If you are interested in Spanish or French
Colonial studies, learn the appropriate language or
languages! In historical archaeology, the critical
evaluation and analysis of both archaeological and
documentary sources are essential.

If students must be trained properly to be good
historical archaeologists, it follows that profes-
sional historical archaeologists, especially those in
academia, need to develop programs that address
all aspects of what the profession defines as essential
qualifications for historical archaeologists. This
includes training in professional ethics, resource
protection advocacy, responsibility to the public,
preservation laws and policies, and in workplace
and management issues in addition to education in
anthropological and archaeological theories and
methods, history, historical research, and historio-
graphy, identification, analysis, and interpretation
of material culture, and museology (Majewski,
1995:23).
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To paraphrase Larry McKee, our primary ethi-
cal obligation to the profession and to the public is
to do historical archacology well (McKee, 1994:6).
If we consider this as an extension of the general
archaeological ethic that an archaeologist shall not
“undertake any research that affects the archeolo-
gical resource base for which she/he is not qualified”
(SOPA, 1995:1.1.2d, in Vitelli [1996:254]), we must
acknowledge, therefore, that historical archaeology
is a distinctive field that requires specialized training
different from the training that, for example, pre-
historians or Classical archaeologists receive.

Oral History

One potential source of compelling and powerful data
for historical archaeologists is the memories of living
persons. Scholars from diverse fields—including
other branches of archacology—make use of oral
history, but historical archaeologists are the only
ones who can, realistically, make full use of oral
histories in site interpretations. For this reason
many historical archaeology projects employ oral
history as just one of the many lines of evidence
brought to bear upon uncovering and interpreting
the past (Purser, 1992; Metheny, 2007; see Purser
[1992] for a full discussion of the value of oral
history in historical archaeology).

Oral historians have developed guidelines for
designing and carrying out oral history projects and
have given special attention to the ethical issues that
pertain to this type of research (see, e.g., Allen and
Montell, 1981; Hoopes, 1979; Yow, 1994). The first
concern is respect for informants and interviewees.
This is accomplished through careful advance plan-
ning before undertaking interviews and by sensitivity
and neutrality during the interview process. Most oral
historians feel it is appropriate not just to thank their
informants for their willingness to be interviewed but
also to allow them to review and correct transcripts of
the interview(s), as well as to follow up by sharing
copies of the products of the research.

Collection of oral histories as part of an archae-
ological project calls for the same attention to pre-
servation and curation that is given to artifacts,
notes, and site records of all kinds, in whatever
media. In other words, the oral historian should

take care to preserve copies of tapes and transcripts
of interviews and to deposit them in an appropriate
archive for long-term curation, where other scho-
lars can gain access to them. Yow’s useful manual,
Recording Oral History, reproduces the Principles
and Standards of the Oral History Association
(Yow, 1994:252-264) along with a great deal of
other useful information (including annotated bib-
liographies) for anyone seeking to undertake an oral
history project.

Collaboration with Commercial
Enterprises

An area of great concern to contemporary archae-
ologists falls under the rubric of the ethics of colla-
boration (Elia, 1992). It is a simple matter to
deplore commercialization of the archaeological
record through treasure hunting and looting and
the sale of artifacts, and no one who has legitimate
standing as a professional archaeologist would
engage in such practices (Elia, 1997). But occasions
do arise that constitute genuine ethical dilemmas for
well-meaning archaeologists, who, in complying with
the law, find themselves on the outside of what the
profession deems right conduct. The majority of
such cases have involved historical archaeologists
hired to work with commercial treasure hunters.
The Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 states in
Section 5, as one goal, to “foster a partnership
among sport divers, fishermen, archeologists, sal-
vors, and other interests.” It is important to under-
stand, however, that in certain cases, while an action
may be perfectly legal, it may not be ethical. For
example, a law mandating that a qualified archae-
ologist undertake the oversight of a treasure-salvage
operation can be held up to justify both the partici-
pation of the archaeologist and the conduct of the
treasure-hunting venture in the first place. Itis legal,
after all. Here the logic, if such it may be called, is
that an action cannot be unethical if it is not illegal,
and, by extension, that any action for which a per-
son could not be arrested constitutes right conduct
(for a fuller discussion see Murphy et al. [1995]).
Elia observes that “in recent years a consensus
has emerged that professional archaeologists
must eschew collaboration with treasure hunters;
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collaborators risk professional censure” (Elia,
1998:327). This is because such actions run contrary
to the basic principle of stewardship.

Commercial vs. Academic Archaeology:
Two Cultures?

I noted earlier that for several decades commercial
or private-sector archacology was deemed as some-
thing set apart from “mainstream” academic
research; this has been a matter of concern in both
the United States and the United Kingdom.
Richard Bradley (2006:1) has observed that aca-
demic and commercial archaeology of prehistoric
sites in Britain are “undertaken by different people,
funded by different sponsors and their results are
disseminated in different ways,” adding that the
contrast between the two is so striking that “it is
tempting to describe them as two cultures.”
Bradley’s (2006:11) essay begins in a “state of
dejection” over the fact that the work done by
commercial archaeologists, while expanding the
database of knowledge on prehistoric Britain expo-
nentially, fails to contribute to the overall aims of
academic archaeology because, rather than publish-
ing results in books and journal articles, commercial
archacologists produce limited-run technical
reports that are intractable resources for academic
prehistorians seeking to illuminate broad patterns
or to develop some sort of national synthesis.
Archaeologists in the United States have expressed
a similar sentiment regarding the inaccessibility of
reports and the data they contain, though there has
not yet been a call for any sort of national synthesis;
rather, emphasis has been upon the public benefits
of archacology funded by developers and taxpayers
(Little, 2002) alongside expressions of a continuing
frustration on the part of archaeologists that their
work is not taken seriously by historians (e.g., Lees
and King, 2007; Little, 2007; Noble, 2007; Purser,
2007; cf. Courtney, 2007; see also Brumfiel [2003],
who expresses concern that anthropologists pay
inadequate attention to the work of historical
archacologists). The “divide” between academic
and consulting archacology, according to Iain
Stuart (2007:46), has left Australasian historical
archaeology in a constant state of turmoil over

self-definition, best practice, and opportunities for
publication (Stuart, 2007:50). Despite this, “large
and small consulting projects ... generate employ-
ment and substantial publications” and a number of
major projects in Australia and New Zealand are
conducted as collaborations “between the academic
and consulting arms of the profession” (Lawrence
and Karskens, 2003).

While in the United States it is possible to distin-
guish between commercial and academic archaeol-
ogy, there is considerable crossover in terms of
personnel and exchange of data and ideas, and all
but the most ivory-tower-ensconced historical
archaeologists have come to realize that regardless
of whether they are employed by a private contract-
ing firm, a state or federal agency, or a college or
university, the preponderance of work they do is
client-driven or answerable to a variety of stake-
holders in the past. In the United States, there are
few sources of funding for “research” archaeology,
hence the bulk of U.S. historical archaeology is
done not by academic archaeologists but by con-
tract archaeologists. As a result, “commercial” his-
torical archaeology in the United States is as much a
part of the mainstream as is academic archaeology,
and “commercial” archaeologists maintain high
standards of professionalism and best practice.
Archaeologists who conduct major projects for pri-
vate developers or for agencies such as the National
Park Service regularly add to the “gray literature” of
lengthy, limited-run technical reports, but they also,
on their own initiative or with the support of their
employers or sponsors, produce both academic and
popular books on the results of their work in
the “commercial” sector (e.g., Mrozowski, 2006;
Mrozowski et al., 1996; Shackel and Winter, 1994;
see also Karskens [1999] for an Australian exam-
ple). They also disseminate the results of their work
through peer-reviewed journal articles. Indeed, sev-
eral thematic issues of the journal Historical
Archaeology have been devoted to presenting not
just technical but interpretive essays on major urban
“commercial” archaeology projects such as those
conducted in the Five Points neighborhood in
New York City and in Boston in areas impacted
by the depression of the Central Artery (Cheek,
1998; Yamin, 2001), on comprehensive CRM pro-
jects such as at Harpers Ferry, Virginia (Shackel
and Winter, 1994), or on the results of multiple
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contract archaeology or CRM projects at sites asso-
ciated with workers in the sex trade (Seifert, 2005)
and construction workers’ camps in the American
West (Van Bueren, 2002). There is increasing evi-
dence in the United Kingdom that “commercial”
archaeology is becoming a part of the mainstream
of historical (or post-medieval) archaeology as
practiced there (see, e.g., Symonds et al., 2006;
Palmer, 2007). Thus the rise of “commercial” histor-
ical archacology has resulted in important contribu-
tions to our knowledge base while raising awareness
discipline-wide about ethical standards and profes-
sional practice.

Public-Private Partnerships

Here I provide a single, outstanding example of a
partnership program between public agencies and
private individuals. In England in 1997, archaeolo-
gists, with support from the Heritage Lottery Fund,
the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, and
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport,
initiated a program to encourage members of the
public to voluntarily report finds of archaeological
interest so that they could be fully recorded. The
Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS), which is linked
with the 1996 Treasure Act, was at first a regional
pilot program aimed at encouraging metal detector
users to report their finds to local Finds Liaison
Officers. The scheme proved so successful that it
was extended to all of England and Wales in 2003.
The PAS is administered by the British Museum,
and the Finds Liaison Officers record the nature
and location of finds, which are listed on the PAS
web site (Portable Antiquities Scheme, 2007). Some
archacologists express dissatisfaction with the lack
of contextual detail pertaining to finds recorded
under the scheme, but for others, the burgeoning
catalog of finds from many parts of England and
Wales that have heretofore seen little in the way of
archaeological survey or systematic excavation
(rural areas, for example) is having a major impact
on what is known about early occupations, espe-
cially with regard to Viking and Saxon settlement in
northern England (Leahy, 2003; Leahy and Paterson,
2001). It is also allowing “a national picture of some
elusive aspects of post-medieval material culture to

be built up, filling significant gaps” (Egan,
2005:328). The PAS has been an overwhelming suc-
cess in encouraging “right” behavior among non-
archaeologists, and for archaeologists interested in
regional distribution of finds it has proved highly
beneficial. Of serious concern to professional archae-
ologists in some quarters, however, is the possibility
that the PAS might serve to encourage the expansion
of metal detecting and finds seeking as a pastime, to
the detriment of the archaeological record.

Conclusion

Archaeological ethics, a set of principles expressing
the shared values of the profession as a whole, are the
vehicle through which we establish the ideal for right
conduct. In essence, ethical standards provide a
means of self-regulation, but at a more complex
level, archaeological ethics provide a means of regu-
lating practice and negotiating politics, of formulat-
ing how we as archaeologists deal with others—the
people whom we study, their descendants, and all
who are affected by the outcomes of our work.
Lynne Meskell (2002:293) makes the point that “at
the nexus of identity and politics lies the crucial
terrain of ethics,” noting that we must abandon
“the illusion that the subjects of our research are
dead and buried, literally, and that our ‘scientific’
research goals are paramount”™—archacological
ethics are not just about us as archaeologists but are
also about how we behave as professionals and how
we relate people who are not archaeologists. Because
they express the values at the core of the discipline,
ethical standards constitute the basis for awareness
about professionally appropriate behavior as well as
the foundation of professional identity.
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Colonies, Colonialism, and Cultural Entanglement:
The Archaeology of Postcolumbian Intercultural Relations

Kurt A. Jordan

Introduction

The current epoch of “globalization,” in which
European-American political and economic forms
are exported and used to dominate other areas of
the world, is not a new phenomenon. Forcible
expansion of an intercontinental system based on
nation-states and nascent capitalism began in 1415,
when Portugal seized the North African port of
Ceuta (Wolf, 1982:129). Other European nations
followed on the heels of the Portuguese, eventually
generating near-global exploration and settlement,
with the conquest and exploitation of indigenous
peoples following in its wake. This chapter provides
a framework for the archaeological study of the
intercultural relations caused by post-1415 Eur-
opean colonialism.

Focus on post-1415 European expansion fits the
definition of “historical archaeology” advocated by
many scholars, particularly those based in North
America (e.g., Deetz, 1991; Orser, 1996). However,
this temporal focus does not encompass all possible
examples of colonialism, nor all examples of colo-
nialism where analysis of material remains can be
aided by directly associated texts (Little, 1992).
Although I draw on aspects of the theoretical and
empirical investigations of pre-modern colonies, the
scope of this essay is limited to the post-1415 era for
purposes of brevity. Geographically, I rely on the
North American examples with which I am most
familiar; I also largely have confined my remarks
to discussion of interactions between Europeans
and indigenous peoples, as targeted discussions of
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slavery and the African Diaspora (though crucial
elements in colonial strategies) are available
elsewhere.

Those writing about the European expansion
encounter many terminological dilemmas. Following
the lead of other archaeologists (e.g., Rothschild,
2003; Thomas, 2000), I have tried to use more
neutral terminology in the place of the “prehistoric”
and “historic/historical” divide, which has been criti-
cized frequently by both indigenous and mainstream
scholars (e.g., Echo-Hawk, 2000; Lightfoot, 1995).
The alternatives are not entirely unproblematic: one
of the most-used options, “Precolumbian” and “Post-
columbian,” equates the onset of the era of European
expansion with Christopher Columbus’s first voyage,
despite the fact that this venture took place 77 years
after Ceuta was seized. Nonetheless, I will use several
terms interchangeably to refer to the period of
European expansion and colonialism, including
“Postcolumbian” and “modern.”

Definitions: Colonies, Colonialism,
Cultural Entanglement, and Structures
of Discourse

Stein (2002, 2005a) makes a useful distinction
between “colonization” and “colonialism.” A colony
is defined as “an implanted settlement established by
one society in either uninhabited territory or the ter-
ritory of another society” (Stein, 2002:30). Coloniza-
tion is simply the process of establishing colonies,
which produces a system of social interaction with at
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least three nodes: (1) the colonies themselves; (2) the
indigenous groups impacted by the colonies; and (3)
the colonial homeland or metropole (Stein, 2005a:25).
Each node is altered by the process of colonization;
social and cultural changes for the colonizers and their
indigenous “hosts” frequently are dramatic. Deter-
mining whether colonies exist in a territory is a fairly
straightforward empirical issue that should precede
and be distinct from judgments about power relations.

In contrast, colonialism fundamentally involves
relationships of intercultural domination. Reinhard
(2001:2240) defines colonialism as “the control of
one people by another, culturally different one, an
unequal relationship which exploits differences of eco-
nomic, political, and ideological development between
the two.” The colonizing group politically and eco-
nomically incorporates the land, population, and
resources of the colonized in order to maintain and
manage the colony, and often exports resources or
wealth to the metropolitan homeland. For subordi-
nate groups, colonialism may involve genocide (the
deliberate extermination of members of a group), eco-
cide (destruction of the ecosystem and resources that
make a group’s lifeways possible), and ethnocide
(forced destruction of a cultural system without killing
its members) (Bodley, 2000).

The important point raised by these definitions is
that colonialism is only one possible outcome of
colonization. Even a brief review of the archacology
and history of the Postcolumbian European expan-
sion reveals significant variation in its mode and
tempo in different regions. In some parts of the
world, Europeans were interested in territory or agri-
cultural crops, in others precious metals and minerals,
and in still others “mobile goods” such as fur-bearing
animals and slaves. In some areas, huge numbers
of European colonists demographically swamped
indigenous inhabitants, in others the European
presence was limited to relatively small numbers
of soldiers and administrators, and some Eur-
opean colonies failed completely. Either over time
or by design, these situations did not equally involve
“colonialism.” Thus, investigation of the degree of
colonial control expressed in particular contexts is a
vital aspect of research on the Postcolumbian Eur-
opean expansion.

Many colonies were established in settings where
the power of colonizers was more or less balanced

with that of the area’s prior occupants. Alexander
(1998) has labeled this type of interaction cultural
entanglement, defined as “a process whereby interac-
tion with an expanding territorial state gradually
results in change of indigenous patterns of production,
exchange, and social relations” and as “a long-term,
gradual, and non-directed process of interaction”
(Alexander, 1998:485). In these situations, mutual
influence is unavoidable—the parties involved are
“entangled.” But above all, power relations in
entangled settings are ambiguous: it is difficult to tell
who (if anyone) has the upper hand. While in some
situations the rough equality of cultural entanglement
rapidly evolved into a relationship of colonial domina-
tion, in others entangled relations continued for dec-
ades or even centuries.

The formal definition of cultural entanglement
has a relatively low profile in the archaeological
literature despite the fact that much of the archae-
ology of the European expansion has been done in
situations that can be characterized as “entangled”
(e.g., Bradley, 1987; Spector, 1993). These settings
need to be identified as a distinct domain that is of
vital importance to Postcolumbian archaeology.
Archaeology can provide novel insights into
entangled contexts because they are unlikely to be
well-documented owing to the lack of colonial con-
trol and its accompanying archive (Cohn, 1996).
Many oral traditions are unlikely to provide the
temporally specific details of daily life during peri-
ods of cultural entanglement that archaeology can
supply. Additionally, entangled settings remain
undertheorized; for example, there has been little
systematic investigation of the different types of
intercultural power relations that characterized
entangled settings, which in some cases differed
dramatically from the familiar forms of domination
that occurred under colonialism.

Separating colonialism from cultural entangle-
ment reveals that certain concepts and theories
apply better in one type of setting than in the other.
For example, each class of interaction involves a
distinctive structure of discourse. Under colonialism,
political and economic relations between dominant
and subordinate groups are characterized by
demands and impositions, and decisions are made
“top-down” without consulting the subaltern peoples
fundamentally affected by those decisions. The
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General Allotment, or Dawes, Act of 1887, which
attempted to force private ownership of land on
Indian Nations within the United States (Thomas,
2000:66-70), is a notorious example of top-down
colonial discourse. Historian Richard White’s (1991)
conception of the “middle ground,” where discourse
between relatively equal groups is characterized by
novel intercultural forms of communication and
“creative misunderstandings,” most frequently char-
acterizes cultural entanglement (Malkin, 2002; cf.
Gosden, 2004).

This consideration of discourse links the study of
Postcolumbian intercultural interaction to the
emerging body of “postcolonial” theory and its
growing application in historical archaeology (e.g.,
Hall, 2000; Matthews, 2005). Postcolonialism typi-
cally is defined either in formal terms, as relating to
the condition of newly independent former colonies
(often involving new or “neo-colonial” forms of
metropolitan manipulation and domination), or in
activist political terms, as “the contestation of colo-
nial domination and the legacies of colonialism”
(Loomba, 2005:16). Any treatment of archaeology
and colonialism must examine archaeology’s poten-
tial to reproduce colonial relations between domi-
nant and subaltern peoples in its present-day social
practices, something that is done most often
through the “top-down” structure of archaeological
discourse. I return to this topic at the end of the essay.

Colonialism as a Research Framework
in Postcolumbian Archaeology

In many parts of the world colonized by European
powers, the early years of what has come to be
called “historical archacology” emphasized colonial
installations and the dwellings of noteworthy his-
torical figures (Orser, 2004). In North America,
early large projects in historical archaeology
focused on prominent colonies such as Jamestown
(Cotter, 1958), forts like Michilimackinac (Stone,
1974), and missions, including La Purisima in
California (Deetz, 1963). While there was wide-
spread agreement that archaeologists studied colo-
nial outposts and agents, colonialism did not
emerge as a major focus of research until well after

it did in cultural anthropology and political science
(Asad, 1973; Fanon, 1966; Wolf, 1982). Historical
archacologists instead focused more tightly on
material culture processes, such as acculturation,
artifact patterning, the dynamics of borderlands,
and the like (Lewis, 1984; Quimby and Spoehr, 1951;
South, 1977). These studies placed surprisingly little
emphasis on power relations among and within
cultures. Despite early exhortations (e.g., Schuyler,
1970), detailed consideration of power relations did
not gain significant traction in historical archaeol-
ogy until the 1980s and subsequently has centered
on intrasocietal dynamics of race, class, and gender
(e.g., Delle et al., 2000; Leone and Potter, 1999;
McGuire and Paynter, 1991).

Currently, archaeologists studying Postcolum-
bian colonialism are trying to emerge from the lim-
itations of earlier theoretical models by developing
new conceptions of intercultural relations. Archae-
ologists have engaged in a fruitful series of termino-
logical and theoretical reassessments (e.g., Cusick,
1998; Gosden, 2004; Lightfoot, 1995; Lyons and
Papadopoulos, 2002; Murray, 2004; Orser, 1996;
Silliman, 2005; Stein, 2002, 2005b), and a growing
body of broadscale comparative work also exists
(e.g., Hall, 2000; Lightfoot, 2005; Rothschild,
2003). However, the recent literature has not com-
pletely bypassed some persistent stumbling points.
William Roseberry (1988:174) cautioned anthropol-
ogists writing the history of European expansion to
“avoid making capitalism too determinative ... and
avoid romanticizing the cultural freedom of anthro-
pological subjects.” Four limitations in the recent
literature on the archaeology of Postcolumbian colo-
nialism indicate Roseberry’s warning has not fully
been heeded: (1) persistent stereotypes of power rela-
tions; (2) structural emphasis on the metropolitan
core; (3) homogenization of colonizer and colonized;
and (4) valorization of indigenous cultural continuance.

First, the model of colonialism most often asso-
ciated with European expansion is a stereotype
derived from the nineteenth century that does not
apply in many earlier settings (Gasco, 2005:72;
Kelly, 2002:102). European colonialism changed
significantly in the nineteenth century with the
spread of industrial production and innovations in
transportation and communication technology
(Wolf, 1982). Incorporation into this new world
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economy demanded risky regional specialization in
single crops or raw materials, which in many cases
went hand in hand with economic dependence
(Wolf, 1982:310). Although some products of
major importance in the early stages of European
expansion (e.g., cotton, sugar, and gold) maintained
their prominence, the new focus on mass production
and bulk transportation of goods sets nineteenth- and
twentieth-century colonialism apart from earlier eras.

Major theoretical models used to examine the
modern world system, such as dependency theory
(Frank, 1967) and world-systems theory (Wallerstein,
1974, 1980), often privilege the structural role of
each party (e.g., as “core” or “periphery”) within the
colonial system. These models and applications derived
from them emphasize the structurally determinative
role of the metropole and provide a scanty toolkit for
understanding indigenous resistance and autonomy.
Such macrostructural perspectives run the risk of
obscuring the contingent histories of individual colo-
nies’ development and also court the danger of inter-
preting the past from the perspective of its historical
outcome. Due both to the synchronic leanings of struc-
tural models and because historical outcomes are
known, many anthropologists and archaeologists
indeed write about European colonialism as if it was
inevitable, even when they are allegedly taking the
perspective of those “on the periphery” or those “with-
out history” (e.g., Hill, 1998:166; Spector, 1993:29;
Wolf, 1982:86-87, 161, 306). Such treatments under-
play or gloss situations of cultural entanglement, treat-
ing them as precursors to domination rather than
as open-ended processes. As a discipline funda-
mentally concerned with long time spans, archae-
ology should study not only realized domination
but also the processes by which it was established
and resisted.

The interests of neither colonizer nor colonized
are homogenous—colonizers may grow to have
very different interests than residents of the metro-
pole and among indigenous groups some people
“choose to resist, proactively or reactively, the
emerging colonial order; others will choose to col-
lude with the colonizers in such a way as to assist in
the development of the colony while creating a niche
for themselves in the emerging power structure”
(Delle, 1999:13). Detailed studies of particular his-
torical contexts have revealed that “colonizing”
populations frequently included large numbers of

transplanted indigenous people as well as numerous
multiethnic households (e.g., Deagan, 1983, 1996;
Lightfoot et al., 1998; Voss, 2008a). Most indigen-
ous groups were altered greatly by engagement with
colonizers; warfare, migration, and epidemic disease
(particularly in the western hemisphere) forced
many groups to consolidate in order to maintain
a viable political, economic, and demographic base
(Galloway, 1995; Lynch, 1985), creating new cultural
groups and cultural forms in the process.

Roseberry’s “romanticizing the cultural free-
dom” of the subaltern is seen in the priority given
to “traditional” forms of material culture, or what
might be called “indigenisms” (Jordan, 2008:9—13).
These “indigenisms” initially were used in the litera-
ture (e.g., Lindauer, 1997) to confound accultura-
tion models that predicted near-total adoption of
the cultural forms and goals of the dominant culture
by subordinate populations. While “indigenisms”
do represent a form of autonomy and control wher-
ever they are found, archaeologists need to carefully
examine the larger social relations in which they are
embedded. The use of a Native-style bone hide-
scraping tool in the industrial tanning vats of a Cali-
fornia mission (Deetz, 1963:172) evidences only the
slightest of controls over social relations. The archae-
ology of modern colonial engagements can no longer
be content with the finding of “indigenisms”™—after
all, recent ethnographic research has shown that
present-day indigenous institutions have retained
their distinctiveness even in situations such as Amer-
ican Indian Christian churches (Dombrowski, 2001;
Sturm, 2002). Nor should archaeologists remain
uncritical of “indigenisms” in analysis: many see-
mingly “traditional” cultural forms actually derive
from the era of European expansion, and evidence is
accumulating to indicate that acceleration of inter-
cultural differences in some instances aids in colo-
nial domination (Dombrowski, 2004; Sider, 1997;
Wilmsen and Denbo, 1990).

One way to begin to work around these limita-
tions is to systematically address the structure of
power relations, in particular spatial and temporal
contexts. When one does so, it becomes evident
that the European colonial expansion embodies
almost as much variety in power relations as does
the 5,000-year history of colonization starting
with the Uruk era in Mesopotamia (Algaze, 1993;
Stein, 2002).
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Assessing Colonial Control (or the Lack
Thereof)

While Stein (2002) has used the model of ancient trade
diasporas to argue that there can be “colonies without
colonialism,” perhaps a better way to describe this
situation is “colonialism of limited extent.” Space itself
is one of the main limits to colonialism, and the radius
of control surrounding a colony is a primary variable
to be investigated.

Scholars of empires (D’Altroy, 1992; Hassig,
1985) make a useful distinction between hegemonic
and territorial strategies for imperial control that can
be applied to the study of colonies. Hegemonic con-
trol is for the most part indirect, with obedience by
subordinate groups created through threats of force
and collusion. Hegemonic options are generally
cheaper for imperial powers, in that a single standing
army can be used to keep several subordinate popu-
lations in line, but it also gives subordinate groups a
bit more flexibility in that many forms of resistance
are not subject to immediate retaliation. In contrast,
territorial control is based on the creation of outposts
and infrastructure that directly control local popula-
tions. This type of control (typified by the later
Roman and Inka empires) is economically expensive
to create and maintain, but it provides opportunities
for more direct surveillance and more immediate
responses. Colonies typically consist of a core that
is controlled territorially, even if it is a single building
or quarter in a trade diaspora. This is the part of the
colony that receives regular protection and surveil-
lance, and can most confidently be labeled as being
under the control of the colonizers. Archaeologi-
cally, territorially controlled areas can be recognized
through the presence of distinctive architecture, mili-
tary installations, and the like. Beyond the radius of
territorial control, colonies typically assert hegemonic
control over a greater area, within which they can stage
retaliatory actions. Archaeologically, it may be possible
to recognize hegemonically controlled areas through
the presence of defensively oriented settlements, specia-
lized production and storage facilities, etc.

Beyond this lie the hinterlands and frontiers of
the colony, which of course remain the “core” from
a Native perspective. Frontiers are indeed “zones of
cross-cutting social networks” (Lightfoot and
Martinez, 1995), although some zones contained
more cross-cutting ties than others, as Rothschild’s

(2003) comparison of Dutch-Mohawk and Spanish-
Pueblo social distance demonstrates. But frontiers
are also zones of differential social control, and
power relationships fundamentally constrain and
enable the social networks that spring up there.
Attention must be paid to the structural conditions
that frame the relationships that take place within
them.

This approach encourages the modeling of
space and time in political-economic terms, result-
ing in a conception of a spatial mosaic of colonial
control. Far from establishing region-wide coloni-
alism, the radius of effective colonial control for
some Postcolumbian European outposts likely
extended little beyond the garrison’s eyeshot. Net-
works of European control also left gaps and inter-
stices where local populations could maintain relative
autonomy, including the well-known maroon settle-
ments, enclaves jointly established by escaped slaves
and indigenous peoples across the western hemisphere
(Agorsah, 1994; Sayers et al., 2007; Weik, 2004).
Colonial control also oscillated over time, particu-
larly in the event of successful rebellions like the
Pueblo Revolt of 1680 (Preucel, 2002; Rothschild,
2003) and the “Caste War” in Yucatan, which began
in 1847 (Alexander, 2004).

Determining how and why colonial powers were
able to exert control (however limited) over Native
populations is crucial. There are two main ways in
which colonial powers come to dominate indigen-
ous groups. The first is through dependence, where
Europeans provided a set of goods or services so
necessary that the indigenous group was willing to
remake their economic and political goals along the
lines desired by Europeans. The second is through
disruption, where the actions of the colonizers made
previous indigenous ways of life impossible.

Archaeological research has questioned earlier
scholars’ assumptions about Native dependence.
For example, archaecology on sixteenth-century
sites in northeastern North America indicates that
the European goods in greatest demand were items
of “spiritual significance” (such as glass beads)
rather than utilitarian goods (Bradley, 1987,
Hamell, 1992). These goods had preexisting analo-
gues (in terms of color and composition) within
Native cultures, and European goods (such as iron
tools and copper alloy kettles) were extensively
reworked so as to duplicate indigenous forms.
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Additionally, many scholars (e.g., Starkey, 1998:20)
have questioned the technological superiority of
European weaponry, particularly at the early stages
of the Postcolumbian expansion. European firearms
were bulky, time-consuming to load, ineffective in
wet weather, and required external connections for
gunpowder, ammunition, spare parts, and repair. In
contrast, Native weapons such as bows and arrows
had significantly faster rates of fire and could be
locally produced. In many cases, Native demand
for European goods was surprisingly limited (White,
1991), and Native technologies frequently continued
to be produced alongside European ones. Indigenous
reliance on European goods was therefore neither
instant nor total.

European traders used other indirect measures to
enforce Native peoples to continue to produce for
them. In many settings traders introduced alcohol,
which is both addictive and (in large quantities)
destructive to health, and/or manipulated credit to
create enduring indebtedness, both of which bound
particular producers to the endeavor (White, 1983,
1991). In situations where Europeans clearly had
the military upper hand, officials extracted tribute
from Native populations, including Russian
demands for furs in Alaska (Crowell, 1997), Dutch
demands for shell bead wampum in southern New
England and coastal New York (Ceci, 1990), and
demands for cash tax payments across Africa
(Rodney, 1972). Europeans also pitted indigenous
groups against each other and encouraged collusion
among select segments of Native populations.

While these tricks of the trade in some instances
were effective in forcing Native peoples to produce
for the European market, perhaps a more funda-
mental logic of colonialism was to make previous
ways of life impossible. Europeans “crowded out”
Precolumbian lifeways by enforcing choices in sea-
sonality and scheduling (sensu Flannery, 1968) that
eliminated access to previous resources. In many
instances Europeans demanded particular goods
that were difficult to locate and easily depleted
(such as beaver or sea otter pelts). Moreover, Eur-
opeans frequently specified in excruciating detail
how such goods had to be processed. Native produ-
cers often had to reconfigure their patterns of move-
ment and labor allocation to acquire and process the
resources traded to Europeans, making preexisting
ways of life impossible to sustain.

European colonizers also intentionally or inad-
vertently changed local ecological conditions in
ways that dramatically affected indigenous popula-
tions. Historian William Cronon (1983) outlines
how European settlement in New England funda-
mentally transformed the resources available to
American Indian groups, particularly due to the
field clearance required for intensive agriculture
and stockraising. European settlements constrained
Indian options for settlement relocation, farming,
hunting, gathering, and fishing, but European fields
also reduced crucial “edge area” habitats, reduced
ecosystem diversity, and changed water drainage
patterns. European livestock invaded and damaged
Indian fields, forcing indigenous groups to fence in
their crops (a time-consuming and unprecedented
process) to protect them. European plant and ani-
mal pests also invaded indigenous ecosystems, at
times to the detriment of resources needed by local
peoples. Allen (1998:42—-54) demonstrates the impact
of European plant and animal species on the envir-
onment around the Spanish Mission at Santa Cruz
in California by documenting massive increases in
European-derived crop and weed species in archae-
ologically recovered pollen and botanical remains.

In addition to these fundamental ecological
transformations, Europeans arrived with very
well-developed institutions for demarcating and
protecting property (Cronon, 1983). These practices
included surveying, issuing titles, and protecting
ownership through trespassing laws. With the
exception of well-developed states encountered by
Europeans such as those of the Inkas and Aztecs,
indigenous peoples rarely had the ability to contest
European acquisitions of property or the clout or
expertise to oppose them within European-run
courts. Institutions of property provided Europeans
with a competitive advantage that they often exploited
to the fullest.

After colonial domination had been established,
much depended on the intentions of the colonial
powers; witness the differences in outcome between
the “mercantile” orientations of European groups
involved in the fur trade and the “missionary” goals
of Jesuit and Franciscan groups (Lightfoot, 2005;
Rothschild, 2003). Where they can be enforced, the
agendas of colonial powers have a fundamental, for-
mative effect. Sider (1987:16) notes how Europeans
only allowed American Indians in eastern North
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America to become specialized dealers in limited or
declining resources (such as beaver pelts, deer-
skins, military manpower, and land), whereas
Europeans and their slaves took on the production
of sustainable resources that Indians had used
prior to Columbus, such as maize and tobacco.

Archaeological lllustrations

The archacological cases that follow have been
drawn from a vast universe of possible candidates
in order to illustrate the points made in the preced-
ing sections.

Cultural Entanglement: Seneca Iroquois,
Hueda, and Dahomey

The conventional wisdom regarding Iroquois groups
in the eighteenth century is that they had been
“colonized” by the French, Dutch, and British. The
Iroquois—after 1722, a confederacy of six American
Indian Nations (the Senecas, Cayugas, Onondagas,
Oneidas, Mohawks, and Tuscaroras)—were thought
to have been dominated as a result of almost two
centuries of involvement in the fur trade and alleged
dependence on European trade goods, divisive poli-
tical factionalism, demographic decline, and decay of
matrilineal social institutions. However, for most of
the eighteenth century, the European presence in
Iroquois territory outside the Mohawk Valley was
slight (Jordan, 2002, 2008, 2009). This was particu-
larly true of the Seneca Iroquois, the westernmost
group in the Iroquois Confederacy. Permanent Eur-
opean outposts (such as the French fort at Niagara
and the British post at Oswego) were distant from
Seneca villages, and there were never more than a
handful of traders, diplomats, soldiers, smiths, and
missionaries in Seneca territory at any given time.
This situation persisted until well after the Amer-
ican Revolution, when the Six Nations ceded ter-
ritory through treaties with the new United States
and Euroamerican settlement expanded into Seneca
lands. If accurate, the conventional model of “colo-
nized” Iroquois people implies that European con-
trol over the Senecas must have been largely indirect.

Fieldwork conducted at the 1715-1754 Seneca
Townley-Read site questions many of the assump-
tions of the “colonized Iroquois” model (this sum-
mary draws on Jordan, 2003, 2004, 2008, 2009).
Excavation revealed that significant changes from
local indigenous precedent had taken place at the
site. Earlier Iroquois villages generally consisted of
a cluster of longhouses, set in defensible terrain and
frequently surrounded by a palisade. In contrast,
the dwellings at Townley-Read were dispersed:
built in a line, and set 60-80 m apart from one
another. Many of the houses were likely to have
been much smaller than previous Iroquois dwell-
ings. Beaver pelts had been the focus of the [roquois
fur trade in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
but beaver bones represented only 3.1 percent of
mammalian remains at Townley-Read. Addition-
ally, materials made in Europe made up a very
large percentage of material culture at the site. Ana-
lysts working within the “colonized Iroquois™ fra-
mework have looked at similar data and asserted
that community dispersal occurred because warfare
with Europeans “had demonstrated the uselessness
of traditional stockaded [Iroquois] villages” (Snow,
1989:298); that smaller houses represented the fail-
ure of matrilineal institutions to integrate larger
groups and the adoption of European-style log
cabins; that the declining proportion of beaver
remains signified the poor position of the Six
Nations in the fur trade; and that the large propor-
tion of European goods represented “dependence.”

However, I contend that most of these changes
can be interpreted better in terms of opportunism
than colonial constraint. The occupation span of
the dispersed settlement at Townley-Read corre-
sponds closely to a period of relative local peace in
the region. Dispersed settlement provided Seneca
women with easy access to croplands and water,
significantly decreasing the daily demands of walk-
ing back and forth to fields and hauling water up the
slopes of hilltop nucleated villages. The smaller
houses used at Townley-Read were not “European-
style log cabins,” but in fact were “short long-
houses,” a traditional form that had made up a
minority of the Iroquois housing stock for
centuries. While direct production of beaver pelts
likely did decline during Townley-Read’s occupation,
79.7 percent of the mammalian faunal assemblage is
made up of deer bones, a proportion not seen in
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Iroquois territory since Precolumbian times. This
suggests that Seneca hunters were commercially
producing deerhides for trade with Europeans, a
contention supported by trade statistics for the col-
ony of New York (Cutcliffe, 1981). The copious
presence of deer bone at Townley-Read suggests
that Seneca men were hunting deer locally, a change
from the long-distance hunting of beaver that had
characterized the seventeenth century. Senecas,
therefore, had ample resources to acquire the Eur-
opean goods found in the archacological record,
rather than being compelled to obtain them at the
expense of meeting other material needs.

These changes took place in settings where other
longstanding Seneca preferences continued to be
expressed. For example, wild species make up
97.4 percent of the mammalian faunal assemblage
(350 specimens identified to the genus or species
level), and no European plant species were found
among over 16,000 botanical specimens (Jordan,
2008:216, 279). There is no evidence for the use of
plows, barns, draft animals, or fences that might
signal the adoption of European-style systems of
intensive farming and private property ownership.
In combination, these opportunistic innovations
and marked continuities suggest that the Seneca
residents of the Townley-Read site maintained
significant control over scheduling daily labor, allo-
cating land, and providing for subsistence. The
archaeological evidence therefore provides little
support for the idea that the Senecas at Townley-
Read were “colonized”; instead they were holding
their own with European colonial powers and per-
haps even thriving.

The archaeological work of Kenneth Kelly
(1997, 2002) provides two additional examples of
Postcolumbian  cultural entanglement. Kelly
(2002:96) describes how the African slave-trading
kingdoms of Hueda (1660-1727) and Dahomey
(1727-1894), located in present-day Bénin, were
able to “regulate and manipulate” the European
trading presence to a remarkable degree. Kelly’s
(1997, 2002) work centered on Savi, a city that
functioned as Hueda’s capital from its founding
after Hueda achieved independence from the Allada
kingdom in the mid-seventeenth century until its
destruction by rivals from Dahomey in 1727. The
site remained abandoned until excavation took place,
making for excellent archaeological preservation.

Kelly excavated both nonelite contexts and portions
of a 6.5-ha palace compound, which was partially
enclosed by a system of ditches.

Savi’s location alone shows the degree of control
exerted by Hueda over its trading relationships with
Europeans. The site was separated from the ocean
by 10 km of marshes and lagoons, making it rela-
tively inaccessible to European military and naval
forces (Kelly, 2002:105). Hueda’s rulers stipulated
that European trade enclaves be built within the
royal compound at Savi, where they could be closely
monitored. Similar to the Iroquois, Hueda was also
able to “play” multiple European powers (including
the English, Dutch, Portuguese, and French)
against each other. Archaeological data from Savi
indicate that most European goods were clustered
in the palace compound, including European and
Chinese ceramics, firearms, fine glassware, and
alcohol bottles (Kelly, 1997:365). The only trade
materials with wide distribution in both elite and
nonelite contexts were glass beads and pipes used to
smoke imported tobacco (Kelly, 1997:364). These
data suggest that the rulers of Hueda maintained sig-
nificant control not only over the relationships with
European traders but also over their own populace.

Hueda’s successor Dahomey used a slightly dif-
ferent strategy to control European trading centers
by placing them in an “easily manageable cluster” in
the capital at Ouidah (Kelly, 2002:109). Although
the French, British, and Portuguese each were
allowed to build a small fort, maintaining a small
radius of control, these forts were located 3 km from
the sea, and only 300 m from each other. Dahomey
also installed a regulatory official called the Yoyo-
gan to monitor European activity. The cultural
boundaries Dahomey established proved to be dur-
able. Prior to the late nineteenth century, Kelly
finds little evidence for creolization of African and
European forms at Ouidah; as one example, “there
is nothing to suggest any innovation or other
changes in Ouidah architecture . . . despite increased
wealth, opportunities for ‘Atlantic creole’ popula-
tions to develop, and participation in the Atlantic
trade” (Kelly, 2002:112).

The Seneca Iroquois, Hueda, and Dahomey
examples each illustrate how Native autonomy
was used to constrain European influence, preserve
boundaries, and maintain continuities in vital cul-
tural institutions. In each case, indigenous groups
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appear to have been free of European territorial
control (except on a very small scale) and acted
largely outside the constraints of European hegemo-
nic control as well. That these examples of long-term
entanglement relied on overhunting populations of
many fur-bearing mammals on a grand scale and
warfare on distant American Indian groups (in the
Iroquois case), and on the ongoing procurement of
slaves from the interior (in the cases of Hueda and
Dahomey) demonstrates that the limited autonomy
of cultures “entangled” with Europeans cannot easily
be valorized or “romanticized” in Roseberry’s terms.

Limited Radius of Colonial Control:
Fort Ross

In 1812, the Russian-American Company estab-
lished a set of outposts known as the Ross Counter
in what is now Northern California to generate sea
otter pelts for trade to China. This Russian colony
consisted of an administrative center at Fort Ross, a
port, three outlying farms/ranches, and one island
hunting camp (Lightfoot, 2005:5). The colony was
established in the territories of indigenous Kashaya
Pomo, Coast Miwok, and Southern Pomo Indians,
and Russian colonists were accompanied by Native
Alaskans (primarily Alutiiq men imported for their
otter-hunting skills), Northwest Coast Indians,
Native Siberians, Native Hawaiians, and creoles of
mixed European-indigenous descent. Despite declin-
ing otter yields over time, the colony endured until
1841, when its assets were sold to entrepreneur
Johann Sutter. Excavations at sites within and adja-
cent to the colony (especially at Fort Ross) have
provided intriguing data on this complex, multieth-
nic settlement (my summary relies on Lightfoot
[2005], Lightfoot et al. [1998], and Martinez [1997]).

The settlement plan at Fort Ross reflected the
desire of Russian administrators to materialize a
four-tier ethnic and social hierarchy at the site. At
the top of the hierarchy were Russian administra-
tors, who lived inside the stockade; next were
creoles, who occupied middle-level positions in the
colony’s bureaucracy; third were Native Alaskans,
who had their own neighborhood on the Pacific side
of the stockade; and last were Native Californians,
who lived in a separate neighborhood on the landward

side of the fort. Extensive excavations in the Native
Alaskan Neighborhood have revealed copious
material traces of “intercthnic households,” pri-
marily formed by unions between Native Alaskan
men and Native Californian women (Lightfoot
et al., 1998). These households followed what
might be called a bicultural pattern: the layout
and location of the neighborhood itself (all houses
could see the ocean and the boat landing), archi-
tectural principles, and hunting technology
reflected Alutiiq precedents, while the organiza-
tion of house interior, cooking technology, food
preparation techniques, and refuse-disposal prac-
tices followed Kashaya Pomo traditions. Thus the
organization of daily life facilitated the mainte-
nance of two separate cultural identities. Bicultural
households in some early Spanish colonies, such as
Puerto Real on the island of Hispanola (Deagan,
1996) and St. Augustine in present-day Florida
(Deagan, 1983), also exhibit this gendered and some-
what public/private dichotomy (see also Voss, 2008b).

The Tomato Patch site, a Kashaya Pomo village
about 5 km southeast of the Ross stockade exca-
vated by Antoinette Martinez (Lightfoot, 2005:161;
Martinez, 1997), provides an interesting perspective
on the radius of control exerted by the Ross Colony.
The village was inhabited both prior to and during
the Russian occupation at Fort Ross, and although
the dating of individual deposits remains proble-
matic, there is a striking degree of continuity between
deposits made previous to Russian arrival and those
contemporary with the fort. First, the site continued
to be occupied despite the very close proximity of a
colonial military installation. Architectural features,
including a large structure that may have been a
sweat lodge, and village layout follow indigenous
precedents. Foodways at the Tomato Patch site
very closely match pre-Russian sites in terms of mol-
lusk use and very few European domesticated animal
remains were found at the site; the relatively low
proportion of deer bones may reflect that the colo-
nial presence limited hunting opportunities (Light-
foot, 2005:174; Martinez, 1997:150—151). The main
forms of European material culture found at Tomato
Patch were glass fragments and ceramic sherds.
Some glass fragments were reworked into tools
using indigenous methods previously used on obsi-
dian; some ceramic sherds were “smoothed about the
edges and drilled for possible ornamentation”
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(Martinez, 1997:149). Martinez (1997:152) concludes
that there is “strong evidence for continuity in tradi-
tional practices as well as village layout.” The Tomato
Patch site certainly was close enough to Fort Ross to
be subject to occasional hegemonic pressures, but it
seems safe to conclude that the village was outside the
fort’s effective zone of control. It is worth repeating
that this village was only 5 km from the fort.

Similar indigenous material signatures are also
visible in the Native Californian village at Fort Ross
(Lightfoot, 2005:166). The Kashaya Pomo women
who lived at Fort Ross (both in the Native Califor-
nian and Native Alaskan villages) apparently were
relatively free to circulate between the fort and
their home villages and documents reveal that mar-
riages to Native Alaskans were relatively short-lived
(Lightfoot, 2005:146, 171; Martinez, 1997:143). This
suggests that the Kashaya Pomo who resided at Fort
Ross cannot be considered distinct from the Pomo
population who remained in the interior. Further-
more, colonial social controls exerted at the outlying
Russian ranches and farms likely were even less than
those present at the fort.

Pomo communities (and women especially) there-
fore utilized the resources (material and sexual) at
Fort Ross intermittently and opportunistically, and
preserved their relative autonomy by deploying
foodstuffs, goods, and information received in the
Russian colony for the benefit of the home villages
(Lightfoot, 2005:180). Fort Ross’s small radius of
control no doubt facilitated the significant degree of
Native Californian cultural continuity seen both at
the fort and in its hinterland. All of this suggests that
the relationship between the Russians and the bulk of
the Kashaya Pomo population is better described as
cultural entanglement than as colonialism.

Complicating Colonizer and Colonized:
Ireland, Cape Colony, and Colonial
California

The three cases discussed in this section more read-
ily fit the definition of “colonialism™: in each
instance, large groups of colonists were able to
establish direct territorial control over indigenous
groups. Such colonial situations demonstrate the
intricacies of group interest and identity politics.

Complex “cross-cutting social networks” (Lightfoot
and Martinez, 1995) were established and the crea-
tion and negotiation of new, creolized cultural
forms and novel forms of identity were both wide-
spread and intense (Deagan, 1983, 1996; Loren,
2001, 2005).

Irish responses to the large-scale English attempt
to extend spatial control over their homeland in
the sixteenth century provide a clear demonstration
that colonized populations are heterogeneous and
divided in their interests. James Delle (1999) dis-
cusses the 1565-1605 English expansion into
Munster, the southwesternmost of Ireland’s four
provinces. Sixteenth-century English encroachment
in Munster followed on an earlier instance of Eng-
lish colonialism: Anglo-Normans had expanded
into the region in the twelfth century, where they
established themselves as local elites and eventually
adopted many local cultural forms (including lan-
guage, architecture, and kinship norms). Although
these “Old English” populations had maintained
some ties and allegiance to England, they were as
adversely impacted by the sixteenth-century coloniza-
tion as were Gaelic populations. The Anglo-Norman
family of the Earl of Desmond led a series of major
rebellions against the incursions of the “New English”
during 1569-1583, which were bloodily repressed.

Delle (1999) uses elite architecture constructed
during the lengthy process of English re-assertion
of control in Munster to monitor the responses of
Gaelic and Anglo-Norman elites to the renewed
English colonial project. Major contrasts exist
between Gaelic tower houses—four- or five-storied
buildings where the main hall was located on the
top floor—and English-style structures that were
symmetrical, oriented horizontally rather than ver-
tically, and had diplomatically significant spaces on
the ground floor (Delle, 1999:23). Some local elites
used combinations of Gaelic- and English-style
architecture to express their allegiance to the colo-
nists, while other leaders continued to build tradi-
tional tower houses as a gesture of resistance.

Early on, Thomas Butler, the “Old English” Earl
of Ormond (a distant cousin of England’s Queen
Elizabeth and a self-professed Protestant), con-
structed a Tudor-style house in Carrick-on-Suir
during the 1560s, clearly expressing his sympathy
to the English colonial project (Delle, 1999:23).
Kanturk Castle, erected by the Gaelic chieftain
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McDonough McCarthy in the 1590s, provides an
example of what Delle (1999:27) labels “spatial
collusion.” The never-completed castle contains a
multistory “flanker” at each corner reminiscent of
the tower house form, but the overall plan was
“more likely built to resemble the English house
forms being constructed by the new English elite”
(Delle, 1999:27). Intriguingly, the castle contains
two separate entrances (Delle, 1999:Figs. 8 and 9):
an ornate doorway with multistory columns that
copied English models, and a simpler doorway
“very similar in form and decoration to arches
found in tower houses throughout Munster” (Delle,
1999:29). Loughmoe Castle in County Tipperary
expressed a similar mixture of styles by attaching an
English-style house to a preexisting tower house,
with a second tower added to complete the symmetry
of the building (Delle, 1999:Fig. 10). In contrast,
other Irish elites continued to construct tower houses
in traditional form, exemplified by the circa 1585
Ballynacarriga Castle (Delle, 1999:Figs. 11 and 12).

While the social effects of these elite materiali-
zations depend on their being seen and used by
varying segments of the colonizing and colonized
populations (see Matthews et al., 2002:113-119),
the diversity in responses to English colonization
illustrates that colonized groups were far from
monolithic, and that responses to colonial incur-
sions are difficult to predict based on preexisting
allegiances and antagonisms. Both Anglo-Norman
and Gaelic leaders built “creolized” dwellings that
made nods to English cultural forms, and Gaelic
and “Old English” leaders resisted English coloni-
alism, both symbolically and militarily. English
colonial officials used this mix of allegiances and
antagonisms to their advantage, often pitting Irish
factions against another.

A contrasting point about the tensions and
contradictions in the designs of colonizing elites is
presented by locally made, coarse earthenware
copies of Dutch ceramic vessel forms found in the
Cape Colony in South Africa. Stacey Jordan and
Carmel Schrire (2002) explore the interesting social
implications of these vessels, arguing that the local
copies served to “articulate the statuses and identi-
ties being produced” within the colony (Jordan and
Schrire, 2002:255). The vessels serve as a key to
social tensions and contradictions within the colo-
nizing population.

The Dutch East India Company (or VOC) estab-
lished a post at the Cape of Good Hope in 1652
to provide meat for ships heading east (see also Hall,
2000; Schrire, 1995). The Cape Colony became a
thoroughly cosmopolitan community, including
(among others) Dutch immigrants, indigenous
Khoikhoi, Indonesian slaves, and Chinese convicts.
Little Dutch pottery was imported to the colony,
but by 1665, the VOC brought the first of what
proved to be at least 19 European potters to the
Cape. Thin-section analysis has determined that
these potters made local versions of Dutch vessel
forms such as tripod cooking pots, skillets, sauce-
pans, and dripping pans (Jordan and Schrire,
2002:246-248). While this might appear to be a
straightforward attempt to replicate homeland cul-
ture in a colonial location, archaeology has revealed
that the coarse earthenware vessels were used
entirely by lower-class residents of the colony; elites
used metal vessels and imported ceramics (such as
porcelain) instead.

Why did the VOC go through the effort of
importing potters to make wares for the lower social
stratum? Jordan and Schrire (2002:258) argue that
copy vessels expressed VOC officials’ belief that
they could engineer society within the colony. The
use of locally produced, Dutch-style ceramics
created spheres of material culture that separated
elites from commoners and also Europeans from
“others.” In the eyes of company elites, by allowing
lower-class Europeans to make daily material refer-
ence to the Netherlands, these vessels helped distin-
guish lower-class Dutch residents from slaves (two
groups who otherwise were treated in a relatively
similar fashion). The copy wares also had an assim-
ilative purpose, in that they were intended to intro-
duce the African and Asian wives of lower-class
European men to Dutch-style domesticity.

In practice, company-funded ceramics ended
up doing something far different than creating a
“Holland on the Cape.” The VOC elite’s fantasy of
control was subverted by the social realities of the
vessels’ users. Dutch copy pottery predominantly
ended up being used by non-white women, particu-
larly local Khoikhoi women and Indonesian slaves,
who produced a cuisine that was far from Dutch;
cooking on the Cape was highly creolized, using
rice, Indonesian-style spicy relishes, and other culin-
ary elements foreign to the metropolitan table.
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Jordan and Schrire (2002:264) conclude that “[d]espite
the fact that the vessel forms were intended to be icons
of Dutch domesticity and morality, they actually con-
tributed to a specifically colonial Eurasian household,
participating in the creolization of both the foodways
milieu and the Cape household itself.”

Barbara Voss’s (2005, 2008a) study of settler
dynamics in the San Francisco Presidio in California
demonstrates broadscale changes in the assertion
of identity among a colonizing population. Spanish
colonization of Alta California proceeded after 1769
in order to secure the region against Russian and
British expansion. Spain deployed a time-tested colo-
nizing plan, using three types of settlement: missions,
where Native Californians were to be converted to
Christianity and agricultural labor; pueblos or civilian
settlements; and presidios, fortifications that also
served as “the administrative centers, judicial seats,
marketplaces, and residential nuclei of isolated fron-
tier districts” (Voss, 2005:462). The degree to which
Spanish colonists were able to assert control over the
indigenous population in Alta California is remark-
able. Extension of colonial dominance likely rested on
European-induced environmental alterations in a
somewhat brittle ecosystem; major enforced changes
in subsistence practices toward agriculture and away
from gathering, hunting, and fishing; the military
backup presidios provided to missions sparsely popu-
lated with Europeans; and raw force, including sys-
tematic use of sexual violence (Allen, 1998; Lightfoot,
2005; Voss, 2000).

Within presidios and pueblos, the settler popula-
tion was controlled in part through the sistema de
castas, a complex set of legal categories for social
identity based on “purity of blood” (Voss, 2005:463).
The casta system made core distinctions between
Spanish, African, and Native American ethnicities
and established categories for the children of intereth-
nic marriages; one’s position within the system helped
determine the range of occupations that could be
occupied, potential marriage partners, and legal treat-
ment. However, as with “top-down” VOC plans for
ceramic use in the Cape Colony, the social reality in
Spain’s California colonies was significantly more
complex. Voss documents that many of the settlers
living in the San Francisco Presidio (founded in 1776)
were themselves the descendants of Mesoamerican
Indians and Africans: “the colonizers were themselves
the very product of colonization” (Voss, 2005:465).

The casta system also encouraged a certain amount
of fluidity; certain people were able to manipulate
their status over time, and at times changing dress
and behavior was sufficient to alter the category
within which one was placed (Voss, 2005:463-464;
see also Loren, 2005). Census records indicate that
Presidio residents were classified as Espafiol, Mestizo,
Mulato, and Indio.

Despite the potential for social division inherent
in the casta system, archacological evidence from the
San Francisco Presidio suggests that its residents
used material culture, foodways, and architecture to
develop a shared identity that transcended their mul-
tiple origins. Excavations at the site focused on a very
large trash midden within Building 13 that has been
tightly dated to 1780-1800 (Voss, 2005:465). A vari-
ety of evidence from the Building 13 midden demon-
strates relative material homogeneity among the
ethnically diverse presidio population (Voss, 2005:
465-467). Hollowware cooking pots—many of
which were locally produced, undecorated wares—
predominate in the midden ceramic assemblage, and
vessel size analysis indicates that most households
cooked and consumed meals individually. Food
remains are also relatively uniform and overwhel-
mingly consist of domesticated species, such as cattle,
wheat, corn, buckwheat, peas, and beans. Adorn-
ment items were relatively scarce.

The architecture at the site reveals a complementary
pattern. Initial residential construction at the Presidio
was done with a wide variety of building materials and
techniques, many of which were “endemic to the
northwest Mexican provinces from which the presidial
settlers had been recruited” (Voss, 2005:468). How-
ever, by the 1790s, adobe began to be used with
much greater frequency, and an 1815 expansion of
the quadrangle appears to have been built entirely of
adobe. Mud-brick architecture does not function par-
ticularly well in foggy Northern California, and con-
temporary observers expressed their frustration with
the material. Rather than being adopted for a func-
tional reason, Voss (2005:470) suggests that
adobe’s main advantage may have been that it
alone “was distinctly colonial.” Residential forms
and house size also became increasingly standar-
dized over time, and the presidio compound was
fully enclosed and its exterior facade made uniform.

Surprisingly, material traits associated with indi-
genous Californians are nearly absent at the San
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Francisco Presidio, including Native-produced cera-
mics, ground stone tools, wild foods (particularly the
deer, shellfish, wild grass seeds, and acorns typical in
the local diet), and (eventually) indigenous forms of
house construction. Voss suggests that the settler
community at the presidio gradually adopted a rela-
tively uniform set of material culture and residential
practices that served purposes of internal unification.
Crucially, it also differentiated residents from local
Native Californian groups: “Given that most of the
colonists were themselves descended at least in part
from colonized Mesoamerican Indians, it seems pos-
sible that colonial military settlers were materializing
through these practices what could not be accom-
plished through biological phenotype alone: a physi-
cal distinction between colonizers and colonized”
(Voss, 2005:467). Voss suggests that the presidio’s
residents as a community created a new regional set-
tler identity as Californios and that this can be termed
a process of ethnogenesis (Voss, 2005:465).

These three cases complicate the colonizer/colo-
nized dynamic in situations of true colonialism. Elite
architecture in Munster illustrates that colonized
populations were internally divided and that some
local leaders actively sought out positions of power
as intermediaries for the colonizing group. The Cape
Colony ceramics show the unintended consequences
of elite actions upon diverse subordinate groups
within settler society. The San Francsico Presidio
evidence demonstrates that the cultural diversity
seen in many colonial contexts, a product both of
the intermingling of people from diverse backgrounds
and the divisive intentions of legal codes like the casta
system, could on occasion be overcome with new
forms of unity. It should be noted that the new
unity of Californios was primarily an assertion and
solidification of the power over indigenous groups
that the presidio’s residents continued to hold.

Postcolumbian Archaeology
as Colonialism/Decolonizing
Postcolumbian Archaeology

It is crucial to note that the archaeology of the mod-
ern European expansion not only studies colonial-
ism, but also in some ways embodies colonialism.
Postcolumbian archaeology often impacts the

members of descendant communities who had sub-
altern positions historically and continue to do so
today, and if they are not vigilant archacologists
may use their privileged social position to reinforce
the political-economic relations of domination pre-
sent in the wider society. Descendants of the people
who lived at the sites being excavated arguably have
the most at stake when archaeology takes place,
since archaeology may desecrate the graves of their
ancestors, legitimize or delegitimize claims to occu-
pation of an area in the past, and/or form the basis
for land-use and policy decisions. But descendant
communities frequently are legally, physically, and
intellectually barred from interpretation of their
own past, and receive little of the material benefits
of archaeology (including jobs, prestige, knowledge
about cultural resources, and the like).

There is no question that archaeology in the past
acted in a colonial manner; this colonialism encom-
passed the day-to-day conduct of fieldwork, the
theoretical models used to interpret archaeological
remains, and the structure of archaeological dis-
course. Archaeologists were primarily upper-class
white men from Europe and its colonies and their
careers and research agendas were pursued with
little to no input from subaltern descendant com-
munities. McNiven and Russell (2005) provide a
critical overview of the colonial aspects of theories
about cultural difference and history that have been
(and in some cases continue to be) invoked by
archaeologists.

The 1915-1929 excavations undertaken at Pecos
Pueblo, New Mexico, under the direction of Alfred
V. Kidder (1958; Thomas, 2000:106-110, 216-218)
provide a key example of archaeological colonial-
ism. Pecos Pueblo was occupied from the 1200s
until its abandonment in 1838; the site contained
four sequential Spanish mission churches used in
the seventeenth through nineteenth century
(Levine, 1999:18-26). While Kidder’s rigorous use
of stratigraphic excavation and seriation and the
project’s contributions to the chronology of the
region rightly have been cited as methodological
breakthroughs in American archaeology (Thomas,
1999), the project also unearthed 1,938 burials,
including 56 interments from the nave of one of
the mission churches, and 59 “burials at length”
(extended burials), most of which Kidder (1958:279,
299-305) felt were “post-Spanish.” Excavations
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took place with minimal input from the descendant
community living only 110 km away at Jemez
Pueblo. The excavated skeletons (subsequently
housed at the Robert S. Peabody Museum in And-
over, Massachusetts) were used by the physical
anthropologist Earnest A. Hooton to argue that
the inhabitants of the Pueblo were composed of
multiple racial stocks, some “primitive” and some
“capable of higher cultural development” (Hooton,
1930:355, 362). As a consequence of the federal
Native American Graves Protection and Repatria-
tion Act (NAGPRA) of 1990, the remains were
returned to descendants and reburied at Pecos
Pueblo in 1999 (Thomas, 2000:216-218).

While legislative action and ethical reassessments
over the past 25 years have blunted some of the most
colonial aspects of archaeology, traces of earlier
practices remain. As Smith and Wobst (2005a:5)
note, “relationships between archaeologists and
members of Indigenous groups continue to be
unequal and asymmetrical.” Colonialism remains
ingrained in some legal processes. For example, in
New York state, American Indian graves on private
property receive little legal protection (since most
are unmarked, they are not legally classified as
“cemeteries”), and many cultural resource manage-
ment regulations have not been amended so that
American Indian Nations receive timely notifica-
tion about impacts on archaeological sites and
other areas of significance (Amato, 2002). Even
NAGPRA, hailed as a significant victory for indi-
genous groups in the United States, imposed tight
deadlines and severe financial pressure on indi-
genous groups seeking to recover human remains
and artifacts under the law (Ferguson et al., 1996;
Fine-Dare, 2002). Developments in the high-profile
Kennewick Man case seemingly guarantee main-
stream archacologists relatively unrestricted access
to older sites occupied by Indian ancestors in the
name of investigating “universal” human heritage
(Fine-Dare, 2005; Thomas, 2000).

Many archaeologists agree that there is a press-
ing need to “decolonize” the practice and theory of
contemporary archaeology (e.g., Silliman, 2008;
Smith and Wobst, 2005b; Watkins, 2000). The
most direct means to this end is to facilitate greater
indigenous participation in archacology and
increasing numbers of indigenous people are
becoming archaeologists and cultural resource

managers (Smith and Wobst 2005a). However,
archaeological practitioners (perhaps especially in
Postcolumbian archacology) remain overwhelmingly
of European descent, suggesting that revision of stan-
dard procedures to produce relations of cultural
entanglement should be an initial goal. One of the
major ways to do so is to replace the “top-down”
structure of archaeological discourse with one that
integrates members of the descendant communities,
archacologists, and other interested parties into the
research process as equal partners.

Applied anthropologists (e.g., Chambers, 2004;
Van Willigen, 2002) have developed a typology that
describes different forms of participation; their dis-
tinction between consultation and collaboration is
particularly useful. Consultation describes situa-
tions where archaeologists present the descendant
community with a fully developed research plan and
descendants are given the opportunity to comment.
While this process provides descendants with the
opportunity to restrict the actions of archaeologists
(by curtailing actions that are culturally interpreted
as desecration, for example), the descendant com-
munity’s role is largely reactive. Collaboration
describes a situation where archaeologists and des-
cendant communities mutually develop the struc-
ture and content of an archacological endeavor.
Two projects in the archacology of Postcolumbian
indigenous sites illustrate the distinction.

Janet Spector’s (1993) well-known investigation
at Little Rapids, a nineteenth-century Wahpeton
Dakota village in present-day Minnesota, provides
clear examples of both processes. During the early
stages of her project, Spector sent a letter to the
Minnesota Indian Affairs Intertribal Board (an
organization of indigenous groups) describing her
intended fieldwork, and the board responded with
their approval for the project (Spector, 1993:10-11).
Here, Spector consulted with the board and gave them
an opportunity to assess and potentially alter her
research design, but she did so only after plans for
the dig were already at a relatively advanced stage—
the site to be excavated had already been picked out,
and the research goals of investigating the site from a
gendered perspective had been determined. Spector
subsequently developed ties with Chris Cavender, a
Wahpeton cultural leader. Together they collabora-
tively developed a curriculum for the 1986 field school
at the site, incorporating lessons in Dakota language



Colonies, Colonialism, and Cultural Entanglement

45

and culture, and interdisciplinary presentations on
local history and ecology (Spector, 1993:13-17).
Even here, however, indigenous involvement with
the archaeological end of the project was limited:
while the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council called
off excavations that had impacted a possible dance
ground (Spector, 1993:121), Dakotas had little posi-
tive impact on the conduct of fieldwork.

As Spector’s work demonstrates, many projects
begin with consultation and develop into collabora-
tion only when both parties have enough experience
with each other to form a relationship of mutual, if
not unqualified, trust. Few archaeological projects to
date have fully realized collaboration at every step of
the archaeological process, which requires descendant
community input into deciding whether excavation is
to take place; forming research questions; selecting
sites; making decisions about field procedures; deter-
mining what types of evidence should and should not
be collected in the field; specifying where collections
should be curated and how they should be treated;
analyzing the data; and writing up and publishing the
results of the project. The 1993 Pathways project
between the Innu Nation of Canada and the Arctic
Studies Center of the Smithsonian Institution (Loring
and Ashini, 2000:180-184) provides an excellent
example of a thoroughly collaborative project that
accomplished each party’s distinctive goals.

The project, developed by Smithsonian archae-
ologist Stephen Loring and Daniel Ashini of the
Innu Cultural Center, focused on Innu use of their
ancestral territory in the early twentieth century,
prior to their resettlement in sedentary villages by
the Canadian government. Innu goals for the project
were to obtain cultural resource management train-
ing for Nation members, facilitate on-site interge-
nerational contact between elders and youth in their
traditional territory, and help document occupation
of that territory for land-claims purposes. Archae-
ologists intended to collect excavation data, docu-
ment new sites, and record oral histories associated
with specific sites. Project members spent a month
in ancestral Innu territory. The group initiated
some excavations, aided by thoroughly trained
community members. But mainly the group tra-
veled to different sites and resource areas at the
bequest of elders who had hunted, fished, and gath-
ered on the land before resettlement. The elders
taught Innu youth subsistence practices, including

hunting, processing, and cooking techniques. The
opportunity to record Innu oral histories about
specific sites and practices as they were being told
to the youths perhaps provided the main value of
the project to archaeologists.

Collaboration in the Pathways project did not
stop with field procedures; it has also extended to
written work. Loring and Ashini’s (2000) co-written
piece contains explicit discussion of contemporary
Innu political-economic problems, linking the past
to the present in a way that few archaeological texts
do. It also frankly recognizes that local knowledge
and archaeological data do not always agree. The
authors outline how archaeology provides informa-
tion that (a) confirms what the Innu already knew;
(b) contributes to an elaboration of Innu percep-
tions of the past; and (c) offers perceptions “not
generally recognized by the Innu” (Loring and
Ashini, 2000:174). The final category includes the
surprising finding that sustained Innu reliance on
caribou hunting first developed during the eight-
eenth century as a consequence of their displace-
ment from coastal environments by Inuit groups
(Loring and Ashini, 2000:175). The article demon-
strates that coauthorship need not mean watered-
down “writing by committee” but instead can
include an acknowledgment of differences. Control
over writing is something that archacologists very
rarely surrender (see also Warner and Baldwin,
2004), but coauthorship may be one of the most
important steps to developing collaborative projects
with lasting and widespread effects. Excavations only
affect the small number of people that actually parti-
cipate and those they tell about the project, but dur-
able books, reports, and articles can be read by many
people across time and space. “Digging together” may
be the most effective way to improve relations in the
short term, but long-term improvement in the rela-
tionship between archaeologists of European descent
and subaltern descendant groups requires that archae-
ologists learn to write in new ways as well.

To sum up, these examples of archaeological
projects investigating the post-1415 European
expansion illustrate that archaeologists must be vig-
ilant in determining the specific contours of power
relations. Not all Postcolumbian intercultural rela-
tions can be characterized as colonialism, and to
label situations as “colonial” without adequate ana-
lysis of the structural limitations on the actions of
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both colonizer and colonized may underestimate the
power and autonomy of indigenous groups in the
past. Archaeologists must also be attentive toward
the political-economic implications of their actions in
the present, so as to transform the colonial structure
of prior archaeological discourse and practice into a
pluralistic archaeology thoroughly entangled with
the concerns of descendant communities.

Acknowledgments Some of the ideas in this chapter were
presented at the 2006 annual meeting of the Society for
Historical Archaeology in Sacramento, California. Adam
Dewberry, Julie Jordan, Chris Matthews, Jon Parmenter,
Beth Ryan, Audra Simpson, Barb Voss, and Mark Warner
provided very helpful comments and suggestions on earlier
versions of this essay. Cornell students Heather Briggs, Mau-
reen Costura, Johanna Ullrich, and Rebecca Wall introduced
me to some of the examples considered here.

References

Agorsah, K.E., 1994, Archaeology of Maroon Settlements in
Jamaica. In Maroon Heritage: Archaeological, Ethno-
graphic, and Historical Perspectives, edited by K.E. Agor-
sah, pp. 163-187. Canoe Press, Kingston, Jamaica.

Alexander, R.T., 1998, Afterword: Toward an Archaeologi-
cal Theory of Culture Contact. In Studies in Culture
Contact, edited by J.G. Cusick, pp. 476-495. Center for
Archaeological Investigations Occasional Paper, No. 25.
Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.

Alexander, R.T., 2004, Yaxcabd and the Caste War of Yuca-
tan. University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Algaze, G., 1993, Expansionary Dynamics of Some Early
Pristine States. American Anthropologist 95:304-333.

Allen, R., 1998, Native Americans at Mission Santa Cruz,
1791-1834. Institute of Archaeology, University of Cali-
fornia, Los Angeles.

Amato, C.A., 2002, Digging Sacred Ground: Burial Site Dis-
turbances and the Loss of New York’s Native American
Heritage. Columbia Journal of Environmental Law 27:1-44.

Asad, T., editor, 1973, Anthropology and the Colonial Encounter.
Ithaca Press, London.

Bodley, J.H., 2000, Cultural Anthropology: Tribes, States,
and the Global System, 3rd ed. Mayfield, Mountain
View, California.

Bradley, J.W., 1987, Evolution of the Onondaga Iroquois:
Accommodating Change, 1500-1655. Syracuse University
Press, Syracuse, New York.

Ceci, L., 1990, Native Wampum as a Peripheral Resource in the
Seventeenth-Century World System. In The Pequots in
Southern New England, edited by L.M. Hauptman and J.D.
Wherry, pp. 48-63. University of Oklahoma Press, Norman.

Chambers, E., 2004, Epilogue: Archaeology, Heritage, and
Public Endeavor. In Places in Mind: Public Archaeology
as Applied Anthropology, edited by P.A. Shackel and
E. Chambers, pp. 193-208. Routledge, New York.

Cohn, B.S., 1996, Colonialism and Its Forms of Knowledge:
The British in India. Princeton University Press, Prince-
ton, New Jersey.

Cotter, J.L., 1958, Archeological Excavations at Jamestown
Colonial National Historical Park and Jamestown
National Historic Site, Virginia. Archeological Research
Series, No. 4. National Park Service, Washington, D.C.

Cronon, W., 1983, Changes in the Land: Indians, Colonists, and
the Ecology of New England. Hill and Wang, New York.

Crowell, A.L., 1997, Archaeology and the Capitalist World
System: A Study from Russian Alaska. Plenum Press, New
York.

Cusick, J.G., editor, 1998, Studies in Culture Contact.
Center for Archaeological Investigations Occasional
Paper, No. 25. Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.
Carbondale.

Cutcliffe, S.H., 1981, Colonial Indian Policy as a Measure of
Rising Imperialism: New York and Pennsylvania,
1700-1755. Western Pennsylvania Historical Magazine
64(3):237-268.

D’Altroy, T.N., 1992, Provincial Power in the Inka Empire.
Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C.

Deagan, K., editor, 1983 Spanish St. Augustine: The Archae-
ology of a Colonial Creole Community. Academic Press,
New York.

Deagan, K., 1996, Colonial Transformation: Euro-American
Cultural Genesis in the Early Spanish-American Colo-
nies. Journal of Anthropological Research 52:135-160.

Deetz, J.F., 1963, Archaeological Investigations at La Pur-
isima Mission. Archaeological Survey Annual Report,
1962-1963, pp. 161-241. Department of Anthropology
and Sociology, University of California, Los Angeles.

Deetz, J.F., 1991, Introduction: Archaeological Evidence
of Sixteenth- and Seventeenth-Century Encounters. In His-
torical Archaeology in Global Perspective, edited by L. Falk,
pp- 1-9. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C.

Delle, J.A., 1999, “A Good and Easy Speculation”: Spatial
Conflict, Collusion and Resistance in Late Sixteenth-
Century Munster, Ireland. International Journal of His-
torical Archaeology 3:11-35.

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

Dombrowski, K., 2001, Against Culture: Development, Poli-
tics, and Religion in Indian Alaska. University of Nebraska
Press, Lincoln.

Dombrowski, K., 2004, The Politics of Native Culture. In
A Companion to the Anthropology of American Indians, edited
by T. Biolsi, pp. 360-382. Blackwell, Malden, Massachusetts.

Echo-Hawk, R.C., 2000, Ancient History in the New World:
Integrating Oral Traditions and the Archaeological
Record in Deep Time. American Antiquity 65:267-290.

Fanon, F., 1966, The Wretched of the Earth. Translated from
the original French by Constance Farrington. Grove
Press, New York.

Ferguson, T.J., Anyon, R., and Ladd, E.J., 1996, Repatria-
tion at the Pueblo of Zuni: Diverse Solutions to Complex
Problems. American Indian Quarterly 20:251-273.

Fine-Dare, K.S., 2002, Grave Injustice: The American Indian
Repatriation Movement and NAGPRA. University of
Nebraska Press, Lincoln.



Colonies, Colonialism, and Cultural Entanglement

47

Fine-Dare, K.S., 2005, Anthropological Suspicion, Public
Interest, and NAGPRA. Journal of Social Archaeology
5:171-192.

Flannery, K.V., 1968, Archaeological Systems Theory and
Early Mesoamerica. In Anthropological Archeology in the
Americas, edited by B.J. Meggers, pp. 67-87. Anthropo-
logical Society of Washington, Washington, D.C.

Frank, A.G., 1967, Capitalism and Underdevelopment in
Latin America. Monthly Review Press, New York.

Galloway, P., 1995, Choctaw Genesis, 1500—1700. University
of Nebraska Press, Lincoln.

Gasco, J.L., 2005, Spanish Colonialism and Processes of Social
Change in Mesoamerica. In The Archaeology of Colonial
Encounters, edited by G.J. Stein, pp. 69—108. School of
American Research Press, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Gosden, C., 2004, Archaeology and Colonialism. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

Hall, M., 2000, Archaeology and the Modern World: Colonial
Transcripts in South Africa and the Chesapeake. Routledge,
New York.

Hamell, G.R., 1992, The Iroquois and the World’s Rim:
Speculations on Color, Culture, and Contact. American
Indian Quarterly 16:451-469.

Hassig, R., 1985, Trade, Tribute, and Transportation: The
Sixteenth-Century Political Economy of the Valley of
Mexico. University of Oklahoma Press, Norman.

Hill, J.D., 1998, Violent Encounters: Ethnogenesis and Eth-
nocide in Long-Term Contact Situations. In Studies in
Culture Contact, edited by J.G. Cusick, pp. 146-171. Cen-
ter for Archaeological Investigations Occasional Paper,
No. 25. Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.
Carbondale.

Hooton, E.A., 1930, The Indians of Pecos Pueblo: A Study of
Their Skeletal Remains. Papers of the Phillips Academy
Southwest Expedition, No. 4. Yale University Press, New
Haven, Connecticut.

Jordan, K.A., 2002, The Archaeology of the Iroquois Restora-
tion: Settlement, Housing, and Economy at a Dispersed
Seneca Community, ca. A.D. 1715—-1754. Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Columbia University. University Microfilms, Ann
Arbor.

Jordan, K.A., 2003, An Eighteenth Century Seneca Iroquois
Short Longhouse from the Townley-Read Site, c. A.D.
1715-1754. The Bulletin: Journal of the New York State
Archaeological Association 119:49—63.

Jordan, K.A., 2004, Seneca Iroquois Settlement Pattern,
Community Structure, and Housing, 1677-1779. North-
east Anthropology 67:23-60.

Jordan, K.A., 2008, The Seneca Restoration, 1714—-1754: An
Iroquois Local Political Economy. University Press of
Florida, Gainesville.

Jordan, K.A., 2009, Regional Diversity and Colonialism in
Eighteenth Century Iroquoia. In Iroquoian Archaeology
and Analytic Scale, edited by L.E. Miroff and T.D.
Knapp, pp. 215-230. University of Tennessee Press,
Knoxville.

Jordan, S., and Schrire, C., 2002, Material Culture and the
Roots of Colonial Society at the South African Cape of
Good Hope. In The Archaeology of Colonialism, edited by
C.L. Lyons and J.K. Papadopoulos, pp. 241-272. Getty
Research Institute, Los Angeles, California.

Kelly, K.G., 1997, The Archaeology of African-European
Interaction: Investigating the Social Roles of Trade, Tra-
ders, and the Use of Space in the Seventeenth- and Eight-
eenth-Century Hueda Kingdom, Republic of Bénin.
World Archaeology 28:351-369.

Kelly, K.G., 2002, Indigenous Responses to Colonial
Encounters on the West African Coast: Hueda and
Dahomey from the Seventeenth through Nineteenth
Century. In The Archaeology of Colonialism, edited by
C.L. Lyons and J.K. Papadopoulos, pp. 96-120. Getty
Research Institute, Los Angeles, California.

Kidder, A.V., 1958, Pecos, New Mexico: Archaeological
Notes. Phillips Academy Papers of the Southwest Expedi-
tion, No. 7. New Haven, Connecticut.

Leone, M.P., and Potter, P.B., Jr., editors, 1999, Historical
Archaeologies of Capitalism. Kluwer Academic, New
York.

Levine, F., 1999, Our Prayers are in this Place: Pecos Pueblo
Identity over the Centuries. University of New Mexico
Press, Albuquerque.

Lewis, K.E., 1984, The American Frontier: An Archaeological
Study of Pattern and Process. Academic Press, Orlando,
Florida.

Lightfoot, K.G., 1995, Culture Contact Studies: Redefining
the Relationship between Prehistoric and Historical
Archaeology. American Antiquity 60:199-217.

Lightfoot, K.G., 2005, Indians, Missionaries, and Merchants:
The Legacy of Colonial Encounters on the California Fron-
tiers. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Lightfoot, K.G., and Martinez, A., 1995, Frontiers and
Boundaries in Archaeological Perspective. Annual Review
of Anthropology 24:471-492.

Lightfoot, K.G., Martinez, A., and Schiff, A.M., 1998, Daily
Practices and Material Culture in Pluralistic Social Set-
tings: An Archaeological Case Study of Culture Change
and Persistence from Fort Ross, California. American
Antiquity 63:199-222.

Lindauer, O., 1997, Not for School, But for Life: Lessons from
the Historical Archaeology of the Phoenix Indian School.
Office of Cultural Resource Management, Arizona State
University, Tempe.

Little, B.J., editor, 1992, Text-Aided Archaeology. CRC
Press, Boca Raton, Florida.

Loomba, A., 2005, Colonialism|Postcolonialism, 2nd ed.
Routledge, New York.

Loren, D.D., 2001, Manipulating Bodies and Emerging Tra-
ditions at the Los Adaes Presidio. In The Archaeology of
Traditions, edited by T.R. Pauketat, pp. 58-76. University
Press of Florida, Gainesville.

Loren, D.D., 2005, Creolization in the French and Spanish
Colonies. In North American Archaeology, edited by
T.R. Pauketat and D.D. Loren, pp. 297-318. Blackwell,
Malden, Massachusetts.

Loring, S., and Ashini, D., 2000, Past and Future Pathways:
Innu Cultural Heritage in the Twenty-First Century. In
Indigenous Cultures in an Interconnected World, edited by
C. Smith and G.K. Ward, pp. 167-189. Allen & Unwin,
St. Leonards, New South Wales.

Lynch, J., 1985, The Iroquois Confederacy and the Adoption
and Administration of Non-Iroquoian Individuals and
Groups Prior to 1756. Man in the Northeast 30:83-99.



48

K.A. Jordan

Lyons, C.L. and Papadopoulos, J.K., editors, 2002, The
Archaeology of Colonialism. Getty Research Institute,
Los Angeles, California.

Malkin, 1., 2002, A Colonial Middle Ground: Greek, Etrus-
can, and Local Elites in the Bay of Naples. In The Archae-
ology of Colonialism, edited by C.L. Lyons and J.K.
Papadopoulos, pp. 151-181. Getty Research Institute,
Los Angeles, California.

Martinez, A., 1997, View from the Ridge: The Kashaya Pomo
in a Russian-American Company Context. In The Archae-
ology of Russian Colonialism in the North and Tropical Paci-
fic, edited by P.R. Mills and A. Martinez, pp. 141-156.
Kroeber Anthropological Society Papers, No. 81. Depart-
ment of Anthropology, University of California, Berkeley.

Matthews, C.N., 2005, Public Dialectics: Marxist Reflection
in Archaeology. Historical Archaeology 39(4):26-44.

Matthews, C.N., Leone, M.P., and Jordan, K.A., 2002, The
Political Economy of Archaeological Cultures: Marxism
and American Historical Archaeology. Journal of Social
Archaeology 2:109-134.

McGuire, R.H., and Paynter, R., editors, 1991, The Arc-
haeology of Inequality. Basil Blackwell, Cambridge,
Massachusetts.

McNiven, 1.J., and Russell, L., 2005, Appropriated Pasts:
Indigenous Peoples and the Colonial Culture of Archaeol-
ogy. Altamira Press, Lanham, Maryland.

Murray, T., editor, 2004, The Archaeology of Contact in Settler
Societies. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 1996, A Historical Archaeology of the Mod-
ern World. Plenum Press, New York.

Orser, C.E., Jr., 2004, Historical Archaeology, 2nd ed. Pear-
son Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey.

Preucel, R.W., editor, 2002, Archaeologies of the Pueblo
Revolt. University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Quimby, G.I., and Spoehr, A., 1951, Acculturation and
Material Culture. Fieldiana: Anthropology 36(6):107—-147.

Reinhard, W., 2001, Colonization and Colonialism, History
of. In International Encyclopedia of the Social and Beha-
vioral Sciences, edited by N.J. Smelser and P.B. Baltes,
pp. 2240-2245. Elsevier, New York.

Rodney, W., 1972, How Europe Underdeveloped Africa.
Bogle-L’Ouverture Publications, London.

Roseberry, W., 1988, Political Economy. Annual Review of
Anthropology 17:161-185.

Rothschild, N.A., 2003, Colonial Encounters in a Native Amer-
ican Landscape: The Spanish and Dutch in North America.
Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C.

Sayers, D.O., Burke, P.B., and Henry, A.M., 2007, The Poli-
tical Economy of Exile in the Great Dismal Swamp. Inter-
national Journal of Historical Archaeology 11:60-97.

Schrire, C., 1995, Digging Through Darkness. University of
Virginia Press, Charlottesville.

Schuyler, R.L., 1970, Historical and Historic Sites Archae-
ology as Anthropology: Basic Definitions and Relation-
ships. Historical Archaeology 4:83-89.

Sider, G.M., 1987, When Parrots Learn to Talk, and Why
They Can’t: Domination, Deception, and Self-Deception
in Indian-White Relations. Comparative Studies in
Society and History 29:3-23.

Sider, G.M., 1997, The Making of Peculiar Local Cultures:
Producing and Surviving History in Peasant and Tribal

Societies. In Was Bleibt von Marxistschen Perspektiven in
der Gechichtsforschung?, edited by A. Liidtke, pp. 99-148.
Wallstein, Gottingen.

Silliman, S.W., 2005, Culture Contact or Colonialism? Chal-
lenges in the Archaeology of Native North America.
American Antiquity 70:55-74.

Silliman, S.W., editor, 2008, Collaborating at the Trowel’s
Edge: Teaching and Learning in Indigenous Archaeology.
University of Arizona Press, Tucson.

Smith, C., and Wobst, H.M., 2005a, Decolonizing Archae-
ological Theory and Practice. In Indigenous Archaeolo-
gies, edited by C. Smith and H.M. Wobst, pp. 5-16.
Routledge, New York.

Smith, C., and Wobst, H.M., editors, 2005b, Indigenous
Archaeologies: Decolonizing Theory and Practice. Routle-
dge, New York.

Snow, D.R., 1989, The Evolution of Mohawk Households,
A.D. 1400-1800. In Households and Communities.: Pro-
ceedings of the 21st Annual Chacmool Conference, edited
by S. MacEachern, D.J.W. Archer, and R.D. Garvin, pp.
293-300. Archaeological Association of the University of
Calgary, Calgary.

South, S., 1977, Method and Theory in Historical Archaeol-
ogy. Academic Press, New York.

Spector, J.D., 1993, What this Awl Means.: Feminist Archae-
ology at a Wahpeton Dakota Village. Minnesota Histor-
ical Society Press, St. Paul.

Starkey, A., 1998, European and Native American Warfare,
1675-1815. University of Oklahoma Press, Norman.
Stein, G.J., 2002, Colonies Without Colonialism: A Trade
Diaspora Model of Fourth Millennium B.C. Mesopota-
mian Enclaves in Anatolia. In The Archaeology of Coloni-
alism, edited by C.L. Lyons and J.K. Papadopoulos, pp.
26-64. Getty Research Institute, Los Angeles, California.

Stein, G.J., 2005a, Introduction: The Comparative Archae-
ology of Colonial Encounters. In The Archaeology of
Colonial Encounters: Comparative Perspectives, edited by
G.J. Stein, pp. 3-31. School of American Research Press,
Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Stein, G.J., editor, 2005b, The Archaeology of Colonial
Encounters: Comparative Perspectives. School of Ameri-
can Research Press, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Stone, L.M., 1974, Fort Michilimackinac, 1715-1781. Publi-
cations of the Museum, Anthropological Series, Vol. 2,
Michigan State University, East Lansing.

Sturm, C., 2002, Blood Politics: Race, Culture, and Identity in
the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma. University of Califor-
nia Press, Berkeley.

Thomas, D.H., 1999, Archaeology: Down to Earth, 2nd ed.
Harcourt Brace College Publishers, Fort Worth, Texas.

Thomas, D.H., 2000, Sku/l Wars. Basic Books, New York.

Van Willigen, J., 2002, Applied Anthropology: An Introduc-
tion, 3rd ed. Bergin and Garvey, Westport, Connecticut.

Voss, B.L., 2000, Colonial Sex: Archaeology, Structured
Space, and Sexuality in Alta California’s Spanish-
Colonial Missions. In Archaeologies of Sexuality, edi-
ted by R. A. Schmidt and B.L. Voss, pp. 35-61.
Routledge, New York.

Voss, B.L., 2005, From Casta to Californio: Social Identity
and the Archaeology of Culture Contact. American
Anthropologist 107:461-474.



Colonies, Colonialism, and Cultural Entanglement

49

Voss, B.V., 2008a, The Archaeology of Ethnogenesis: Race
and Sexuality in Colonial San Francisco. University of
California Press, Berkeley.

Voss, B.V., 2008b, Domesticating Imperialism: Sexual Poli-
tics and the Archaeology of Empire. American Anthropol-
ogist 110:191-203.

Wallerstein, 1., 1974, The Modern World System 1. Academic
Press, New York.

Wallerstein, 1., 1980, The Modern World System II. Aca-
demic Press, New York.

Warner, M.S., and Baldwin, D., 2004, Building Ties:
The Collaboration between the Miami Nation and
Archaeology. In Places in Mind: Public Archaeology as
Applied Anthropology, edited by P.A. Shackel and E.
Chambers, pp. 137-151. Routledge, New York.

Watkins, J., 2000, Indigenous Archaeology: American Indian
Values and Scientific Practice. Altamira Press, Walnut
Creek, California.

Weik, T., 2004, The Archaeology of the African Dias-
pora in Latin America. Historical Archaeology
38(1):32-49.

White, R., 1983, The Roots of Dependency. University of
Nebraska Press, Lincoln.

White, R., 1991, The Middle Ground. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Wilmsen, E.N., and Denbo, J.R., 1990, Paradigmatic History
of San-Speaking Peoples and Current Attempts at Revi-
sion. Current Anthropology 31:489-524.

Wolf, E.R., 1982, Europe and the People without History.
University of California Press, Berkeley.



Landscape Approaches in Historical Archaeology:

The Archaeology of Places

Nicole Branton

Introduction

Landscape archaeology is a framework for model-
ing the ways that people in the past conceptualized,
organized, and manipulated their environments and
the ways that those places have shaped their occu-
pants’ behaviors and identities. Landscape archae-
ology is concerned with both the natural and the
human-built environment, as well as places that
are strictly symbolic. The landscapes in landscape
archaeology may be as small as a single household
or garden or as large as an empire. They may also
include a number of alternate landscapes nested
within them. Although resource exploitation,
class, and power are frequent topics of landscape
archaceology, landscape approaches are concerned
with spatial, not necessarily ecological or economic,
relationships. While similar to settlement archaeol-
ogy and ecological archaeology, landscape
approaches model places and space as dynamic par-
ticipants in past behavior, not merely setting (affect-
ing human action) or artifact (affected by human
action). Landscape archacology can be said to be
the archaeology of “place” (Anschuetz et al.,
2001:159), a paradigm that in its simplicity encom-
passes all the material elements of human—environ-
ment relationships through time (also see Pauls,
20006).

This chapter explores the landscape paradigm in
historical archacology, primarily from the perspec-
tive of North American historical archaeology.
After defining the components of landscape, it pre-
sents key themes in the application of landscape to

N. Branton e-mail: nbranton(@fs.fed.us

the archaeology of the historical past. The chapter
concludes with a case study that illustrates the suit-
ability of a landscape approach to the analysis of
the material components of place, identity, and
power.

Landscape and Its Elements

Landscapes are bounded spaces in which human
behaviors occur. Landscape refers not only to
scale but to the nature and context of the bounded
space and the human behaviors that occur within it.
However, a landscape is not simply a container for
human action. A critical component of landscape
approaches in archaeology is the interrelationship
between a place and the human behaviors that
occur within it.

The natural occurrence of such minerals as gold
and silver, for example, made the mountains of
Colorado an ideal setting for the gold- and silver-
mining industries of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, drawing first prospectors and
then individual miners, mining companies, rail-
roads, and eventually a variety of environmental-
remediation professionals to the area. Today, the
mountain mining landscape has been dramatically
altered by the activities of these people and is
marked by features such as massive waste rock
and slag piles, adits, mills, mining towns, and rail-
roads, all created by humans in order to extract
resources. Coloradans today who have no personal
experience of silver or gold mining are affected by
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these symbolic landscapes that communicate the
history of mining even after most veins have
been emptied. This is the interplay of humans and
environment that characterizes landscape. What
distinguishes archaeological landscapes from other
environments (or nonsocial landscapes) is their abil-
ity to signal and shape human behavior, the use to
which humans actively put them to signal and shape
desired behavior, and the archaeologist’s ability to
interpret past human behaviors from their physical
and documentary remains.

Landscape approaches always reference spatial
relationships, such as differential access to resources,
visibility, nearness or distance to other places, and
such less ecological qualities as beauty, highness,
lushness, color, or relative height in comparison to
other places. The built environment, in particular, is
often communicative in terms of beauty, differential
power, and symbology and is often consciously con-
structed to convey these qualities.

The concepts of place and space are the building
blocks of landscape theory and provide an impor-
tant vocabulary for landscape analysis. Place is an
extraordinarily common concept that is profoundly
difficult to define. Most people recognize a habitation
or a region as “home,” experience nostalgic longing
for it when absent from it, and even restrict certain
activities to its boundaries. There are locations such
as home towns, colleges, and previous vacation spots
that they return to again and again to try to reconnect
with past experiences.

Place refers to this common human tendency to
attach cultural meaning (often connected to indivi-
dual or group memory) to discrete locations. The
term applies not only to a physical locus of activity
but also to an entire suite of behaviors that occur in
that location or in reference to it, including commem-
oration, ceremonies, storytelling, and identity forma-
tion (De Cunzo and Ernstein, 2006; Holtorf and
Williams, 2006). Places shape human activities by
their physical construction and have their physical
constructions shaped by human activities. They are
not simply locale, although their physical character-
istics are significant in their life histories. Rodman
(1992:642) suggests that “places not only feature in
inhabitants’ (and geographers’) narratives, they are
narratives in their own right.” This concept of place as
text can be problematic for archaeologists, particu-
larly since places are “multivocal,” having different

meanings to social groups or individuals within a
group. These issues can be mitigated by careful atten-
tion to scale and the use of multiple lines of evidence.
Oral history is a particularly useful tool for accessing
the narrative meanings of multivocal places (Branton,
2004; Whiteley, 2002).

In transferring these abstract concepts to archae-
ological analysis, Preucel and Meskell (2004:216)
explain that “Space is usually defined as a natural
science concept, the physical setting within which
everything occurs,” while “Places can be regarded as
the outcome of the social process of valuing space.”
In other words, place emphasizes the human com-
ponent of space and “opens up the possibility of
focused work rather than abstract, decontextualized
spatial analyses” (Blake, 2004:235). “Space” is also
used in landscape archaeology to describe the con-
textually empty area between places.

Landscape expands the concept of place to a
network of places that function as both setting and
narrative. Like place, landscape is a slippery con-
cept that seems to be redefined by each scholar who
handles it. For a range of examples, see Anschuetz
et al. (2001), Greider and Garkovich (1994), Hirsch
(1995), Knapp and Ashmore (1999), Marquardt and
Crumley (1987), Rossignol (1992), Rotman (2003),
Tilley (1994), and Whittlesey (1998). While they vary
in their particulars, each of these definitions recog-
nizes that landscape describes the relationships
between humans and their spatial, physical environ-
ments. Definitions vary in the degree to which
humans and their settings influence each other, and
whether this influence can be expanded to include
symbolic components. In this sense, landscape
approaches may also include such nonphysical,
social components as place attachment, commem-
oration, and storytelling, which are not inherent in
the physical characteristics of a place. These beha-
viors may occur only at prescribed places or in
reference to those places, often because of culturally
significant events that occurred there. Archaeolo-
gists’ definitions of landscape also vary in terms of
whether these symbolic and behavioral components
of place are observable archaeologically.

Landscape archaeology is characterized by a
“cacophony of voices and landscapes” (Bender,
1993:275), but it typically refers to two different
things. First, it may be used as a scale of analysis
that addresses past behavior across multiple localities,
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transcending the traditional “site” as a unit of obser-
vation and instead observing past activities at the scale
of neighborhood, colony, or region. This dissatis-
faction with the site concept is particularly under-
standable in historical archaeology, which deals
with stratified societies in which many social units
coexist in what would be called the same “site.”
Landscape approaches treat this co-occupation as
“nested” landscapes. The scale of a landscape may
be defined by social as well as physiographic bound-
aries, as by the diaspora of a given ethnic group.

The second usage of the term “landscape archae-
ology” is as an interpretive framework that specifi-
cally addresses the relationships between past human
behaviors and the physical (or social) space in which
they occurred. This usage grew out of processual
approaches such as settlement archaeology and
human ecology but has also expanded to include a
variety of more symbolic models of human-land
interactions.

For a landscape analysis to be coherent, the
landscape must have clearly defined boundaries.
Landscapes are broad and complex, but they none-
theless reference “a singular moment of material
practice” (Rotman, 2003), and it is impossible to
define that moment (which may in fact represent
months, years, or generations) without -clearly
defined boundaries. Boundaries may be physical or
ideational but must originate in the social context
and must have emic utility. They must be spatial,
but not necessarily “real,” as in the case of Traditional
Cultural Properties (in U.S. historic preservation law)
or spiritual places. Archaeologists working with land-
scape must consciously and explicitly define their
units of analysis in terms of their physical limitations
(a watershed or mining district), temporal setting (the
American Civil War or the Great Depression of 1929
to ca. 1939), and, most importantly, its sociocultural
context, or the people to whom the landscape is
significant.

The last is perhaps the most critical boundary for
meaningful landscape analysis. Landscapes have
meaning to a discrete group of people at a defined
time and place. Thus, landscapes are said to be
“multilocal” (sharing features with other overlap-
ping landscapes) as well as “multivocal” (carrying
and communicating different meanings to different
people) (Rodman, 1992). Historical archaeology
has made significant contributions to landscape

theory through its documentation of the material
correlates of multiple coexisting and overlapping
cultural landscapes in multiethnic or otherwise stra-
tified societies. Knapp and Ashmore (1999; also
Tilley, 1994:20) label these landscapes “nested land-
scapes.” This concept acknowledges that “family,
kin, community, gender and age/experience would
have linked land, dwellings, and ceremonial spaces”
(Knapp and Ashmore, 1999:16-17) that occupy the
same physical spaces but may hold very different
meanings to each group. Kealhofer (1999:61)
clarifies that “How landscape is structured shapes
individuals’ actions, but different individuals and
different groups perceive the same landscape differ-
ently.” A similar relationship, called “cultural land-
scape layering” (Stoffle et al., 2003:104), exists when
a given place functions in multiple cultural land-
scapes. Given this complexity, it is essential that
landscape analysis explicitly defines the social
group with which a landscape is identified.

Landscape Approaches in Historical
Archaeology

Landscape is not unique to historical archaeology,
or even to archacology in general. In applying
landscape concepts, historical archacologists have
borrowed heavily from anthropology (Hall, 1969;
Hirsch, 1995; Hirsch and O’Hanlon, 1995; Rodman,
1992), cultural geography (Penning-Rowsell and
Lowenthal, 1986; Sauer, 1925), and urban planning,
architectural history, and other social sciences
(Greider and Garkovich, 1994; Lowenthal, 1986;
Tuan, 1977, 1991; Zube et al., 1982). Historical
archaeology’s material culture and theoretical
orientations make it ideally suited to exploiting the
subtleties of landscape’s flexibility as “an unstable
category, sitting uneasily between opposed ecologi-
cal or ‘naturalistic’ and ideological or ‘culturologi-
cal” approaches to human society” (Tilley, 1994:37).
This unique ability to draw together multiple lines
of evidence and model a vast range of human—place
interactions in the past makes landscape archaeol-
ogy an ideal tool for examining things as diverse as
tenements and utopian communities, formal gar-
dens and mining camps, natural resources and crea-
tion stories. Landscape approaches embrace, and
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even demand, a rich variety of evidence (artifacts,
text, and oral history). Many of the traditional lines
of inquiry in historical archaeology—especially
colonialism, urbanization, globalization, ethnogen-
esis, and class conflict—demand a framework that
melds the physical and ideational.

The historical development of landscape archaeol-
ogy has been well documented by other authors
(Anschuetz et al., 2001; Ashmore, 2004; Bender,
1993; Knapp and Ashmore, 1999; Preucel and
Meskell, 2004; Rossignol, 1992; Stoddart, 2000a;
Yentsch, 1996), but some attention to the founda-
tions of landscape approaches is warranted in order
to clarify key issues and the directions in which this
subfield is moving. Landscape is many things to
many researchers. At its simplest and clearest, a
landscape is “a piece of topography bounded by its
use by a given social group” (Rockman, 2003:13).
Where theoretical opinions diverge in archaeology
is at what kind of use defines a landscape and what
scale of topography or built environment it must
include. The topography of a cultural landscape
may consist of such natural elements as mountains
or of such human-built elements as architecture.
More murkily, the topography of a landscape may
also consist of locations that are exclusively symbolic.

Until recently, archaeological treatments of land-
scape have tended to split into two camps, those
that emphasized the explicit, positivist characteristics
of landscape (physical features, land use, and eco-
nomic or ecological limitations of environments) and
those that emphasized the inherent characteristics of
landscape (the symbolic role of architecture and
spatial organization and the “meaning” of places).
The fracture between explicit and inherent approaches
corresponded generally, with some exceptions, with
whether the archacologist was American (explicit)
or British (inherent). In Ideas of Landscape, British
archaeologist Matthew Johnson (2007) explores this
difference in more depth and proposes an “alternative
agenda” for a more interdisciplinary historic landscape
archaeology that capitalizes on archaeology’s empirical
strengths and is relevant to contemporary social con-
cerns. Another recent compilation of articles, Land-
scapes under Pressure: Theory and Practice of Cultural
Heritage Research and Preservation, edited by Ludomir
Lozny (2006), addresses the broad spectrum of views
on cultural landscapes as well as the practical con-
siderations of identifying and managing them.

Explicit landscape approaches model landscapes
as settings for action or as units of analysis. They
are frequently concerned with exploring the limita-
tions of the site concept for processual archaeology
and the effects of natural and cultural transfor-
mation processes on land occupied by humans
(Dunnell, 1992; Rossignol, 1992). Positivist land-
scape researchers draw theoretically from cultural
ecology and the scientific approaches of the
“New Archaeology,” particularly nearest-neighbor
analysis, settlement archaecology, and central-place
theory, and are concerned with explicit, positivistic
approaches to human spatiality. Explicit approaches
treat landscape as land use. A recent innovation in
explicit approaches to landscape is “landscape learn-
ing,” a framework that describes the process by
which humans gain and use environmental knowl-
edge during colonization of new locations (Meltzer,
2003; Rockman, 2003). Although landscape learning
is primarily concerned with environmental con-
straints and human adaptations to them (land use),
it emphasizes cognition and identity (Hardesty,
2003), and social knowledge is critical in the learning
process.

Researchers who apply more inherent approaches
to landscape archaeology tend to draw theoretically
from social theory (Ashmore, 2004; Blake, 2004),
such as phenomenology (Bender, 1993; Tilley, 1994).
These studies emphasize humans’ experience and
perception of landscapes, as well as “how landscape
features are socialized and how cultural features
become naturalized” (Ashmore, 2004). Phenomeno-
logical landscape studies emphasize the ways that
the physical construction of places conditions cultural
behavior and the creation of memory. Blake
(2004:236) warns that phenomenological approaches
“tend to universalize the way humans experience,
treating experience as a precultural process onto
which contingently derived meanings are pasted.”
Critical in the work of inherent landscape archaeol-
ogy is an emphasis on the creation of memory and
the meaning of significant places for identity
formation.

Although landscape archaeology remains theore-
tically diverse, the dichotomy between processual
and postprocessual approaches to historical land-
scapes shows signs of blurring. This may be in part
due to the “usefully ambiguous” (Gosden and Head,
1994) nature of landscape itself, which demonstrates
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the interconnectedness of people and their environ-
ments (Anschuetz et al.,, 2001; Lekson, 1996).
Historical archaeologists are increasingly combining
both positivist and post-positivist approaches to
landscape, each of which facilitates particular lines
of inquiry. Metheny (1996:384) offers an inclusive
definition of landscape theory in historical archaeol-
ogy. Landscape archaeology is:

concerned with both the conscious and the unconscious
shaping of the land: with the processes of organizing
space or altering the land for a particular purpose, be it
religious, economic, social, political, cultural, or sym-
bolic; with the unintended consequences of land use
and alteration; with the role and symbolic content of
landscape in its various contexts and its role in the
construction of myth and history; and with the enact-
ment and shaping of human behavior within the
landscape.

Metheny solves the formidable problem of defin-
ing what landscape archaeology is by providing a
list of what it does. This definition also clearly
delineates how landscape functions as two different
artifacts—one that is physically shaped by human
activities and another that is a symbolic archive of
past social relations.

Issues and Themes in Landscape
Archaeology

Gardens as Formal Landscapes

Historical archaeology’s first forays into landscape
grew naturally from the discipline’s beginnings in
historic preservation. The reconstruction of histori-
cally important sites such as Jamestown, based on
archacological as well as textual evidence, was often
the reconstruction of past landscapes. Archaeology
of formal gardens has been a particularly fertile
subfield in historical archaeology (Beaudry, 1996;
Brown and Samford, 1990; Leone, 1989; Leone
et al., 1988; Metheny et al., 1996; Upton, 1988),
where documentation of both garden owners and
their built environments is frequently available to aid
interpretation and where the units of analysis are land-
scapes that “were usually designed and created to
be seen and experienced” (Rotman and Nassaney,
1997:42). Garden archaeology therefore moved
rapidly from garden reconstruction to analysis of the

use of formal gardens to communicate messages
about social order and status. Garden archaeology
has yielded significant studies that are both explicit
and inherent. Metheny et al.’s (1996) careful presenta-
tion of garden archaeology method at the Morven
estate marries explicit method and inherent interpre-
tation, linking excavated landscape features to an
“emic grid” of perspective based on historical land-
scaping practices and architectural analysis.

Gardens are formally designed landscapes that
are consciously designed to reflect the real or
desired economic, social, or political status of their
builders. Gardens may be considered according to
how they conform to such formal aesthetic stan-
dards as the Georgian order or traditional English
landscape gardens, or they may convey the owner’s
ability to tame wilderness (Kealhofer, 1999). In
their physical construction, formal gardens force
visitors to experience them from a strictly controlled
perspective. Landscape archacology of gardens
attends to “how the organization of sight, control
of movement, and the structure and pattern of space
construct our subjectivity—our sense of who we are
and how we relate to one another and to the world
around us” (Kryder-Reid, 1996:228-229).

Spatiality of Power Relations

Landscape approaches are useful tools for those
historical archaeologists who study the material
reflections of power relations. Power is reflected in
the landscape both through differential access to
resources (Hautaniemi and Rotman, 2003; Paynter,
1982) and the manipulation of the built environ-
ment to reproduce and naturalize the existing (or
desired) ideology of the powerful. Nassaney and
Abel (2000) write, “In industrial capitalism, the
built environment is a material expression of
order and control that is designed to maximize
profit through spatial hegemony.” The built envir-
onment may be constructed to physically constrain
workers, to discourage labor organization, to facil-
itate surveillance, or simply to inspire awe of a
land- or factory owner’s power over nature. The
spatial components of power relations have been
apparent in the historical archaeology of work sites
(Beaudry and Mrozowski, 2001; Nassaney and
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Abel, 2000; Mrozowski et al., 1996; Pappas, 2004;
Shackel and Larsen, 2000) and plantations (Delle,
1999, 2000; Epperson, 2000; Young, 2003).

Manipulation of space is not, however, exclu-
sively a tool of the powerful. Several historical
archaeological studies (Branton, 2004; Casella,
2001; Delle, 2000; Ruppel et al., 2003; Shackel and
Larsen, 2000) have uncovered the manipulation of
space and the built environment by subaltern
groups, especially as strategies of resistance. The
spatial construction of mining towns illustrates not
only the almost complete control that mine owners
exerted over their workers but also the gender,
status, and ethnic divisions maintained among
miners themselves (Baxter, 2002; Hardesty, 1998;
Lawrence, 1998). Frequently, subordinated groups
manipulate their spaces in order to create private
places where activities may occur outside of the view
of the powerful. This issue of surveillance is an
emerging issue in the spatiality of power relations
in historical archaeology (Epperson, 2000). The
spatiality of resistance also includes symbolic iden-
tification with culturally critical places, such as
memorials.

Pappas’s (2004) analysis of community structure
in a California logging camp illustrates the use of
spatial organization to facilitate corporate patern-
alism. At considerable cost and difficulty, the Pick-
ering Logging Corporation designed the Soap
Creek Pass camp in a way that encouraged nested
households within the larger context of the camp.
Families were provided increased privacy in “family
areas,” while remaining on the site to model appro-
priate family living for single loggers. Bachelors,
meanwhile, were housed in the central area of the
camp in mobile buildings that suited their transient
status; these single-laborer cabins were located so
as to be visible at all times from their supervisors’
homes.

Interior Space, Public and Private

Until recently, interior space received relatively lit-
tle scholarly attention from historical archaeolo-
gists applying a landscape paradigm. This disparity
reflects the discipline’s neglect of the household in
general rather than any substantive difference

between the way humans experience indoor and
outdoor space. Indeed, “human activity, cultural
expression, political statements, and reflections on
worldviews occur within the bounded spaces of
structures as well [as the outside world]” (Rotman,
2003:5). When archaeologists do treat interior
space, they often do so as part of a larger discourse
of private and public space and the “spheres of
separation” associated with gender relations. In
this treatment, private space is considered feminine,
and public masculine. Places that are literally out-
side the house, such as house yards and exterior
kitchens, are usually considered interior space by
archaeologists, since much domestic labor and
household relations occur in these places.

Barile and Brandon’s (2004) volume presents
several papers with innovative attention to the inter-
section of space and gender, particularly in the
archaeology of households. An early example of
archacological treatment of private, interior space
(although literally “outside” the house) is Leone’s
(1978) study of Mormon fences. Leone recognizes
not only the ecological function of fences that pro-
tected agricultural spaces from wind but also the
ways that fences around house lots created private
spaces within a very public religious community. He
summarizes, “In a town where the social structure
was based on equal property and close cooperation,
and where order was maintained through every-
body knowing everybody else’s business, fences
drew the literal line between closeness and privacy”
(Leone, 1978:198). More recently, Baxter (2002:25)
describes the efforts Victorian oil workers and their
families made to “separate home from work, to
distance the smells of the kitchen from smoke-
belching boilers, and the strum of the guitar on the
porch from the pounding of the drill,” by locating
their homes a long distance from their work sites,
using landforms as visual barriers between public
and private space.

Heritage

A significant subfield in the historical archaeology
of landscape pertains to memorials. This is the
deliberate commemoration of certain highly visible
places—at the expense of other places—in the
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interest of the production of heritage. The term “heri-
tage” is usually reserved for the conscious reproduc-
tion of public memory through the commemoration
of historically critical events in the national identity
of Americans since the late nineteenth century
(Lowenthal, 1998; Shackel, 2000:177); it is a
uniquely modern, nationalistic phenomenon. Heritage
attends to official memorials and official histories,
and by implication, to the privileging of certain
histories over those of less powerful social groups.
The scale at which a place is commemorated reflects
a social group’s structural power. However, the
commemoration of special places associated with
culturally significant events is not limited to “official
memory” (Shackel 2003). Historical archaeology is
giving increasing attention to the memorials of
subordinate groups (Brown, 2001; Dubel, 2001;
Horning, 2001; Whitley et al., 1999).

Most historical archacology concerned with
heritage and memorials has focused on national
memorials or sites that played a role in some critical
national event, especially an armed conflict (Baker,
2000; Dubel, 2001; Ireland, 2003; McGirr, 2003;
Saunders, 2001; Shackel, 2001a, 2004). As Brown
(2001:103) observes, “as a military struggle ends, the
war of words and meanings begins.” These are con-
tested landscapes, and archaeologists are under-
standably concerned with the misuse of their work
as “proving” what they consider a single narrative in
a contested history. Construction of a memorial is
never a politically neutral event. “One of the most
effective ways of monopolizing the telling of history
is to establish permanent or ‘official’ memorials at
key historical sites” since “such memorials usually
serve the interests of some living individuals or fac-
tions at the expense of others” (Novak and Kopp,
2003:102).

The discourse of heritage articulates with archae-
ology for two reasons. First, academic interest in
the archaeology of history (as opposed to prehis-
tory, which is more widely identified with an
ethnographic “other”) is intrinsically linked to colo-
nialism and modern political interests; it is the
archaeology of “us” (Ireland, 2003:62-63). Second,
the conflict over interpretation of contested places is
essentially a conflict over the meaning and the use of
material culture. This contested material culture
may be the artifacts interpreted at sites, the physical
environment of sites, or memorials themselves,

along with the interpretation provided for visitors’
consumption. Historical archacologists often strug-
gle with this situation and search for ways of miti-
gating the privileging effect of memorials. Leone
(1978:193) summarizes, “History may be the com-
monly agreed-on lie but, for that common agree-
ment to be sustained and realized in individuals,
they must see it for themselves.” The physical imme-
diacy and seeming neutrality of artifacts can be
dangerous, especially when presented in a museum
case. As Leone suggests, context is critical to com-
bating the misuse of historical archaeological data
for political ends, as is the fair presentation of
unflattering information and alternate narratives
of historical events. Heritage archaeology is primar-
ily concerned with unpacking the multiple meanings
of memorials and presenting the context from which
places draw their power. Heritage archaeology
draws attention to the ways that memorials legiti-
mize particular interpretation of the past and
encourage the forgetting of competing interpreta-
tions (Shackel, 2001a); therefore, heritage is always
in some way about power.

Heritage archaeology is also concerned with the
memorialization behaviors—ceremonies, commem-
orations, and interpretation—that occur at signifi-
cant places (Schofield and Johnson, 2006). As such,
the archaeology of heritage suggests a fourth line of
evidence to historical archacology. In addition to
artifacts, texts, and oral history, it is essential that
archaeologists who study memorials draw on the
ongoing behaviors connected to sites. This evidence
may take the form of stories (both formal and “ver-
nacular”) told at the site, visitation, and other forms
of commemoration. Shackel and Palus (2006) talk
about “remembering industrial landscapes” and the
fact that histories of the working class are often
downplayed or omitted in the “official” memories
of these places. Monuments may also be “sites of
consumption” (Blake, 2004:242), where the unique
behavior of tourism offers visitors the opportunity
to consume a piece of localized and objectified his-
tory. This form of place consumption may not be
unique among landscapes (Basso, 1996) but cer-
tainly represents a departure from the “inside mean-
ing” of places, as it is deliberately oriented toward
outsiders. Place consumption brings outsiders in
through the creation of nostalgia for a time or cul-
tural setting that may never have actually existed.
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Place and Identity

With the emergence of inherent approaches to land-
scape archaeology, archaeologists have turned
(along with geographers and anthropologists) their
attention to the ways that space, and especially
culturally significant places, figure in the formation
and reproduction of identity. At its most basic level,
space can be correlated with identity in terms of
territory, the bounded space in which a given
group resides or which the group identifies as
“theirs.” Individual places also hold great power as
landmarks of key events in a group’s identity for-
mation. The built environment may reflect the ways
that people strategically modify their surroundings
to communicate their role in society or modify the
way they are perceived or remembered.

Kealhofer (1999) provides a compelling example
of the archaeology of identity and place in her study
of constructed landscapes in colonial Virginia.
Early settlers, intent on creating new lives for them-
selves, consciously transformed their new environ-
ments in order to authenticate their new identities
(Kealhofer, 1999:58; see also Winer, 2001). Kealhofer’s
data illustrate the multiple scales at which landscape
is constituted and nested: spatial (garden and
tobacco plantations), material (built, planted, and
cleared places), and social (household, plantation,
and community). These varying scales of landscape
are linked to scales of identity at the level of indivi-
dual, family, and community. The construction of
small-scale landscapes, such as gardens, allowed
colonists to make physical their conceived land-
scape (that of the triumph of ordered plantings
over wilderness) before it could be constituted on
the larger regional scale.

Case Study in Landscape, Identity,
Power, and Memory: The Internment
Eventscape

As these themes illustrate, historical archaeology
has become increasingly concerned with the politi-
cal struggle over identity and history in stratified
societies. Landscape is a powerful tool in this line of
inquiry. Landscape provides archaeologists a lens
through which to examine the ways that people use

their environments as tools of self-definition and a
means to legitimize and naturalize that identity. The
following case study illustrates these issues as a part
of a special kind of archaeological landscape that
results from people’s participation in culturally
critical events.

Following the Japanese military attack on Pearl
Harbor on December 7, 1941, President Franklin
D. Roosevelt responded to anti-Asian hysteria
within the United States by issuing Executive
Order 9066, designating secure arcas along the
Pacific Coast from which all “persons of Japanese
ancestry” were soon forbidden. A total of 117,000
people, two-thirds of which were U.S. citizens,
were interned in relocation centers in desolate
areas of the continental interior portion of the
United States.

The War Relocation Centers (commonly called
“camps” or “internment camps,” although “intern-
ment” literally refers to the detaining of enemy aliens)
were enormous, hastily constructed complexes
whose boundaries were demarcated by barbed wire,
armed guards, and signs marking restricted areas—
internees could be, and were, shot for crossing such
boundaries. Former-internees’ memories of these
places are marked by physical descriptions of the
desolation of their location, the barrenness of the
camp layouts, the way that dust storms filled their
barracks, and the lack of privacy.

Archaeology and Oral History

The archaeology of Japanese American internment
during World War II is ideally suited for a land-
scape approach. Internment was profoundly spa-
tial, involving the “internal exile” of over 100,000
people in desolate areas of the continental interior.
The space of the War Relocation Centers, although
not specifically designed to create a sense of aliena-
tion, nonetheless dramatically communicated the
internees’ prisoner status. Internees lived in identi-
cal, anonymous barracks that were so hastily built
that large spaces were left between the boards—
allowing dust, cold, noise, and prying eyes into the
living quarters. Families were assigned to a single
barrack room, and the showers and toilets were
located in large, open rooms.
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Internees were not, however, entirely powerless
over their environment. They borrowed or stole
construction materials and fabric to create privacy
with room dividers and curtains. Internees orga-
nized work details to construct bathroom stalls
and Japanese-style tubs (T. Norikane, in Branton,
2004:136), and eventually gardens, walkways, ceme-
teries, and recreation facilities. All of these physical
elements are part of the internment landscape,
which includes the War Relocation Centers, the
U.S. Department of Justice camps in which Japanese
American community leaders were held, and the
Assembly Centers to which internees were first evac-
uated. The temporal boundaries of the internment
landscape are not limited to the years (1942-1946) in
which Japanese Americans were incarcerated. The
landscape of internment continues to have meaning
to Japanese Americans today. After the camps were
closed, and internees had restarted their lives, they
maintained a quiet attachment to the places of
internment, visiting their former camps, collecting
artifacts, and signaling this attachment by asking
Japanese American strangers upon meeting, “What
camp were you in?”

Power and Privacy

Although the War Relocation Centers were largely
demolished upon closing, archaeological and oral
historical investigations (Branton, 2004; Burton,
1996; Burton et al., 2002) have begun to reveal
data about the built environment of internment
sites and the ongoing role that landscape has played
in internment resistance. Contrary to the official
history of internment, archaeology and oral history
indicate that Japanese Americans did not (and do
not) go along compliantly with their incarceration.

Ceramics recovered from the Manzanar War
Relocation Center landfill suggest that female inter-
nees may have served tea and other traditional foods
in their barracks, despite rules forbidding cooking.
Along with the distinctive vitreous, white-bodied
earthenware (hotelware) dishes issued by the U.S.
Quartermaster Corps (and manufactured in the
United States) for use in the camp mess halls, the
Manzanar landfill contained numerous oriental por-
celain tablewares in such traditional Japanese forms

as tea and rice bowls, sauce dishes, and sake cups and
bottles (non—U.S. made) (Branton, 2004; Majewski,
1996).

Oral and documentary data confirm that inter-
nees held occasional parties in their barracks and
valued the ability to invite friends “home” for
snacks. This food sharing may have been a strategy
for resisting the negative effects of mess-hall dining
on the family. Manzanar’s internees were required
to take their meals in the camp’s mess halls, with the
result that families no longer shared meals together,
and children spent markedly less time with their
parents and grandparents than they had prior to
relocation. Like the construction of barriers and
curtains, providing even small meals in the barracks
was a strident attempt to create a sense of normalcy
for families and friends. For interned women, this
creation of “home spaces” within the very public
barracks setting represented a reaffirmation of
their identities as traditional homemakers and chal-
lenged their imposed identities as prisoners.

Historians and social scientists who have studied
relocation have long dismissed the idea of Japanese
American resistance with the term shikataganai, a
Japanese phrase meaning “it cannot be helped.” How-
ever, some internees did resist, especially through this
kind of everyday resistance (Scott, 1985). Internees
stole food and building materials, smuggled such
contraband as cameras and alcohol into the camps,
and engaged in antiadministration and antigovern-
ment humor.

The most overt form of internee resistance
occurred when the U.S. government began drafting
young Japanese American men from inside the
camps. For 315 of these young men, who became
known as the Resisters of Conscience, the irony of
being called upon to fulfill the duties of citizenship
while being denied its privileges was too great; they
refused to report for their physical exams. Because
they were called on as individuals, many saw their
draft notices as their first opportunity to directly
challenge the violation of their civil rights. They
considered their actions patriotic and hoped that
their actions would bring attention to the unconsti-
tutional incarceration of their families. As Resister
of Conscience, Joe Norikane (in Branton, 2004:121)
explained, “if you’re going to fight for your country
and your homes, I ain’t going to go die for my home
in the concentration camp.” They were labeled draft
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dodgers, and all were imprisoned and fined for
Selective Service violations.

The resisters’ decision to protest was extremely
unpopular in the atmosphere of “200% citizenship”
in the camps. The post-war Japanese American
community invested its identity in its perseverance
under mistreatment and especially in the extraor-
dinary record of the all-Japanese American 442nd
Regimental Combat Team, the most decorated unit
of its size in World War II. In this setting, the
Resisters of Conscience were made to feel ashamed
of the stand that they took against internment, and
many never spoke of their wartime experiences until
very recently.

The Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation Site

Again, the built environment was instrumental
in uncovering evidence of internment resistance.
Following the Redress movement (in which the
U.S. government apologized and paid reparations
to former internees), Japanese Americans began
actively working toward preserving and formally
memorializing internment sites. Today, nearly all
of the War Relocation Center sites have some kind
of formal interpretation or historical designation.
The struggle for these memorials has also been the
struggle over which internment history will be pre-
served. At most sites, the narrative of the Resisters
of Conscience has been suppressed.

In 1999, the Coronado National Forest dedi-
cated a unique internment memorial, the Gordon
Hirabayashi Recreation Site. The memorial is
located at the site of the former Catalina Federal
Honor Camp, a prison work camp in the mountains
of southern Arizona that housed 45 Resisters of
Conscience and Gordon Hirabayashi, one of only
three Japanese Americans to legally challenge relo-
cation itself. The Honor Camp resisters, who call
themselves “Tucsonians,” have retained an attach-
ment to this place and have held reunions since the
1940s. Several of the Honor Camp resisters
attended the dedication and participated in an oral
historical study of their wartime experiences and
relationships with the camp. As a result, the history
of internment that is presented at this site includes
the Resisters of Conscience.

That the Honor Camp exists as place only in the
context of a bounded social group should be evident
to any outsider who visits it. The sense of this place
is not apparent in the broken concrete slabs that
remain at the site but rather in the way that Japa-
nese Americans identify, imagine, remember, and
contest this place as associated with the experience
of internment and resistance and the multiple ways
it is metaphorically tied to their identity as an eth-
nicity and as a community of Americans (after Feld
and Basso, 1996:11). Part of the significance of this
place is the way that it facilitates storytelling, parti-
cularly instructional storytelling about appropriate
American behavior, intended to “transform and
further empower” (Low, 1994) future generations.

Many of the “Tucsonians” told stories at and
about the Honor Camp that they had never told
before, with the intention of “correcting” the official
history of internment. Without exception, the Tucso-
nians related their experiences not to being Japanese
American, but to being American and to standing
up for their Constitutional rights. They also talked
about the community of the Tucsonians, how they
identified not only as Resisters of Conscience but also
as a community tied to the Honor Camp. Many
referenced how important they felt it was to finally
tell younger generations of Japanese Americans about
the unique stand that they made for their civil rights.
All expressed a feeling that all Americans should be
prepared to make personal sacrifices like theirs in
order to uphold the Constitution, since “the constitu-
tion is just a piece of paper. It’s the people who got to
protect that” (Taguma, in Branton, 2004:123).

The naming of the Honor Camp site as the Gordon
Hirabayashi Recreation Site reflects the fact that
part of the power of this place is derived from its
association with a particular person. Hirabayashi
was not a Resister of Conscience (he did not resist
the draft). Rather than assembling with his neighbors
for removal to the relocation centers, Hirabayashi
presented himself to the U.S. Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation with a statement explaining that he could
not participate in relocation because it was unconsti-
tutional. He was sentenced to serve four months in
prison. Forty years after his conviction, Hirabayashi’s
case was reopened based on previously suppressed
evidence and his conviction overturned. The case
prompted a federal commission to rule that the intern-
ment of Japanese Americans during World War II
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was motivated by racial prejudice, wartime hys-
teria, and failed political leadership. Many Japa-
nese American visitors to the site, including the
Resisters of Conscience and other Conscientious
Objectors who served time there, identify the
importance of the place with him, even though he
spent only a few months there.

The fact that most Japanese Americans have not
spent time at the Honor Camp does not diminish its
importance to the broader Japanese American com-
munity. The meaning of the place reflects Japanese
Americans’ self-definition (Greider and Garkovich,
1994:10). As examples of how Japanese Americans
have acted in defense of civil rights, the Resisters
of Conscience and Gordon Hirabayashi are tied
to Japanese American identity as Americans. That
a place still exists where these individuals came
together and where their story has been recognized
and told to a new audience is the fulfillment of a
quest to be recognized as legitimate Americans that
began with internment. The Honor Camp is a mem-
orial that actively and overtly communicates. It has
an agenda to inform its visitors, both Japanese
American and otherwise, about a hidden history.
The Honor Camp exemplifies Shackel’s (2001a:666)
contention that visible and visited places like national
parks and forests make ideal “arenas for negotiating
meanings of the past.”

The Tucsonians who participated in the Gordon
Hirabayashi Recreation Site dedication and subse-
quent oral history project consider the site a place to
educate people, especially young Japanese Americans,
about the “real” history of internment. Their goals
take two forms: first, they want their stories told,
their counter-memories of resistance included along-
side the officially sanctioned stories of the veterans.
The resisters’ second goal is to educate all visitors to
the site about the constitutional issues they challenged
through their resistance. The Tucsonians hope that,
by using the site to convey the story of Gordon Hir-
abayashi and the Resisters of Conscience to a new
audience, they may shape future generations in accor-
dance with their values of civil rights. They are actively
involved in place-making through the commemora-
tion of the Honor Camp and communicating the
meaning of the place in verbal and written stories
(Basso, 1996; Tuan, 1991).

The persistence of places like the Gordon Hira-
bayashi Recreation Site suggests a unique kind of

landscape. An eventscape (after Stoffle et al., 2000:9)
consists of a network of thematically connected places
associated with a social group’s participation in a
culturally critical, persistent event—often associated
with the emergence of an ethnic or community iden-
tity. Eventscape encompasses not only locations
within a landscape but also the behaviors such as
commemoration, storytelling, visitation, and instruc-
tion in appropriate behavior that take place at those
sites as part of the cultural transmission of informa-
tion about the event across generations. The intern-
ment eventscape is instrumental in incorporating new
generations of Japanese Americans into the intern-
ment story. The Gordon Hirabayashi Recreation
Site is a landmark of resistance, not only because of
the Resisters of Conscience who were imprisoned
there but also because of its function as a mouthpiece
for the lost histories that are now challenging the
master narrative of relocation. It is at this particular
place that Resisters of Conscience are finally able to
share their stories of the contested past and gain equal
standing with Japanese American veterans (Branton,
2004). It has been appropriated (Basso, 1996:143), not
only by its former prisoners and their families but also
by the Japanese American community, as a place that
expresses their identity as Americans, an identity that
they have negotiated and sought recognition of since
December 7, 1941.

Future Directions

Landscape has been a part of historical archaeol-
ogy since its garden archacology and site-recon-
struction beginnings. As increasingly recent and
complex history falls under the umbrella of histor-
ical archaeology, archaeologists have tremendous
opportunities to influence the direction of land-
scape theory development in archaeology and
beyond. Historical events such as post-World
War II suburban community development, crea-
tion of modern utopian communities such as eco-
villages, and memorialization of the Vietnam War
and the American Civil Rights movement are
excellent data sets for testing assumptions about
the role of place and space in stratified, factiona-
lized, power-laden settings.
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In order for landscape theory to become more
than a theoretical trend, however, historical archaeo-
logists must be more deliberate in their usage of
landscape terminology. As noted above, the building
blocks of landscape—place, space, power, access,
and the use of landscapes—are nebulous concepts
that require concrete examples in order to define
their edges. The range of human behaviors asso-
ciated with places is just as slippery. A greater body
of deliberate landscape archaeology work is needed.
Historical archacologists must clearly define the
boundaries and reference social groups of the land-
scapes they study, particularly in situations of nested
landscapes and multiethnic or otherwise stratified
societies. They must also be explicit in the units of
observation and analysis they use in landscape stu-
dies, rather than lumping all “natural” or “built”
elements into a messy but convenient stew they call
“landscape.” Moreover, the simplistic usage of land-
scape simply as a scale of analysis must be replaced
by a deliberate analysis of the ecological, economic,
and social components that make landscape a mean-
ingful analytical tool.

Toward the end of bridging explicit and inherent
approaches, it is essential that historical archaeolo-
gists test the assumptions underlying landscape
theory. That is, do people assign space based on
differential power or rank? Are landscape values
such as height, proximity to resources, and “order”
versus “wildness” universally positive? Do people
always attach meaning to places and, if so, does
this vary according to the mobility of groups or a
group’s newness to a setting? Do people who enter
a new environment cluster together or spread out?
Finally, who builds the built environment? In other
words, in a designed landscape such as a company
town, who decides where things are built, and is this
power shared across multiple factions? Answering
these foundational questions about the materiality
of social space is critical to making landscape theory
useful across archaeology.

Answers may come from simply building a body
of archaeological studies of space, but landscape
theory may benefit even more from ethnoarchaeo-
logical studies of modern built environments. New
“master-planned” housing developments, contested
monuments, office buildings, artist colonies, and
green housing communities are ideal laboratories
for testing landscape models and clarifying the

assumptions about space, place, and power that
underlie them.

As the case study above demonstrates, monu-
ments and memorials are also fertile ground for
observing landscapes and landscape behavior
unfolding. As lightning rods of identity, “big places”
like the Manzanar War Relocation Center, the
World Trade Center, the New York African Burial
Ground, and the Sand Creek Massacre National
Historic Site in Colorado give archaeologists an
opportunity to directly observe not only how places
become important to people but also the multitude of
place behaviors that occur there. At the World Trade
Center Memorial, for example, one can study not
only memorial creation but also the development of
master narrative, commemoration, differential stra-
tegic power, pilgrimage, place consumption, and the
influence of eventscapes on emerging identities. By
applying these landscape models to such recent mem-
orials, historical archaeologists may also achieve the
Holy Grail of archaeology, making the study of the
past relevant to the present by identifying appropri-
ate ways for preserving and commemorating cultu-
rally significant places.
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Historical Archaeology and the Environment: A North

American Perspective

Donald L. Hardesty

Introduction

Environment plays an uncertain, variable, and
sometimes contradictory role as an explanatory
concept in historical archaeology. In this, historical
archaeology is not unique. Crumley (1994:2), for
example, observes that in the typical introduction
to anthropology course or textbook, the environ-
ment plays an enormous role in interpreting the
early history of human evolution but that “mid-
way through the text or term, the environment no
longer figures in the narrative except as a resource
to be commoditized.” Yet, by the end of the course,
Crumley (1994:3) goes on to observe,

the lecturer or author takes up the single most pressing
issue: rapid global environmental change at the hands
of the human species. The environment, marginalized
in the latter portions of the story of human evolution,
becomes again the central problem for the species. To
claim an integrative, holistic, and dynamic approach
to human environment relations, anthropology must
transcend this fundamental contradiction.

The contradiction is reflected in history as well.
Social historians typically marginalize the environ-
ment as a significant player in interpretation, but
environmental historians focus upon environmen-
tal issues as a key problem area. That the two
approaches can be combined effectively, however,
is clearly illustrated in Alan Taylor’s (1995) won-
derful study of William Cooper’s Town. Toward
this end, he argues persuasively that “social
history is environmental history just as
environmental history must be social history”
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(Taylor, 1996:16), and, citing Arthur McEvoy
and Donald Worster, that “because our environ-
mental crisis and worsening social inequalities are
interdependent, neither problem can be alleviated
without attention to the other. Sustaining a rela-
tionship with the natural depends on a greater
equality in the social benefits and costs of its con-
sumption” (Taylor, 1996:16).

As might be expected, historical archaeology,
which by definition is not concerned with the early
history of the human species and limits itself to the
study of the modern world, often marginalizes
environment in its explanations of human diversity
and change. Environment, however, has not been
completely ignored, and this chapter provides some
primarily North American examples. Deagan’s
(1996) excellent overview of environmental studies
in historical archaeology shows that practitioners
of the discipline typically have approached issues
of human—environmental relationships from the
perspective of the world systems paradigm and a
market economy, especially that driven by the capit-
alism. Certainly the global scale of historical
archaeology is ideally suited for grasping the signif-
icant environmental issues of the modern world.
Several years ago, an international conference
“Ecology and Empire: the Environmental History
of Settler Societies,” for example, pointed to issues
in the global ecology of the modern world as an
interdisciplinary context within which a more envir-
onmentally aware historical archaeology can
emerge (Griffiths and Robin, 1998). Conferees dis-
cussed such topics as deforestation, fire, ecological
science, commerce and commoditization, and spe-
cific aspects of the colonial environmental
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experience in Australia and South Africa. Archae-
ological data from historical sites can be brought
to bear on all of these issues, as exemplified by
the emergence of a global-change archaeology
within the last few years (e.g., Crumley and
Hornborg, 2006; Hardesty, 2007; MclIntosh et
al., 2000; Redman et al., 2004; Rockman and
Steele, 2003).

Urban archaeology is another possible focus of
an historical archaeology that is informed by con-
temporary environmental issues and problems.
Deagan (1996:370-371), for example, points to the
long-term study of New England’s urban land-
scapes conducted by Stephen Mrozowski, Mary
Beaudry, and their colleagues:

Combined analyses of pollen, plant macrofossils,
archaeological features, and archival data from sev-
eral New England settlements resulted in a character-
ization of emergent and established urban landscapes.
Early urban centers contained residential household
gardens characterized by dry, disturbed soils, weedy
plant species, exotic weeds, and edible plants within
densely settled areas. As cities grew and land use
became more intensive, residential areas were segre-
gated in suburbs with households and yards not used
for food gardens and other economic activities.

Grimm et al. (2000) offer a similar perspective on
a modern urban place in the American Southwest.
How to most effectively integrate environment into
the research agenda of historical archaeology, how-
ever, is a problem. The concept of environment
means very different things within the context of
natural science, social science, and humanistic struc-
tures of inquiry. As a social science, for example,
historical archaeology pursues “social constructions”
of nature (e.g., Hannigan, 1995). As humanistic
inquiry, however, historical archacology operates
within a structure of inquiry intended to write
histories of the “transformation of nature into
culture,” interpreting environmental meaning
within a social and cultural context. In a recent
paper, Mrozowski (2006) demonstrates how a bio-
logically oriented historical archaeology can con-
tribute to a fuller understanding of the biological
dimensions of cultural processes such as coloniza-
tion, urbanization, and industrialization. In the
remainder of this chapter, I develop these ideas
further and explore the usefulness of several alter-
native structures of environmental inquiry to his-
torical archaeology.

Processual Paradigms

One general approach to the use of environment to
explain variability and change in human behavior is
explicitly scientific and interprets interplay between
the human organism and its environment with gen-
eral processes. Of these approaches, some are “mon-
istic,” assuming that the same processes affect all life
forms, including the human organism, and others
are “exceptionalist,” treating humankind as unique.
The most commonly used monistic paradigms are
evolutionary ecology and systems ecology. Cultural
ecology is the best-known exceptionalist paradigm.

Evolutionary Ecology

The Darwinian principle of natural selection is the
cornerstone of evolutionary ecology. Processual
models of this type hold in common the idea that
human behavior is variable, that some of these var-
iants are better than others at solving environmental
problems, and that these adaptive variants are
reproduced at the expense of those that are not.
They also focus on the decisions that individuals
make in selecting or rejecting environmental
resources and work within the operational frame-
work of microeconomics (see, for example, Smith,
1991). Schiffer (1996) observes that there are two
approaches to evolutionary ecology in archaeology.
One approach attempts to reconstruct the actual
behaviors from the archaeological evidence of
human activities. Behavioral models of this type
might involve, for example, the reconstruction of
the varieties of domestic households or local settle-
ments and track differences in their persistence in
time and space. The other approach, often called
evolutionary archaeology (e.g., Leonard and Reed,
1993; O’Brien, 1996; Teltser, 1995), eschews recon-
structing behavior in favor of what can be directly
observed in the archaeological record, the artifacts
themselves and their varieties as material expres-
sions of an “extended phenotype” upon which selec-
tion operates. Here, evolution is simply the “differ-
ential persistence of discrete variants” (Schiffer,
1996:646).

Optimal-foraging models are the most com-
monly used ones in evolutionary ecology, but the
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paradigm also includes life history, group forma-
tion, and community structure models (e.g., Smith,
1991:34). Smith (1991:41) describes optimal-foraging
theory as “a general framework for explaining ani-
mal foraging behavior as a product of evolutionary
design.” It employs the same logical structure used
in other optimization models, such as those used in
microeconomics and in decision theory. The mod-
els portray actors making choices according to
a strategy that optimizes some currency (e.g.,
calories or money) within a set of constraints. Opti-
mal-foraging models attempt to identify general
decision-making strategies that are applicable not
only cross-culturally but also across species. Hard-
esty (1985) uses an optimal-foraging model to help
understand the environmental decisions and move-
ments of miners in the American West. The miners
are conceptualized as “industrial foragers” who
move from ore patch to ore patch according to the
predictions of Charnov’s marginal value theorem.
Charnov’s theorem states that “the optimal predator
should stay in each patch until its rate of intake
(the marginal value) drops to a level equal to the
average of intake for the habitat” (Krebs and Davies,
1978:43). In Hardesty’s application, ore patches on
the American mining frontier are viewed as commodi-
ties with values that change within a global marketplace
and with harvesting costs that vary with available
technologies of transportation (e.g., railroads)
and extraction (e.g., mechanized open pit mining).
The model is capable of predicting patterns of
ore patch abandonment and recolonization that
could be tested with archaeological and documen-
tary data.

For our purposes, life history models can be
understood best as “archaeological ecobiographies”
of individuals or small social groups such as families
or domestic housecholds (Hardesty and Fowler,
2001). They portray the historical trajectories of
environmental movements and choices made by
individuals or households during their lifetime.
King (1993), for example, combines documentary,
archaeological, and oral historical data in writing
an ecobiography of an Alaskan miner during the
early part of the twentieth century. Group forma-
tion and settlement pattern models focus upon
environmental decision-making that affects the
location and organization of settlements. Eric
Smith’s (1991) study of the settlement location

decisions of contemporary Inujjuamiut foragers of
Arctic Canada is a good example of the approach.

Community structure models, finally, are scenar-
ios of environmental decision-making taking place
within the social and cultural context of larger
groups such as the community. Krannich et al.
(1996:852), for example, use the concept of the
“water user community” to understand the social
impacts of severe and sustained drought in the Col-
orado River Basin:

Water user communities are social networks, each of
which is comprised of people who share a common,
but limited, water resource. The living in and dependent
upon an irrigation district that draws water from the
Colorado River, for example, may define one type of
community. Another community type may involve a
group of people who are dependent upon the pumping
of groundwater that is affected by a Basin-wide drought.

The concept of the human ecological niche
(Hardesty, 1975, 1977) is used to analyze and inter-
pret how different groups within a water user com-
munity, such as those defined by class, ethnicity,
occupation, and gender, are impacted by long-term
drought in the Colorado River Basin. Krannich et al.
(1996:852) note that “[ijn this case, the niche is
defined by a distinctive strategy for using a limited
water supply; the strategy includes not only a lifestyle
but also an underlying complex of ideologies, atti-
tudes, values and beliefs about water.” They conclude
that “the social impacts of severe sustained drought in
the Colorado River Basin, then, should be reflected by
changes in the niche structure and other characteristics
of the water user community” (Krannich et al.
1996:863). Schaffer and Schaffer (1984), for example,
document changes in the social networks defining
communities in the Ogallala Aquifer area of Texas
that include migration, occupational shifts, social
upheavals, group conflict, and disintegration.

Systems Ecology

Another monistic paradigm is systems ecology,
which focuses not upon the processes that connect
environment to individual species or populations
but upon the processes operating at higher levels
of biological organization such as the community
and the ecosystem. Like evolutionary ecology, sys-
tems ecology assumes that all life forms, including
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humankind, are affected by the same general pro-
cesses. The cybernetic model is the hallmark of the
systems ecology paradigm. Roy Rappaport’s (1967)
classic study of the Tsembaga Maring in highland
New Guinea is the best-known application of the
cybernetic model to human populations, but it has
been widely used since then in anthropology and
archaeology (e.g., Moran, 1990).

The cybernetic model, however, which presup-
poses that species live in balanced, integrated com-
munities with well-defined boundaries in time and
space, does not now appear to be a good represen-
tation of reality. Ecologists have found that self-
regulating mechanisms that operate at the level of
the ecosystem or community are insignificant. In
general, “the principle of balance has been replaced
with the principle of gradation—a continuum of
degrees of human disturbance” (Soule 1995:143).
Still, as discussed above in the “community”
approach to evolutionary ecology, the concept of
ecosystem or community is useful in understanding
the interactions taking place among species or
populations living in the same environment,
whether that environment be a small pond, a moun-
tain valley, or a global world-system. Landon
(1995:9-10) argues for its use in historical archaeo-
logy, noting that the concept is capable of taking into
account “decision-making individuals operating in a
cultural and historical context” and that Hastorf
(1990:132-134) sees the concept “as especially valu-
able for regional-scale, long-term analyses that open
up the system to include the reflective actions of
humans, and consider soil, climate, and the environ-
ment, without privileging the environment as the
major instigator of change.” The addition of a his-
torical dimension to the concept of ecosystem, the
removal of system-wide processes operating above
the level of individuals, and a focus on landscapes as
the material expression of ecosystem histories are, in
fact, the key components of the historical ecology
approach to be discussed below.

Cultural Ecology

Culture as the unique human means of adaptation
to environmental constraints and opportunities is
the focus of cultural ecology, a widely used

environmental paradigm developed by the Ilate
Julian Steward and his intellectual descendants
(e.g., Netting, 1993; Steward, 1955). The focus
upon culture as an adaptive strategy for environ-
mental problem-solving by human populations
makes it distinct from competing monistic para-
digms such as evolutionary ecology and systems
ecology. Cultural ecology has been by far the most
commonly used approach to environmental analy-
sis in historical archacology. Miller (1984, 1988), for
example, uses the concept of cultural adaptation in
explaining the evolution of subsistence strategies in
the Chesapeake Bay region during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. The foodways of the first
colonists were highly seasonal, diverse, and depen-
dent upon wild animals and plants, a strategy that
minimized risks in a new and unfamiliar environ-
ment. Later generations of colonists, however,
shifted to a subsistence strategy that was less seaso-
nal, less diverse, and more dependent upon domes-
tic animals. Miller found that the Chesapeake Bay
subsistence pattern had diverged significantly from
its English historical antecedent by the early eight-
eenth century.

In practice, cultural ecology is a method of ana-
lysis intended to identify specific features in culture
and in the environment that engaged in dialectical
interplay. Those cultural features that did so formed
a “culture core,” which typically included those fea-
tures that are “most closely related to subsistence
activities and economic arrangements” (Steward,
1955:37). The culture core should reoccur in other
places with the same environmental features. Stew-
ard incorporated environment into his theory of
multilinear cultural evolution, holding environment
constant and conducting comparative studies of
cultural patterns. Cultural ecology explains the ori-
gin of cultural traits/patterns by showing that they
occur cross-culturally in the same environment and
that the occurrences are not historically connected.
This approach, however, may not necessarily show
that the relationship is causal (Vayda and Rappa-
port, 1968:483-487). Brumfiel (1992) further chal-
lenged cultural ecology as an explanatory paradigm
in archaeology by arguing that cultures do not
adapt. What adapts are “culturally based beha-
vioral systems,” in turn the “composite outcomes
of negotiations between positioned social agents
pursuing their goals under both ecological and
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social constraints” (Brumfiel, 1992:551). She also
objected to the use of whole populations as the
unit of ecological analysis because it “obscure[s]
the visibility of gender, class, and faction” (Brumfiel
1992:551). Toward this end, the late Robert Netting
greatly refined the cultural ecology paradigm with
his recent studies of the “smallholder household” as
a type of culture core with cross-cultural and histor-
ical validity (Netting, 1993). The smallholder house-
hold is conceptualized as a culturally based beha-
vioral strategy of adaptation organized around a
small-scale social group. Likewise, Wilk’s (1991)
study of the Kekchi Maya household explores
the sometimes contradictory roles of history and
adaptation in household formation and evolution.
Hardesty (1992) takes a similar approach to the
comparative study of miner’s households, combin-
ing archaeological, documentary, and ethnographic
data to do so. In addition, the concept of cross-
cultural types, a key concept in cultural ecology,
may be useful in “tracking” the evolutionary trajec-
tories of ecosystems in industrial cultures. Indus-
trialization as an historical process transforms the
landscape along a sequential series of “ecoindustrial
types.” Each type can be conceptualized as a distinc-
tive set of ecological relations, including a system of
meaning, power relations, social relations, relations
of production and exchange, environmental oppor-
tunities, and constraints.

Historical Ecology

Most of us would agree that “archaeology is first
and foremost an historical discipline, both historical
science and humanistic history” (Hardesty and
Fowler, 2001:78). The use of historical analogs in
environmental studies, however, has not been forth-
coming until quite recently. Some physical scien-
tists, for example, reject historical analogs outright,
arguing that unique “novel circumstances” such as
twentieth-century chemicals or population explo-
sions render historical analogs irrelevant. At the
same time, historical analogs are becoming more
and more acceptable as the cornerstone of environ-
mental studies. Fire ecologist Stephen J. Pyne’s
(1995) fascinating book World Fire: The Culture of
Fire on Earth, for example, takes an explicitly

historical approach in understanding the role of
fire in the development of regional biomes. Docu-
menting the historical context of human—environ-
mental interactions, therefore, would seem to be a
central concern. The historical context of human—
environmental interactions consists mostly of his-
torical events (e.g., floods, fires, volcanic eruptions,
introduction of exotic biota) and historical cycles
(e.g., long-term regional and global climatic cycles,
economic cycles). Such environmental histories may
be coarse grained or fine grained. Coarse-grained
histories are written at large time and space scales
such as regions (e.g., the use of the concept of region
in Crumley, 1987, 1994); fine-grained histories are
written at small time and space scales such as the
individual or household or local group.

As developed by Carole Crumley (1987, 1994,
2001) and others, historical ecology is an “actor-
based” approach that focuses on the decisions and
actions of “positioned social agents,” that uses
“historical analogs” to interpret human—environ-
mental interplay, and that reads “landscapes” as
the cumulative material expression of the histor-
ical trajectories. Historical ecologists use two types
of historical analogs to explain environmental
change. Nature analogs consider only acts of nat-
ure, comparing, for example, the global climate
effects of large-scale volcanic eruptions like Kra-
katoa (a.n. 1883) and El Cichon (a.p. 1982) with-
out reference to humankind. Dialectical human—
nature analogs, on the other hand, consider the
dialectical interaction between human acts and
acts of nature. Volcanic eruptions such as Arizo-
na’s Sunset Crater (A.n. 1064), for example,
induces a period of crop failures, which is offset
by storage or social alliances in some areas but not
in others (e.g., Sullivan and Downum, 1991).
Another example is the environmental impact of
introducing exotic plant and animal species into
an indigenous biota such as North America (e.g.,
Deagan, 1996) or the Hawaiian Islands (e.g.,
Kirch and Hunt, 1997; Kirch and Sahlins, 1992).
In this regard, Kirch (1997) makes the convincing
argument that islands are natural laboratories for
controlled comparative studies of global environ-
mental change. Yet another example is the social
and biological stress on the Jamestown (Virginia)
colony brought about by a drought episode from
1607 to 1612 (Blanton, 2000).
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The dialectical human—nature model of histori-
cal analogs uses the concept of landscape to study
environmental changes over a long time span and
tracks such changes with an interdisciplinary
approach (e.g., Cassell, 2005; Lozny, 2006;
Metheny, 2006; Rockman and Steele, 2003). Land-
scape archaeology in this sense combines physical
data (e.g., modern climate, soils), documentary data
(e.g., agricultural history, fire history), archaeologi-
cal data (e.g., plant and animal remains), and eth-
nographic data (e.g., the observed use of fire by
farmers). Teasing out the relationship between
environmental history and landscape, however,
requires careful attention to the use of historically
sensitive concepts with a landscape expression that
can be explored through the archaeological record.
They include, for example, measures of environ-
mental variability and diversity in time and space
such as patchiness and grain, persistence, and pre-
dictability (Winterhalder, 1994). Historical ecology
also requires recognition that environmental events
and processes operate on multiple time and space
scales, resulting in shifting boundaries and organi-
zational structures (Crumley, 1987, 1994).

Ecological Marxism

Another historical paradigm is Marxism, which has
played an important role in the thinking of many
historical archaeologists (e.g., Leone et al., 1987;
McGuire, 2002; Orser, 1988). Marxist scholars,
however, generally have been skeptical of ecological
issues and explanatory principles. Traditionally,
Marxist scholars ignored issues of ecological sus-
tainability, in some cases taking the position that
the political ecology of the 1960s was nothing more
than yet another ideological “mask” used by the
dominant classes to obscure their self-interests.
The blame placed on overpopulation as a cause of
environmental problems, for example, focused on
the Third World and ignored the overconsumption
of the industrialized nations. The “greening” of
Marxism in recent years has involved rethinking
“infrastructure” to include the forces of nature or
the “conditions” of production as well as the forces
and relations of production (Benton, 1996). Contra-
dictions between the forces and relations of

production and the conditions of production are
now recognized. The creation of an ecological
Marxism has involved several changes. First of all,
the key concepts of historical materialism, espe-
cially the capitalist mode of production, have been
modified to explain ecological degradation and eco-
crises (Benton, 1996:104). Several years ago, for
example, Gunnar Skirbekk (1988) argued that the
ecological crisis of the 1970s also could be explained
as a contradiction of capitalism. The contradiction,
however, contained within its infrastructure,
included not only oppositions between the forces
and relations of production, the traditional Marxist
interpretation, but also oppositions between the
forces of production and what he called the “condi-
tions” of production or the forces of nature. From
this view, the social transformation that necessarily
ensues involves “a reconciliation not just between
forces and relations of production, but also between
these and the natural conditions of production or
‘forces of nature’” (Benton, 1996:105). Marxist
scholars continue to argue that this transformation
must be a socialistic mode of production organized
around central planning but now consider the pos-
sibility that this in itself will not guarantee an eco-
logically sound infrastructure, as is well evidenced
by the ecologically disastrous political systems in
the former Soviet Union.

Environmental Humanism

The final structure of environmental inquiry to be
considered focuses on the archaeology of “mean-
ing.” Historical landscapes provide images of and
information about the cognitive world as represen-
tations of environmental knowledge and as ideol-
ogy. The fengshui landscapes associated with ethnic
Chinese culture, for example, reflect the principles
of geomancy to a greater or lesser degree (Wei,
1992; but see Greenwood, 1993). Renfrew and
Zubrow (1994) argue that such cultural representa-
tions or systems of meaning can be approached not
only archaeologically but also within a scientific
structure of inquiry. Historical landscapes also
represent ideology, which plays a prominent role
in creating the social and political context and uses
of knowledge (Leone et al., 1987:282). Most of all,
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ideology is politically active and often serves the
purposes of social groups or individuals. Thus,
Leone (1984:26) comments that

Ideology takes social relations and makes them
appear to be resident in nature or history, which
makes them apparently inevitable. So that the way
space is divided and described, including the way
architecture, alignments, and street plans are made
to abide by astronomical rules, or the way gardens,
paths, rows of trees, and vistas make a part of the
earth’s surface appear to be trained and under the
management of individuals or classes with certain
ability or learning, is ideology.

Such a “critical” approach to environmental
meaning, however, has not gone without its detrac-
tors. Consider, for example, Soule’s (1995) critique
of deconstructionism as a structure of environmen-
tal inquiry. Soule (1995:137) observes that in recent
years, deconstructionism has been widely used by
social critics to

question the premises that sustain the existing social
order. And if those premises “priviledge” a particular
group, and if that group has not struggled to achieve
its status, or if the premises are “false,” then it is
essential to “deconstruct” these premises—to lay
them bare by the dissection of analysis—because the
exposure of premises increases the likelihood of
change.

Deconstructing conceptions of nature and wild-
erness have become part of this style of social criti-
cism, up to and including challenging the existence
and essential reality of nature and wilderness.

The “myth of constructionism” brings together
two levels of meaning from the deconstructionist
critique of nature (Soule, 1995:148-155). First of
all is the challenge to the premise that nature has
an objective physical reality that is independent of
the observer. Cultural biases and sensory filters
operating on each individual observer distort reality
so much that the “truth” of nature, certain knowl-
edge, cannot be obtained. Rather, we have only
“constructions” (biased reports or stories or narra-
tives) of nature, not a reality. From this perspective,
scientific reports are no more valid, and to be trea-
ted the same as, other “stories” about nature,
whether they be folktales, sacred texts, or whatever.
This is an extreme example of cultural relativity and
historicism, denying that any aspect of nature is
replicable cross-culturally or historically. Soule
(1995:149) notes that

The social objective of this movement is to demystify
and dethrone the “hegemonic dominance” of science
and replace it in the public’s ranking of authority with
a level field that does not privilege any single approach
or give it the power to ignore competing representa-
tions made from other positions.

Secondly, whatever physical reality nature may
have, constructionists claim that it is no longer
“natural” but a “human artifact” created by a long
history of economic manipulation by indigenous
peoples. In response to such claims, Soule points
to cross-cultural studies showing that people carry-
ing different systems of cultural meaning do often
perceive nature in the same way. Ethnobiologists,
for example, have pointed to scientific and folk
taxonomic classifications of plants and animals
that are essentially the same. Soule also notes that
while scientists certainly are biased and that such
biases must be taken into account, that does not
imply that “science” is. Science, in fact, is a self-
correcting system of meaning with methods that
not only identify errors but also allow their
correction.
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An Update on Zooarchaeology and Historical Archaeology:

Progress and Prospects

David B. Landon

Introduction

This chapter reviews the development, practice, and
results of zooarchaeological research in historical
archaeology. Zooarchaeology, or faunal analysis, is
the study of animal bones from archaeological sites.
The study of animal bones from sites has become an
established subdiscipline in archaeology with a large
and growing literature (for overviews, see O’Connor,
2000; Reitz and Wing, 1999). Zooarchaeologists
studying faunal collections from the historical period
typically use many of the same methods and explore
the same issues as zooarchaeologists studying collec-
tions from other time periods and locations. As a
result, this review is not strictly limited to historical
archaeology, but selectively incorporates other
zooarchaeological studies. In particular, zooarch-
aeologists working with historical-period collections
have much to gain from a broader reading of studies
of Old World collections dominated by domestic
animals. At the same time, the purpose is not to
encompass the entire field of zooarchaeology, but
to look primarily at the study of animal bones from
historical-period sites. Thus, this chapter highlights,
to the extent possible, aspects of developmental his-
tory, methods, and questions that are unique to his-
torical archaeology, with a particular emphasis on
research results. The study of animal-bone collec-
tions from historical-period sites, referred to here as
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“historical zooarchaeology,” is sufficiently developed
to have made some substantive contributions to our
understanding of past diet, subsistence practices, and
the development and characteristics of past agricul-
tural and food production systems. Despite these
accomplishments, the full potential of historical
zooarchaeology is far from realized. Recent studies
have established innovative directions for the future,
creating opportunities for significant research that
makes new contributions to our comprehension of
the past.

The Development of Historical
Zooarchaeology

The growth of historical zooarchaeology has been
shaped by the broader patterns of development of
both zooarchaeology and historical archaeology.
Bogan and Robison (1978, 1987) have compiled
information on the history and development of
zooarchaeology in eastern North America. Jolley
(1983) reviewed the state of historical zooarchaeol-
ogy as of the early 1980s, and Deagan (1996) has
incorporated an assessment of many historical-
zooarchaeology studies in her broader overview of
environmental archaeology in historical archaeol-
ogy. Together, these authors identify many of the
important themes in the development of historical
zooarchaeology.

Robison (1987), in his historical overview, recog-
nizes three periods in the development of zooarch-
aeology in eastern North America: a “Formative”
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phase (1860s—1951), a “Systematization” phase
(1951-1969), and an “Integration” phase (1969—
present). As he notes, the first researchers who can
be considered full-time specialists in North
American zooarchaeology—Paul W. Parmalee,
Stanley J. Olsen, and John E. Guilday—emerged
during the Systematization phase. In addition to
analyses of prehistoric collections, all three of
these researchers published early studies of
historical-period  collections  (Guilday, 1970;
Olsen, 1964a; Parmalee, 1960). The first published
study of a North American historical-period fau-
nal collection dates to 1960 (Parmalee, 1960),
setting a start date for historical zooarchaeology
(Jolley, 1983).

As historical archaeology grew during the
1970s, the number of analyses of animal-bone col-
lections from sites dating to the historical period
expanded. Deetz’s (1977) classic In Small Things
Forgotten drew attention to past foodways as one
of the “small things forgotten.” Historical archae-
ology’s attempts to reconstruct past lifeways
helped establish faunal analysis in historical
archaeology. Zooarchaeology also benefited from
the greater attention to ecological and
environmental issues that came with the cultural-
ecological emphasis of the New Archaeology. A
scientific and cultural-ecological approach came
into historical archaeology through people like
Stanley South (1977), and influenced some of the
1970s and early 1980s studies of historical-period
collections. Good examples are found in many of
the zooarchaeology reports in the Conference on
Historic Site Archaeology Papers, which South
edited (Honerkamp, 1982; Miller, 1979; Miller
and Lewis, 1978; Shapiro, 1979). During this per-
iod, historical zooarchaeology also benefited from
the general expansion of historical archaecology
that came with the rapid growth of cultural
resource management studies.

In a very practical sense, historical zooarchaeol-
ogy typically got done where people with strong
interests in zooarchaeology worked with people
digging historical-period sites. Charles Cleland at
the Michigan State University and the combination
of Charles Fairbanks and Elizabeth Wing at the
University of Florida made great contributions to
historical zooarchaeology, not just through their
own work, but also through teaching students.

Cleland’s early research in historical zooarchaeol-
ogy (Cleland, 1970) established directions for some
of Terry Martin’s and Henry Miller’s subsequent
work (Martin, 1986, 1990, 1991a, 1991b; Miller,
1979, 1984, 1988; Miller and Lewis, 1978). The
program at Florida has had an even broader influ-
ence on the development of historical zooarchaeol-
ogy, beginning with a string of student projects
(Cumbaa, 1975; Honerkamp, 1982; Otto, 1977,
1984; Reitz, 1979), and continuing to this day
through interdisciplinary field projects, which
often include a strong environmental archacology
focus.

As the general subfield of zooarchaeology has
become better established, the number of full-time
zooarchaeologists has continued to grow. Many
zooarchaeologists tend to concentrate on a specific
time period or region. Some zooarchacologists
with a primarily prehistoric or Old World focus
have studied North American historical-period
collections (Crabtree, 1984; Crader, 1984a, 1989,
1990; Greenfield, 1992; Lyman, 1977, 1979,
1987a). These studies continue to make real con-
tributions to historical zooarchaeology, especially
when they draw in new perspectives and
approaches.

The 1980s saw the first zooarchaeologists who
concentrated a significant portion of their work on
historical-period collections, including Elizabeth
Reitz, Terrance Martin, and Joanne Bowen. Bowen
helped to establish historical zooarchaeology by pub-
lishing an early piece that compared documentary
and zooarchaeological evidence for animal husban-
dry at Mott Farm (Bowen, 1975). Part of the impor-
tance of this piece is that it was reprinted in Robert
Schuyler’s historical-archacology reader (Schuyler,
1978), and thus has a high visibility, particularly
among students. Bowen has studied collections from
historical-period sites in New England (Bowen, 1982,
1992, 1998; Brown and Bowen, 1998), and as director
of the Zooarchaeology Laboratory at Colonial Wil-
liamsburg has studied numerous collections from the
Chesapeake. Her historical-anthropological work on
seasonality and agricultural practices (Bowen, 1988,
1990) has advanced the field by developing models
for interpreting collections that differ markedly from
seasonality models employed by prehistoric zooarch-
aeologists. Bowen’s seasonality work is complemen-
ted by Miller’s zooarchaeological analyses (Miller,
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1984, 1988) and Landon’s research on seasonal
slaughter practices (Landon, 1993, 2008).

Terrance Martin, based at the Illinois State
Museum (where Parmalee helped launch the
zooarchaeology program), has studied numerous
collections from throughout the Midwest that date
to the historical period (Branstner and Martin,
1987; Martin, 1986, 1987, 1990, 1991b). Of particu-
lar importance are Martin’s analyses of animal-
bone collections from French Colonial sites in
the Midwest. These studies have greatly expanded
our understanding of French subsistence practices
and the patterns of interaction between French
colonists and Native Americans (Martin, 1986,
1991a, 1991Db).

Elizabeth Reitz of the Museum of Natural
History at the University of Georgia has done
more than any other individual to advance the
subfield of historical zooarchaeology. Reitz has
studied collections from throughout the Southeast
and has amassed a currently unmatched body of
work in historical zooarchaeology (a partial sam-
ple of her contributions includes Reitz, 1986a,
1986b, 1987, 1991, 1994a, 1994b; Reitz and Hon-
erkamp, 1983; Reitz and Ruff, 1994; Reitz and
Scarry, 1985; Reitz, Scott, and Moore, 1987
Reitz and Wing, 1999; Reitz and Zierden, 1991;
and Reitz et al., 1985, 1996). One significant
aspect of Reitz’s work is that she employs a
wide range of approaches. Her collaborative
Society for Historical Archaeology volume with
Scarry worked at integrating faunal and botanical
evidence with the historical and archaeological
record in a synthetic fashion (Reitz and Scarry,
1985). She has also published many multisite
comparative analyses (Reitz, 1986a, 1987; Reitz
and Zierden, 1991; Reitz et al., 1985), and one
of few overview articles assessing accomplish-
ments of historical zooarchaeology (Reitz, 1987).
Reitz’s work often includes experimentation with
new analytical approaches (e.g., Reitz and Ruff,
1994). In addition to her substantive contribu-
tions to our understanding of the past, Reitz’s
work has established a standard and direction
for future studies.

Two additional points close the discussion of the
development of historical zooarchaeology. Deagan
(1996:363) has noted that studies of zooarchaeolo-
gical and other biological data from historical-

period sites are most successful when they employ
interpretive models developed for historical archae-
ology, rather than simply borrowed from prehistoric
archaeology. As she states, “one basic principle is
that social environment and market variables are
often more directly relevant to understanding sub-
sistence strategies than are local environmental vari-
ables and their scheduling” (Deagan, 1996:363). The
development of these approaches over the last two
decades suggests that historical zooarchaeology is
beginning to mature and come together.

Finally, despite historical zooarchacology’s
maturation, it has not really achieved Robison’s
final “Integration” phase, where zooarchaeological
data are fully integrated into the body of archae-
ological reports and used as a central part of the
archaeological interpretation (Robison, 1987:12).
Zooarchaeologists too often receive collections
after an excavation is complete and without infor-
mation necessary for a full analysis (Emslie, 1984).
Animal-bone studies are frequently appended to
site reports with little real integration or published
as separate studies. There are some notable excep-
tions to this pattern—studies where zooarchaeolo-
gical data are integrated into a broader archaeo-
logical or anthropological interpretation (Ewen,
1991; Otto, 1984; Rothschild, 1990; Shackel,
1996; Walsh et al., 1997; Yentsch, 1994). Yet for
an inherently interdisciplinary field like historical
zooarchaeology—which draws together historical,
anthropological, archaeological, environmental,
and other sources of data—the issue of integration
remains problematic. The most successful future
studies will use some combination of multidisci-
plinary teams, project directors with an apprecia-
tion of the potential of different types of environ-
mental analyses, and zooarchaeologists able to
integrate multiple sources of data and apply
them to the key interpretive issues in historical
archaeology.

Issues in Analysis

The techniques used for identifying and studying
animal bones are very similar among sites. In
a simple sense, prehistoric and historical-period
animal-bone collections differ primarily in the
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range of species represented and the types of
butchery marks left on the bones. However, as
the bones are quantified and interpreted, greater
differences begin to emerge between historical
zooarchaeology and studies of collections from
other time periods. This section provides a brief
overview of some issues in the recovery, identifi-
cation, quantification, and interpretation of ani-
mal bones. Methodological questions have been
extensively discussed and debated in the broader
zooarchacological literature (examples include
Grayson, 1984; Hesse and Wapnish, 1985; Klein
and Cruz-Uribe, 1984; Lyman, 1982, 1987b,
1994a; Reitz, Scott, and Moore, 1987). Hence,
this review is selective, focusing on analytical
issues that are specific to historical zooarchaeol-
ogy, areas where historical zooarchaeologists have
failed to keep up with other zooarchacologists,
and areas where studies of historical-period bone
collections have made a distinct contribution.

Taphonomy and Recovery

Zooarchaeologists have focused a great deal of
attention on taphonomy, studying how bones get
deposited and buried at sites, how they get
destroyed, what conditions aid preservation, and
how excavation practices pattern collections
(Behrensmeyer and Hill, 1980; Binford, 1981;
Bonnichsen and Sorg, 1989; Ericson, 1987; Gifford,
1981; Lyman, 1985, 1987b, 1987c, 1993, 19%4a;
Meadow, 1980; Shaffer, 1992; Shipman, 1981;
Wheeler and Jones, 1989:64-78). While much of
this research focuses on interpretations of bone col-
lections from the earliest sites, many of the conclu-
sions are equally applicable to historical-period col-
lections, as my own work has shown (Landon, 1992,
1996:33-57). All archaeological collections are, to
differing degrees, subject to taphonomic processes.

A collection’s taphonomic history influences
taxonomic representation, skeletal-part represen-
tation, age profiles, and many other aspects of
collection patterning. One well-recognized effect
is that of density-mediated attrition (Binford,
1981; Lyman, 1984, 1993). Simply put, when
bones are subjected to a destructive force—be it

carnivore gnawing, weathering, soil compaction,
or something eclse—the densest bones are most
likely to survive, while the least dense are the
first destroyed. In these circumstances, taxa with
fragile bones, skeletal parts that are less dense,
and late-fusing epiphyses (growing ends of bones)
are disproportionately destroyed. In a collection
dominated by domestic animals, different slaugh-
ter ages for taxa could contribute to differential
destruction, with implications for taxonomic
representation. For example, if people usually
slaughtered young pigs and older cattle, pigs’
bones would be underrepresented relative to cat-
tle bones in assemblages subjected to density-
mediated attrition (Landon, 1992:353).

Zooarchaeologists have recognized taphonomic
effects for at least 30 years (Uerpmann, 1973:318-
319), yet historical zooarchaeologists still often
attribute assemblage variation to differences in
human behavior without considering the potential
effects of recovery methods or taphonomic his-
tory. In a review of a large number of zooarch-
aeological studies of plantation sites, Reitz (1987)
concluded that interpretations of socioeconomic
variation could not be conclusively supported
because of the potential contributions of tapho-
nomic, environmental, archaeological, and other
factors to assemblage patterning. Jolley (1983:67)
pointed out 20 years ago that “sample size, recov-
ery methods, preservation factors, and modifica-
tion of the faunal assemblage by natural and
cultural factors” are rarely considered in studies
of historical-period collections. Some progress has
been made (see, for example, Crader, 1990;
Rothschild and Balkwill, 1993), but not enough.
Given our growing understanding of taphonomic
processes, we have reached the point where inter-
pretations of animal-bone assemblages that ignore
the effects of taphonomic processes on assem-
blage patterning must be considered incomplete.
This is not to suggest that taphonomy becomes
an end in itself, but rather that the effects of
taphonomic processes be delimited so that stron-
ger interpretations about past human behavior
can be made. This can be accomplished through
a careful consideration of excavation practices,
depositional context, taxonomic representation,
body-part representation, and bone-surface
modifications.
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Identification and Recording

Laboratory analysis of animal bones can include
recording a series of different attributes (Clason,
1972; Grigson, 1978; Klein and Cruz-Uribe, 1984;
Reitz, Scott, and Moore, 1987; Reitz and Wing,
1999). At the most basic level, the skeletal part and
taxon are identified. This involves the comparison
of archaeological specimens with skeletons in com-
parative collections and published references
(Balkwill and Cumbaa, 1992; Gilbert, 1980; Gilbert
et al., 1981; Gustafson and Brown, 1979; Hillson,
1992; Olsen, 1964b, 1968; Schmid, 1972). Many of
the North American identification atlases are aimed
at prehistoric assemblages and European atlases
often include more domestic animals (Amorosi,
1989; Hillson, 1992; Prummel, 1987; Schmid,
1972). European researchers have described criteria
to distinguish sheep and goat bones, which are very
similar (Boessneck, 1970; Payne, 1985; Prummel
and Frisch, 1986). Anatomy books such as Sisson
and Grossman (1953) can also be useful aids,
although no published reference substitutes for an
adequate comparative collection.

Driver (1992) has reviewed many of the under-
lying assumptions in classification and identifica-
tion and discussed some important problems that
are relevant to historical zooarchaeology. One
point he makes is that our knowledge of a time
period and the presumed distribution of species
often leads to identifications that are not, in fact,
supportable on the basis of the bones alone. This
can include identifying undiagnostic fragments to
a species we have identified from other skeletal
elements or otherwise assume to be present, and
assuming species historically held their present
range. As O’Connor (1996:10) has noted, the lat-
ter practice might keep us from reinterpreting
past animal ranges.

Driver is correct that we must be cautious in
identification and more explicit about the criteria
used to separate closely related taxa. The problem
of sheep and goat distinction in historical-period
collections is well known, but there are other dis-
tinctions that are equally problematic. Few
researchers report on criteria used to distinguish
rats (Rattus rattus from R. norvegicus), pigeons
(Ectopistes migratorius from Columba livia), and
domestic dogs from other canids, even though

these distinctions are both difficult and frequently
made. More explicit identification is not just better
research, but could potentially also make a signifi-
cant contribution to archaeological interpretation.
For example, defining clear skeletal criteria to dis-
tinguish between wild and domestic turkeys could
increase the interpretive value of turkey bones from
historical-period sites.

There are a variety of other attributes that can
be recorded for each bone specimen, including
symmetry (side of the body), fusion state of the
epiphyses, and weight. Zooarchaeologists have
developed criteria and recording protocols for
skeletal part and portion (Gifford and Crader,
1977), weathering (Behrensmeyer, 1978), burning
(Crader, 1984b; Shipman et al., 1984), other bone-
surface modifications (Fisher, 1995), tooth erup-
tion and wear (Grant, 1982), other means of age
and sex determination (Wilson et al., 1982), and
bone measurements (von den Driesch, 1976). Sev-
eral researchers have defined specific criteria for
distinguishing different types of butchery marks
in historical-period collections (Fig. 1 [from
Crader, 1990:Fig. 8]) (also see Graf, 1996; Landon,
1996:58-95; Lyman, 1977; Reitz and Scarry, 1985:
84-86).

There is at present little consistency in analyses of
historical-period collections as to what gets
recorded and reported. The questions being investi-
gated will, at times, determine the attributes
recorded. However, closer attention to skeletal-
part representation and butchery marks would
seem warranted. The well-established standards
for bone measurements (von den Driesch, 1976),
tooth eruption and wear (Grant, 1982 [reprinted in
Hillson, 1986]), and other age and sex determina-
tion criteria (Armitage, 1982; Driver, 1982;
Grigson, 1982) also could be beneficially applied
in studies of historical-period collections, especially
collections dominated by domestic mammal
remains. These attributes have a long history of
use by European researchers to interpret stock rear-
ing and animal-husbandry practices (Higham and
Message, 1969; Uerpmann, 1973), topics worthy of
further attention in historical archacology. Mean-
ingful use of these observations requires a large
sample size (Crabtree, 1990:183-184), and their
interpretive value will improve as a larger body of
descriptive work is generated.
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Fig. 1 Butchery mark types
identified in the Building “O”
faunal assemblage from
Monticello: (a) cow scapula
with chop marks and sawn
surfaces; (b) pig humerus
with scrape marks; (¢) cow
axis vertebra with sheared
surface; and (d) pig mandible
with cuts (from Crader, a
1990: Fig. 8)

Quantification

The topic of quantification is central to zooarch-
aeology and has been extensively discussed
(Binford, 1981; Casteel, 1977; Cruz-Uribe, 1988;
Fieller and Turner, 1982; Grayson, 1979, 1984
Lyman, 1979, 1987a, 1994b; Watson, 1979; White,
1953; Wing and Brown, 1979). Traditionally, much
of the focus on quantification has been directed at
estimating taxonomic abundance and interpreting
the relative dietary importance of different taxa. As
Lyman (1994b:48) has noted, more recent quantita-
tive terms and units entered zooarchaeology with the
growth of taphonomic studies and are designed to
measure taphonomic effects or identify taphonomic
processes. These emphases are not mutually exclusive
and it is desirable to take a taphonomic approach to
understanding the taxonomic abundance.

Lyman (1994b:37-38) distinguishes three types
of quantitative units: (1) observational units,
which are empirically based and directly measur-
able; (2) derived units, which result from mathema-
tical manipulation of fundamental observations;
and (3) interpretive units, which are structured to

scrape

measure some abstract or theoretical concept.
Observational and derived units are fairly common
in historical zooarchaeology, while interpretive
units have received relatively less use. Lyman
(1994b:47) also notes that increased understanding
of taphonomic processes has changed the status of
some quantitative units. For example, early inter-
pretations of the number of identified specimens
(NISP) as a straight proxy for taxonomic abun-
dance are now recognized as flawed.

The most common quantification units currently
used in historical zooarchaeology are (1) NISP; (2)
bone weight, the total weight of some collections of
specimens; (3) MNI, the minimum number of indi-
viduals necessary to account for some collection of
specimens; (4) meat yield, an estimate of the total
meat available, calculated by multiplying MNI
times a usable meat estimate; and (5) biomass, an
estimate of body weight based on an allometric
relationship between bone weight and body weight
(Reitz, Quitmyer, Hale, Scudder, and Wing, 1987).
NISP and bone weight are both observational units.
MNI is a derived unit because of the differences
among researchers in the criteria used to calculate
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this number. Meat yield and biomass are both inter-
pretive units, used as proxies for relative dietary
importance of different taxa. The best historical-
zooarchaeology reports tend to use several different
types of quantitative units simultaneously, often
contrasting them with each other.

One underlying problem with meat yield and
biomass estimates is that neither fully considers
the implications of skeletal-part representation in
an assemblage. This is obvious for meat weight
estimate derived from MNI, but less so for biomass
estimates. The allometric relationship between bone
weight and biomass is based on whole individuals
(Reitz and Wing, 1999:228), and does not consider
the variation in the density of body parts. Strictly
speaking, the biomass estimated from 100 g of pig
femurs is the same as that from 100 g of pig teeth,
even though usable resources from these body parts
would not be the same. Lyman (1979) suggests tying
skeletal-part representation to specific butchery
units, generating meat yield estimates based on
butchery-unit representation. Huelsbeck (1991)
takes a similar tack, arguing that quantification
should be based on the meat unit acquired by the
consumer. Though Lyman uses historical-period
sources to derive butchery-unit meat weights for
domestic animals, his approach has not been widely
applied to historical-period collections.

Several studies of historical-period collections
have taken slightly different approaches to quanti-
fication. Rothschild (1989) measured diversity in
faunal assemblage from New York City and Saint
Augustine, Florida, to assess the effects of urbani-
zation. Faunal diversity decreased through time in
New York, perhaps as a result of environmental
change. Faunal assemblages from Saint Augustine
were more specialized in the early periods than in
later ones. While her interpretive conclusions
remain preliminary, she demonstrated that diversity
measures could be a useful way to characterize his-
torical-period faunal assemblages.

Breitburg (1991) has worked on assessing the
relative value of different measures of taxonomic
abundance. Drawing on data from a series of his-
torical-period collections he has studied throughout
Tennessee, Breitburg compares taxonomic abun-
dance measured through NISP and MNI to docu-
mented numbers of individuals (DNI) derived from
historical-period sources. His statistical analysis

shows that MNIs generated from the faunal analysis
provide, on the whole, a closer match with the histor-
ical DNI than do NISP numbers. This study shows
one way historical-period documentation can be used,
in conjunction with archaeological data, to help
resolve methodological questions in zooarchaeology.

As this discussion suggests, most of historical
zooarchaeologists™ attention to quantification focuses
on issues of taxonomic representation and the relative
dietary contribution of taxa. While these emphases
have merit, the future development of historical
zooarchaeology requires additional attention to other
quantitative variables. The emphasis on taphonomy
has introduced a whole new series of quantitative
units in zooarchaeology, few of which have penetrated
into historical zooarchaeology. While traditional quan-
titative units tend to measure taxonomic attributes of
collections, more recently developed quantitative units
tend to measure “non-taxonomic attributes of faunal
remains within a taxonomic category, such as abun-
dances of different skeletal parts or frequencies of
butchery marked bones” (Lyman, 1994b).

This type of shift in quantification emphases is
necessary for the continued maturation of historical
zooarchaeology. There is much to be gained from
attempts to more explicitly record, quantify, and
interpret butchery mark frequencies (Crader, 1990;
Graf, 1996; Landon, 1996; Lyman, 1977; Szuter,
1991). Similarly, more detailed analysis of skeletal-
part representation increases the interpretive value
of assemblages, especially those dominated by
remains of domestic mammals. For example, Reitz
and Zierden (1991) used log plots, with specimen
counts standardized against anatomical representa-
tion in a single animal, to look at cattle body region
representation across a series of sites. Another
approach to skeletal-part representation is to calcu-
late minimum numbers of elements (MNE) (see, for
example, Crader, 1990), and use MNE and MNI
numbers to generate percent-survival or the analo-
gous percent-recovery rates (Crader, 1984b;
Landon, 1996; Legge and Rowley-Conwy, 1991).
One of the main advantages of percent-survival
rates is that this measure has been used in actualistic
studies that assess differential survival of skeletal
elements (Binford, 1981; Brain, 1980), providing a
basis for interpretation. Additional work to
improve methods of quantifying and reporting
skeletal-part representation is key to increasing
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our ability to make comparisons among collections
that go beyond simply taxonomic abundance.

Interpretation

Historical-zooarchaeology reports can be charac-
terized in terms of their organization and goals: (1)
site reports, with a primary emphasis on description
of a collection; (2) interpretive or integrative site-
based analyses that in addition to describing a col-
lection offer more detailed interpretation—drawing
in other historical, environmental, or archaeologi-
cal data; (3) comparative analyses of multiple col-
lections, either diachronic or synchronic; and (4)
overviews that assess method or theory in the sub-
field. As with many taxonomic constructions, the
categories overlap and have a subjective compo-
nent. In most early studies, researchers produced
descriptive site reports. The nature of the reports
shifted as archaeologists developed the analytical
skills necessary for faunal analysis and zooarchaeol-
ogists began to produce more interpretive and com-
parative reports. All types of reports can offer valid,
albeit different, contributions to the field. Com-
parative and highly interpretive analyses are only
possible with a foundation of descriptive work.

We can also categorize historical-zooarchaeology
reports in terms of their interpretive emphases. The
traditional emphases of prehistoric zooarchaeology
are diet, subsistence practices, environmental recon-
struction, and paleoeconomy. Early studies in histor-
ical zooarchaeology mirrored these interests, focusing
on dietary and subsistence practices. Some researchers
also investigated broader questions about recon-
structing agricultural and other subsistence systems.
Environmental reconstruction is relatively new in his-
torical zooarchaeology, but has begun to appear; for
example, in studies of urban environments (Mro-
zowski et al., 1989; Rothschild, 1989).

Zooarchaeology is by no means limited to issues
of subsistence practices or environmental reconstruc-
tion. One valuable aspect of animal-bone studies is
their potential to provide insight into many of the
broader issues that interest historical archacologists.
In historical contexts it is useful to view bones as part
of a comprehensive system of food production, pre-
paration, distribution, consumption, and disposal.

As Gumerman (1997) has shown, all of these stages
are intertwined with a society’s political economy
and its patterns of social differentiation, creating
opportunities to study these topics. There is growing
recognition of the potential uses of faunal data to
elucidate trade, ethnicity, social differentiation,
the development of political complexity, and aspects
of cultural change (Clark, 1987; Crabtree, 1990;
Crabtree and Ryan, 1991; Gumerman, 1997; Hud-
son, 1993:181-272; Zeder, 1988, 1991).

Connecting counts of fragmented bones and teeth
to complex cultural questions requires an interpretive
translation that draws on biological, archaeological,
historical, ethnographic, or other sources of informa-
tion. This becomes especially important in interpreta-
tions of social variation and the symbolic meaning of
food (Gumerman, 1997:109-111; Hall, 1992). In his-
torical zooarchaeology, our understanding of the
archacological and historic context of an assemblage
often includes detailed information about the function
of a site, the people that occupied it, when it was
occupied, and the basic nature of subsistence prac-
tices. This can extend to detailed information about
the social, economic, occupational, ethnic, or religious
background of a household, all of which increases the
interpretive potential of bone collections. Often, the
challenge in these situations is to develop an interpre-
tation that does more than simply reiterate what we
already know about a site.

General contextual knowledge helps build frame-
works for interpretation. For example, Schulz and
Gust (1983:Fig. 1) used historical-period data on
butchery practices and prices of beef cuts to develop
relative price ranks for cuts of beef, allowing us to
connect observations of beef bones in an assemblage
to historical-period categories of price-ranked butch-
ery units (Fig. 2). Yentsch, despite disliking the scien-
tific aspects of historical zooarchaeology, success-
fully interprets zooarchaeological data, primarily
by drawing on detailed contextual information—
contemporaneous bone assemblages, historical-per-
iod information about meat prices and availability,
and ethnohistorical information about African
foodways (Yentsch, 1994). A scientific, rigorous
approach to faunal analysis does not in any way
preclude interpretive studies. On the contrary,
attempts to address more theoretically complex
issues will only succeed when well supported by care-
fully crafted, rigorous analyses.
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Results

The subfield of historical zooarchacology is suffi-
ciently developed to have made some substantive
contributions to our understanding of the past. This
section reviews some of these contributions, orga-
nizing them thematically around four frequently
interrelated topics: (1) diet and subsistence prac-
tices; (2) animal husbandry and food distribution;
(3) social and cultural variation in foodways; and
(4) archaeological interpretations. These categories
overlap and many studies contain information
about more than one topic; these categories primar-
ily help organize the discussion. Given the rapid
expansion in the number of studies of historical-
period collections, it is impossible to review them
all. Tt is, however, possible to get a sense of what has
been accomplished and what questions remain for
future research.

Diet and Subsistence Practices

The broad rubric of diet and subsistence practices
encompasses studies of the relative dietary impor-
tance of different domestic and wild taxa; the tech-
nologies employed in raising, capturing, and pro-
cessing animals; seasonal variation in the uses of

different food sources; and a series of related topics.
Most studies in historical zooarchaeology include
some assessments of diet and subsistence practices,
even when these serve as a precursor to other inter-
pretations. A clearer understanding of past dietary
practices is one area where historical archaeology
has greatly augmented and altered our picture of the
past. This is especially true for our conception of
Colonial-period diet and the diet of both enslaved
and free African Americans. One interesting topic
researchers have addressed is how British, French,
Spanish, and African people altered or maintained
their traditional dietary practices in the new envir-
onments of North America. This relates to general
questions about colonial adaptation, the transplan-
tation of cultural traditions, and the patterns of
interaction with indigenous populations—all of
which are important emphases in the historical
archaeology of colonialism (for an interesting
South African example see Schrire [1992]). The
effects of colonial interaction on the subsistence
and foodways of postcontact Native Americans
remain understudied, though this situation has
been changing recently (Kuhn and Funk, 2000;
Lapham, 2002, 2005).

Excavations at Jamestown, the first permanent
English settlement in the colonies, have recovered
information about the first years of the settlement—
including “The Starving Time” of 1609-1610, when
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the colony was almost lost due to severe food
shortages. Bowen and Andrews’s (2000:3) analysis
of faunal remains from this earliest period of settle-
ment show that the colonists relied much more
heavily on wild animal foods in the first years than
they did even 10 years later. The natural resources
of the Chesapeake initially allowed the colonists
greater access to prized wild foods such as sturgeon,
porpoise, and wild birds. However, as the food
shortage took hold during 1609, the colonists also
began to consume undesirable or taboo animals
such as dogs, rats, mice, vipers, musk turtles, and
horses (Bowen and Andrews, 2000:7-20). Arrival of
additional supply ships in 1610 saved the colony,
but not before many had starved or succumbed to
illness. While the history of this period is well
known, Bowen and Andrews’s (2000) analysis pro-
vides the first scientific and zooarchaeological
insights into food consumption during “The Star-
ving Time.”

The later periods in the Chesapeake are much
better known. Miller’s (1984, 1988) multisite com-
parative analysis of collections from the seven-
teenth- and early eighteenth-century Chesapeake
provides our best understanding of colonial British
subsistence practices. In this region, as in most early
colonial settings, the adaptation to a new environ-
ment and the development of the colony’s economic
and secttlement system contributed to changes in
dietary practices. The traditional importance of
sheep in the British diet did not transfer to the
Chesapeake, and cattle and swine became, respec-
tively, the two most important domestic sources of
meat. Wild animals, such as deer, small mammals,
wildfowl, turtles, and fish, played an important role
in the early colonial diet. The differential availabil-
ity of these wild food resources, in combination with
the yearly agricultural cycle, contributed to strong
seasonal variation in food consumption.

Miller interprets the primary differences in this
overall pattern as due not to economic variation
among planters, but to changes through time. In
the second half of the seventeenth century, the
importance of deer, fish, and other wild foods in
the diet decreased significantly, while the proportion
of beef and pork in the diet rose. As the contribution
of wild food resources declined, the diet became
more uniform, with less seasonal variation in the
types of meat consumed. Ultimately, a distinctive

regional dietary pattern developed that was different
from contemporaneous British practices. As Miller
acknowledges, his broad overview includes little
material from the poorest households or from slave
or servant quarters. While more-recent work has
expanded our understanding of animal husbandry
and agricultural production in the Chesapeake
(Walsh et al., 1997), there is still potential for addi-
tional research on sites within the region to elucidate
more fully the dietary variation that occurred within
plantations, and among different groups of people in
the Chesapeake’s highly stratified society.

Reitz’s work on Spanish subsistence in the
Southeast also shows how traditional practices
were altered in the New World. The initial period
of colonization saw major dietary change for the
Spanish colonists. Attempts to directly transplant
Iberian practices failed. Spanish livestock did not all
thrive in the new environment, and domestic pigs,
cattle, and chickens comprised only a small propor-
tion of the diet. The greatest change was in the
marked increase in the use of wild animals, which
were hunted, fished, or acquired by trade with local
Native Americans. Of particular importance were
deer, gopher tortoises, sharks, sea catfishes, drums,
and mullets. As with the pattern in the Chesapeake,
the pattern for Spanish Florida changed through
time. Early eighteenth-century Spanish diet in
Saint Augustine still included a diverse array of
taxa, but compared to sixteenth-century sites the
importance of wild food resources dropped signifi-
cantly, while the dietary importance of domestic
mammals increased (Reitz, 1991:69).

In many ways, the early Spanish subsistence
practices in Florida differed only subtly from those
of contemporaneous Native Americans. The Span-
ish colonists apparently altered their diet to local
resources and practices, borrowing heavily from
Native American practices. Interestingly, the
Native American diet does not seem to have under-
gone the same degree of change. Postcontact mis-
sion site bone assemblages vary little from precon-
tact Native American bone assemblages, suggesting
Native Americans altered their traditional food
practices little. The single exception is a minor
change in the fish species consumed due to adoption
of some Spanish fishing technology. This compar-
ison of Spanish and Native American diets and
dietary change raises interesting questions about
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processes of culture change and interaction that
could be addressed in future studies.

French subsistence practices seem to have
changed more than those of the British, but less
than those of the Spanish. Cleland’s (1970) com-
parative analysis of British and French assem-
blages from Fort Michilimackinac shows that
the British diet was almost entirely based on
traditional domestic mammals, while the French
incorporated more wild mammals, birds, and fish
into their diet. The British apparently relied on
their superior trade networks to supply the fort,
while the French had greater interaction and
trade with Native Americans. However, even the
French at the fort never had a diet that empha-
sized fish and other wild foods as much as that of
local Native Americans. Scott’s (1985, 1991, 1996)
work on additional materials from Fort Michili-
mackinac has clarified and expanded our under-
standing, showing that the British at the fort,
while relying heavily on domestic animals, ate
more wild animals than did the British farther
to the east. Additionally, while the diet of the
French at Michilimackinac incorporated more
wild animals than did French settlements farther
to the east, it still included more domestic animal
meat than did the most isolated French
settlements.

Martin’s (1986, 1988, 1991b; Jelks et al., 1989:75—
108, 112-117) analysis of faunal assemblages from
Fort Ouiatenon and the Laurens site shows that the
French adopted more aspects of Native American
subsistence practices at more-isolated outposts. The
Laurens site, which had a relatively well-established
French population, had a faunal assemblage that
was dominated by domestic animals. Biomass calcu-
lations suggest that two-thirds of the meat consumed
came from the domestic animals. Fort Ouiatenon, an
isolated outpost with a smaller French population
and a larger Native American population, shows a
very different pattern. There, the biomass calculation
suggests that less than one-third of the meat con-
sumed was derived from domestic animals, with
bulk of the diet from wild animals, primarily deer.
The collection from Fort Ouiatenon also contains
modified turtle carapaces, bone and antler tools,
and birds apparently collected for their feathers, all
of which have parallels at contemporaneous Native
American sites. The variation that appears to exist

among French sites could be further explored with
additional samples, increasing our understanding of
patterns of interaction between French and Native
peoples.

Researchers have studied African American sub-
sistence and tried to assess how African dietary
practices were altered or maintained in the environ-
ments of the New World. Ferguson (1992) has
argued that, at least for some of the South Carolina
coastal plantations, there was a strong degree of
continuity in African foodways, though faunal
data was not a central part of his argument. Yentsch
(1992) also argues for a strong African influence on
Colonial Chesapeake fishing practices. In planta-
tion contexts, it remains unclear what degree of
choice enslaved people had in their diet and how
much their dietary pattern was forced on them by
others. Reitz (1994b) studied the faunal collection
from the ecighteenth-century free African site
of Gracia Real de Santa Teresa de Mose (Fort
Mose), north of Saint Augustine in Spanish
Florida. Contemporaneous collections from Saint
Augustine and the Nombe de Dios Native Ameri-
can village provided comparative data. Consump-
tion of domestic animals at Fort Mose was much
greater than at the Native American village, but less
than at Saint Augustine. The pattern of wild animal
use is virtually identical to that at the Native Amer-
ican village, with an emphasis on estuarine
resources that could be captured with relatively
simple techniques. No specifically “African” ele-
ments of the subsistence pattern are visible from
the bones, although this does not preclude the con-
tinuation of African traditions in food preparation
or consumption.

More is known about African American diet
from studies of slave-quarter faunal collections. As
Singleton notes (1991:171), “The study of food
remains has perhaps contributed more to the ampli-
fication of written records on slave living conditions
than any other archaeological resource.” Evidence
at many plantations shows enslaved people used
wild food resources to augment rations issued by
the planters. On coastal plantations, the use of
estuarine resources such as fish, turtles, and aquatic
mammals was particularly important. More interior
plantations also used many wild resources, primar-
ily birds and small mammals (Reitz et al., 1985:185).
Many of the wild taxa represented in slave-quarter
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collections could have been caught with traps, nets,
or snares in some combination of purposeful and
opportunistic collecting (McKee, 1987:38; Reitz et
al., 1985:184). While it remains challenging to iden-
tify specifically African dietary choices, the consis-
tent use of wild resources shows a conscious effort
to supplement insufficient or unsatisfactory planta-
tion food rations.

Beef and pork were the two most important types
of meat issued in plantation rations. Specific quan-
tities are difficult to judge, especially because some
preserved pork was distributed boneless, but beef
appears to have been equally or more important
than pork on some plantations (Reitz et al.,
1985:169). Enslaved people were typically given
lower quality cuts, possibly reusing some bones for
soup after they had been stripped of most meat for
the planter’s table (McKee, 1987). At Monticello,
there is good evidence for variation in the cuts of
meat issued to specific slaves. Crader (1984a, 1989,
1990) compared faunal collections from three con-
texts at Monticello. Two came from buildings used
as slave dwellings and one came from a dry well
filled with trash from the plantation house. The
material from one of the dwellings, Building O,
contains bones of meaty cuts of pork that appear
from the butchery marks to have been prepared as
roasts rather than in stews or soups (see Fig. 1;
Crader, 1990). This pattern is quite different from
the other slave-dwelling collection, and more in line
with the plantation house collection.

More-recent studies have used the implications
of subsistence and dietary data to explore broader
social issues. McKee (1999) has studied planta-
tion food supply and interpreted what it means
for aspects of social relations on the plantation,
as enslaved people engaged in a range of activities
to supplement their diets and incomes, while own-
ers tried to control their behavior. Franklin
(2001) has looked at the diet of Virginia’s
enslaved population in the context race and iden-
tify tracing aspects of African and African Amer-
ican cooking practices and characterizing how
distinctive foodways contributed to group identity
and, ultimately, to the development of regionally
distinctive cuisine.

The situation for enslaved and free Africans and
African Americans in the North appears to be
slightly different, though archaeological research

on slave sites in the North is admittedly far less
developed. In general, wild animal foods appear to
be much less important in the diet in the North. At
the Royall House in Massachusetts and Sylvester
Manor in New York—both wealthy households
with enslaved workers—the faunal collections are
strongly dominated by the remains of cattle, pigs,
and sheep, with few wild animals present (Newman
and Landon, 2002; Sportman, 2003). At the Carr
site in Rhode Island—the early nineteenth-century
household of a free African American tenant
farmer—heads, hocks, and feet of cattle, pigs, and
sheep dominate a very small faunal assemblage
(Landon, 1997a). The small size of the assemblage
and the predominance of low-meat parts together
might reflect the diet of a poor household that
included little meat. While more collections need
to be studied, the pattern of intensive use of wild
animals seen in the South does not seem to hold in
the North. This might reflect a broader pattern of
regional variation, as most Euroamerican assem-
blages in the North show a strong emphasis on
domestic animals for food.

Our knowledge of subsistence practices in the
West is much more limited, especially for colonial
sites. Archaeologists have studied the effects of
Russian and Spanish colonial contact on Native
American diet (Lightfoot et al., 1998; Spielmann,
1989), but have not given as much attention to
the colonists themselves. Snow and Bowen (1995)
report on a series of pre-1680 Spanish colonial
contexts in Santa Fe, New Mexico. Their study
shows a clear dietary emphasis in Santa Fe on
meat from domestic livestock, predominantly
mutton and beef. This is a clear contrast both
to local Native American sites and to Spanish
colonial sites in the Southeast, suggesting the
value of additional studies of southwestern Span-
ish zooarchaeological assemblages. This work
could likely make an important contribution if it
was framed by broader questions about colonial-
ism and culture contact in the Southwest.

More is known about later nineteenth-century
sites in the West, as American expansion caused
new forts, trading posts, and mining camps to be
built across the region. Several studies have exam-
ined zooarchaeological collections from these sites,
emphasizing a variety of issues. These include the
connections to food-provisioning networks (Crass
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and Wallsmith, 1992), local butchery practices
(Szuter, 1991), and social variation within commu-
nities (Schmitt and Zeier, 1993). Several interesting
studies have also investigated subsistence practices
among Chinese in the West, both at mining sites
and in urban areas (Gust, 1993; Langenwalter,
1980; Longenecker and Stapp, 1993). The general
impression is that overseas Chinese maintained
aspects of their traditional food practices, includ-
ing a preference for pork and poultry and their use
of Chinese cleavers in butchery. Of course, their
ability to eat a traditional diet was subject to both
constraints of the food supply systems (Longe-
necker and Stapp, 1993) and to the economic
situations of different Chinese communities
(Gust, 1993).

The final topic considered under diet and sub-
sistence studies is seasonality. Seasonality is an
important concept in prehistoric zooarchaeology,
especially in cultures where seasonal resource-use
practices are coupled with seasonal settlement
patterns. In these situations, determining season
of site use becomes an important goal of faunal
analysis. Seasonality is often given less attention
in studies of sedentary agricultural societies.
Davidson (1982) suggests the possibility of iden-
tifying seasonal holiday foods in bone collections.
Shapiro (1979) and Miller (1984, 1988) have both
looked at seasonal variation in diet by identifying
and quantifying animal resources in short-term
deposits. Both identify similar patterns, with
domestic mammals most important during the
late fall and winter, and more fish and wild fowl
incorporated in the diet during spring and sum-
mer. Bowen (1988; Walsh et al., 1997:178-180)
has taken a slightly different approach, using
documentary information on the exchange of pro-
ducts to define seasonal use of different foods. I
have extended Bowen’s work by using tooth
cementum increment analysis to test her models
of seasonal slaughter of domestic mammals, and
to see if urban markets altered seasonal slaughter
patterns (Landon, 1991, 1993, 2008). This work
supports Bowen’s rural patterns and shows that
domestic animal slaughter followed a strongly
secasonal pattern. Further, it suggests that Colo-
nial towns followed a rural slaughter cycle.
Although results to date are limited, the potential
of seasonality studies seems great.

Animal Husbandry and Food Distribution

Historical-period faunal collections often contain
many domestic animal bones, and these often can
be studied to gain insight into past animal-
husbandry practices. The uses of animals for draft,
dairy, food, or other purposes can often be inter-
preted from age data, butchery patterns, and
skeletal-part representation (e.g., Payne, 1973).
Bowen (1975) combined animal-bone data with his-
torical-period information to interpret animal hus-
bandry at Mott Farm in Rhode Island. Jacob
Mott’s probate inventory listed 73 sheep, 21 cattle,
and 10 pigs, while the bone collection contained pigs
and cattle in roughly equal numbers, and only half
as many sheep. The difference in relative represen-
tation, in combination with age data, suggests the
uses of the animals. The Motts raised pigs for food
and slaughtered them young, raised sheep primarily
for wool and for sale, and raised cattle for dairy
products and meat.

Miller (1984) also uses age data to interpret
animal-husbandry practices. He notes a shift in
the ages of cattle represented in seventeenth- and
early eighteenth-century assemblages in the Che-
sapeake, with later sites containing greater num-
bers of older cattle. Miller attributes this shift to
an increased use of cattle for draft purposes,
which resulted from land clearing and greater
use of roads. Reitz (1986b; Reitz and McEwan,
1995) interprets the uses of animals at Puerto
Real, Haiti, from both taxonomic and skeletal-
part representations. Cattle dominate the collec-
tion from one area of the site in particular, Locus
39, likely a reflection of successful cattle produc-
tion for hides and other trade products. The cat-
tle skeletal-part representation supports this inter-
pretation, with bones from the carpus and tarsus
disproportionately overrepresented. Some of the
bones are residential food refuse, but the bone
scrap and the cattle carpals and tarsals are likely
refuse from skinning and meat preservation that
was subsequently used for making tallow and
other by-products (Reitz, 1986b:327).

One component of examining the uses of animals
is studying the trade and exchange of live animals
and meat. Taxonomic representation, skeletal-part
representation, age data, and butchery patterns can
all help elucidate these issues. Klippel and Falk
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(2002) identified the remains of Atlantic cod in the
wreck of the nineteenth-century steamboat Bertrand.
This fish was being taken up the Missouri River as
part of the ship’s cargo, a reflection of the developed
trade in preserved fish. Seventeenth-century Dutch
shipments of barreled beef sometimes excluded the
head, metapodials, and phalanges (van Wijngaarden-
Bakker, 1984), though nineteenth-century American
shipments of barreled pork could include a full range
of skeletal parts (Hattori and Kosta, 1990). In his
study of Brimstone Hill Fort on Saint Kitts, Klippel
(2001) noticed that cattle head and foot elements are
underrepresented in the collection. He interpreted this
as a sign of barreled-beef imports, a conclusion he
supported with stable-isotope data showing some
cattle raised in nontropical, temperate environments
(Klippel, 2001:1195).

Differential taxonomic representation at urban
and rural sites can also provide information about
urban markets and the differential availability of
products in urban and rural areas. Reitz (1986a)
found that urban or rural site location had an over-
arching effect on assemblage composition in the
Southeast. Similarly, in comparing urban and
rural assemblages in Michigan, Mudar (1978)
found that early nineteenth-century households in
Detroit ate much less wild meat than did the resi-
dents of the rural Filbert site. Reconstructing urban
food supply and exchange systems has been an
important component of my own work (Landon,
1993, 1996, 1997b). In my study of Colonial Boston,
I compared collections from two rural farms and
two urban sites to characterize urban—rural differ-
ences and describe urban food-distribution systems.
Analyses of taxonomic representation, skeletal-part
representation, butchery practices, and age and sea-
sonal slaughter patterns show some urban—rural
differences. Urban residents ate more mutton,
lamb, seafood, and fewer wild mammals. Urban
butchers sometimes removed cattle feet early in the
butchery process and urban residents sometimes
preferentially purchased meaty limb portions of
carcasses. In most ways, however, the urban and
rural collections are striking more for their simila-
rities than their differences. The structural transfor-
mations that ultimately separated Bostonians from
traditional agrarian practices did not begin until the
end of the eighteenth century, and did not fully take
hold until the early nineteenth century.

Many studies of urban collections recognize the
importance of food-marketing systems and work to
interpret the nature of markets, how they changed
through time, and how households interacted with
market systems (Bowen, 1992, 1998; Bowen and
Manning, 1994; Burk, 1993; Henn, 1985; Henry,
1987a). A good example is Henry’s (1987a) study,
in which she proposes an urban subsistence
pattern for turn-of-the-century Phoenix, Arizona.
This urban pattern is based on the purchase of
professionally butchered meats and commercially
prepared foodstuffs, with household access to and
choice of goods structured by their social class and
ethnic traditions. Other studies complement this
research. Bowen (1992) found little clear ethnic dif-
ferences in urban collections from the African
Meeting House and Narbonne sites in Massachu-
setts, suggesting that urban markets structured the
assemblages more than did any other factor. Henn
(1985) has studied the “urban foodchain” in New
York, and cautions that differential refuse-disposal
habits, consumption of boneless cuts of meat, and
reliance on nonmarket resources might hinder our
ability to make accurate interpretations. With our
broadened understanding of the nature of urban
market systems, future studies can better explore
how individual households interacted with markets,
evaluating “when and how the transition to full
dependence on commodity purchases occurred in
urban contexts” (Henn, 1985:208).

Social and Cultural Variations
in Foodways

Researchers studying historical-period faunal collec-
tions often focus on how socioeconomic status and
ethnicity pattern food consumption and thus bone
refuse at sites. These are important topics to study in
stratified and pluralistic societies. As Deagan points
out, studies by Mudar and Otto helped establish
these research emphases, and “few similarly oriented
studies since then have advanced that work signifi-
cantly” (Deagan, 1996:365). Mudar (1978) compares
six collections from early nineteenth-century trash
pits in Detroit, examining differences between
French and non-French households and among
households of different economic status. Residents
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of French households ate more mutton, turkey,
goose, and pigeon than did those of nonFrench
households. Wealthy households consumed more
pork than did poorer households; however, specific
price-ranked beef cuts were not purchased in a pat-
tern that clearly correlated with either ethnicity or
economic situation.

Otto’s (1984) study compares faunal remains
from the planter’s kitchen, overseer’s house, and a
slave cabin at Cannon’s Point Plantation, a sea-
island cotton plantation off the Georgia coast. He
examines how the patterning of the archaeological
assemblages reflects the known status differences of
the wealthy, white planter; the hired, white overseer;
and enslaved African Americans. The remains of
wild animals dominate all of the collections. The
slaves and the overseer both consumed many fish,
reptiles, and small mammals that would have been
caught in the creeks, marshes, and woods immedi-
ately surrounding the plantation. The planter’s
assemblage contained a greater diversity of wild
food resources, including fish and turtles caught
by enslaved fishermen in habitats away from
immediate vicinity of the plantation. The planter
also had first pick of the domestic stock of the
plantation, eating more and better cuts of beef.
Butchery and ceramic-vessel-form data also suggest
that the planter ate more roasts served on platters,
while the overseer and slaves ate more stews and
one-pot meals from bowls. Part of the strength of
Otto’s (1984) study is its skillful combination of
multiple strands of archaeological and historical
evidence. In this regard, it continues to provide a
valuable model for future studies.

Since Mudar’s price ranking of beef cuts, many
researchers have collected historical-period infor-
mation about the relative prices of different types
or cuts of meat to interpret animal-bone collections
in terms of the cost of the meat and the purchasing
patterns represented (Henn, 1985; Henry, 1987b;
Landon, 1987a; Milne and Crabtree, 2001; Roths-
child and Balkwill, 1993; Schulz and Gust, 1983;
Singer, 1985, 1987; Yentsch, 1994). Some of this
research has expanded our ability to characterize
urban dietary variation. Milne and Crabtree
(2001) studied a series of collections from the
1840s working class houscholds in New York’s
Five Point’s neighborhood, including that of a
rabbi, a carpenter, and a brothel. Despite

differences among the collections, they all are domi-
nated by inexpensive cuts of pork and beef and large
quantities of local fish. This pattern differs strongly
from that of middle class households, which con-
sumed few local fish and much more poultry (Milne
and Crabtree, 2001:44).

In one early, influential study of costs of meat
and dietary variation, Schulz and Gust (1983) use
historical-period data on butchery practices and
prices to develop a relative ranking of beef cuts
(see Fig. 2). They use this ranking to compare four
Sacramento collections from markedly different
economic situations: a jail, two taverns, and a
posh hotel. The relative representation of different
price-ranked cuts of beef clearly followed the pat-
tern of the relative economic rank of the collection,
with more high-priced cuts at the hotel and more
low-priced cuts at the jail.

Schulz and Gust’s article stimulated additional
research and many studies followed that offer
improvements to their approach or delineate pro-
blems with interpretations of socioeconomic status.
Lyman (1987a) suggests more rigor in defining
“socioeconomic status,” and Lyman (1987a) and
Huelsbeck (1989) propose measures of cost effi-
ciency as an alternative way to rank beef purchases
and investigate purchasing patterns. Henn (1985)
and other researchers point out the potential for
boneless cuts to skew the meat patterns represented
by bones. In addition, food preparation and con-
sumption practices might have been equally as
important a reflection of economic status as the
cuts of meat consumed; contrast a family dinner
set by servants with a large boardinghouse dining
room (Landon, 1987b). Yentsch’s research on eight-
eenth-century meat values also shows that nine-
teenth-century conceptions of meat cut values and
interpretations of “butchery waste” should not be
uncritically pushed into the past. Finally, a number
of analysts have emphasized that other variables
might have stronger effects on assemblage pattern-
ing than economic status, including taphonomic
and recovery processes (Reitz, 1987), site function
(Reitz and Zierden, 1991), systemic variation in
meat availability (Huelsbeck, 1991; Schmitt and
Zeier, 1993), and the nature of urban market sys-
tems (Bowen, 1992). Future studies cannot assume
a direct relationship between socioeconomic status
and assemblage patterning, but must make a more
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comprehensive assessment of the potential factors
affecting bone assemblages.

Other studies focus more on ethnicity or race
than socioeconomic status, examining faunal collec-
tions from Jewish households (Stewart-Abernathy
and Ruff, 1989), Dutch and British settlers in
New York (Greenfield, 1992), Chinese in the West
(Langenwalter, 1980), and enslaved and free Afri-
can Americans in the Chesapeake (Franklin, 2001;
McKee, 1987; Warner, 1998). These studies have
had mixed results. Not surprisingly, ethnicity
seems to have the strongest effect on assemblage
patterning when ethnic dietary practices are mark-
edly different and identifiable. Unfortunately,
bones give a very incomplete view of the complex
system of past foodways. Animal-bone collections
often tell more about what was eaten than how it was
prepared or served, leaving ethnic variation in food
preparation and consumption difficult to discern.

Future studies of economic status and/or ethni-
city should explore how food choice, preparation,
consumption, and discard serve to create and define
individual and group identities. This approach goes
beyond showing the patterns that exist to interpret-
ing how the patterns reflect active behaviors
aimed at maintaining or altering ethnic, racial, or
economic identity, an approach exemplified in
both Warner’s (1998) study of African Americans
in Annapolis and Scott’s (1996) study of late-
eighteenth-century households from Fort Michili-
mackinac. In her study, Scott compares material
from essentially contemporaneous  French-
Canadian, British, and German-Jewish households
and assesses cultural variation in food consump-
tion. Overall, the dietary variation within the fort
is not extreme and there are broad similarities attri-
butable to the fort’s provisioning system and the
resources available locally. There are, nonetheless,
specific ways food functioned as an expression of
identity. When the German-Jewish trader Eziekiel
Solomon first arrived at Michilimackinac, his
choice of food was much like that of his neighbors,
and he apparently ignored Jewish dietary rules and
deemphasized his distinctive identity. Later, when
he was more established and had become a success-
ful trader, he altered his diet to more closely fit
Jewish practice, greatly decreasing his consumption
of pork, wild birds, and wild mammals. In Scott’s
interpretation, the emphasis is not on how

availability of provisions and local resources struc-
tured food consumption, but how, within the struc-
ture of available foods, people’s food consumption
both reflected and created their identity.

Archaeological Interpretations

The spatial patterning of bone assemblages at sites
can contribute to a variety of interpretations about
site formation processes and cultural patterns of
bone-disposal practices. Studies of this nature
often have, either implicitly or explicitly, a strong
taphonomic emphasis in that they try to explain the
reasons for the patterning of assemblage attributes.
Taxonomic representation, skeletal-part represen-
tation, bone-surface modification, and other cri-
teria can all contribute to these interpretations. I
categorize these as “archacological” interpretations
because they typically pay very close attention to
details of archaeological context and assemblage-
formation processes. This research contributes not
just to stronger analyses of bone collections, but
also to a better understanding about overall site
function and formation. Faunal evidence for site
formation processes is seldom integrated into gen-
eral site interpretations, an accomplishment that
remains for future studies.

Price’s (1985) study of intrasite distribution of
faunal remains at an Ozark farmstead is an interest-
ing and fundamentally archaeological interpreta-
tion. Her primary goal is not to reconstruct diet,
but to examine how the differential distribution of
faunal remains in site features reflects specific site
activity areas and the butchering, cooking, con-
sumption, and bone-discard practices for specific
taxa. The archaeological patterning of species and
element representation in specific deposits matches
historical-period and ethnographic accounts of the
differential processing and use of small mammals,
birds, cattle, and pigs. As Price points out, faunal
collections from individual features are not repre-
sentative of overall dietary practices when animal
processing and bone disposal is spatially patterned.
Price’s approach to the use of space and the spatial
segregation of tasks might be fruitfully combined
with Gibb and King’s (1991) approach to studies of
age and gender divisions of labor to develop
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additional interpretations of labor division and
activity areas on farmsteads.

Reitz (1994a) has used taxonomic representation
to assess whether wells were left open and served as
natural traps or were filled quickly and never func-
tioned as traps. Whyte’s experimental study shows
that small amphibians, turtles, and mammals are all
caught in natural traps, with young animals caught
more frequently than old ones (Whyte, 1988, sum-
marized in Reitz, 1994a:146—147). High frequencies
of these small commensal taxa in well assemblages
or a concentration of bones from these taxa in lower
levels could suggest that the well functioned as a
natural trap. Barber (1976) recognized a high pro-
portion of commensal taxa in the Bray Plantation
well and an examination of the taxa represented in
light of Reitz’s criteria suggests it might have func-
tioned as a natural trap.

Reitz looks for these characteristics in a series of
well assemblages from the Southeast. Most of the
wells do not appear to have functioned as natural
traps and were probably intentionally filled over a
short period of time. This research area could be
easily expanded to broaden the range of conclusions
about feature filling. For example, assessment of the
degree of carnivore gnawing and bone weathering
could help determine whether the quick filling epi-
sode was mostly secondary refuse deposition, such
as dumping kitchen trash straight into the feature,
or tertiary deposition, such as dumping yard sweep-
ings or other yard trash into the well. In the first
instance, fewer bones will have dog chew marks or
weathering damage than in the second -case.
Answers to these types of questions make a general
contribution to interpretations of artifacts from
feature fill.

I examined taxonomic representation, skeletal-
part representation, butchery-mark frequency,
bone burning, and weathering in a bone collection
from Fort Christanna (Landon, 1992). The speci-
mens were highly fragmented, extensively modified,
and difficult to identify—making dietary interpre-
tations difficult. Nonetheless, the collection pro-
vided much information about site formation pro-
cesses. Two root cellars held concentrations of
burned bone, a result of tertiary deposition of fire-
place trash. The third bone concentration was a
surface midden adjacent to the fort’s palisade wall.
This contained a small number of burned bones and

some differentially weathered bones that suggested
stability during slow burial. These characteristics
helped define an area that functioned as a surface
dump for food refuse, perhaps a butchering or pro-
cessing area as well. Though we cannot be confident
about drawing extensive dietary conclusions from
the collection, we can use the bone characteristics to
gain insight into the use of space and refuse-disposal
practices at the fort. This approach potentially
increases the analytical value of highly fragmented
and modified bone collections.

Beyond Subsistence: Future Directions in
Historical Zooarchaeology

Virtually all of the topics covered to this point could
benefit from additional work, and few of the future
directions it is possible to envision represent a total
departure from past interpretive emphases. It is
important to avoid the tendency toward “intellec-
tual deforestation” that results from dismissing all
past work in favor of the theory or approach of the
moment. It is preferable instead to emphasize the
cumulative nature of archaeological research and
the ways future research questions build on and
relate to past studies. In this sense, assessing our
current state of knowledge is a necessary precursor
to suggesting future methodological, interpretive, or
theoretical directions. One of the strengths of histor-
ical archaeology is its pluralistic view of the past, and
there are numerous different insights future animal-
bone studies can potentially contribute.

In his 1983 review of historical zooarchaeology,
Jolley (1983:75) stresses the potential of compara-
tive analyses to document and interpret intrasite
and intersite variability in assemblages and their
relation to settlement type, socioeconomic status,
and temporal and spatial variations. Many such
studies have appeared in the intervening years,
showing the strength of multicollection compara-
tive analysis. The full value of this type of work is
far from realized. Perhaps the most direct way
future studies build on previous work is through
reanalyzing past collections with new questions
and methods. A study by Walsh et al. (1997), Pro-
visioning Early American Towns, an NEH-funded
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project that brought together zooarchaecological
data from some 50 excavated sites, is perhaps the
preeminent example. Historical archacology is
further along in the Chesapeake than in most
other regions, but continued excavation of sites
will hopefully allow a similarly detailed corpus of
data to be gathered for other regions, creating the
opportunity for similarly complex multisite
analyses.

Several other overview articles (Crabtree, 1990;
Gumerman, 1997; O’Connor, 1996) stress the need
for “integration” as a key for future development. In
its simplest form, the idea is to treat bones as
another form of archaeological data and make cer-
tain that they are fully incorporated into archaeo-
logical interpretations. Crabtree (1990:188-190)
suggests that the future for zooarchaeology in the
study of complex societies lies in integrative and
interpretive studies drawing on archaeological
data, historical-period information, pictorial repre-
sentations, and computer simulations. Similarly,
Gumerman (1997:112) suggests that researchers
studying complex societies use “contextual associa-
tions, language, iconography, ethnography, and
ethnohistory to provide details concerning the sym-
bolic nature of food.” Reitz et al. (1996), in their
book, Case Studies in Environmental Archaeology,
provide a good model for integrating diverse
sources of environmental data. Integration of
diverse material has always been a core issue for
historical archaeology. Nonetheless, successful
interweaving of archaeological, historical, anthro-
pological, environmental, and other strands of data
remains a key challenge for future development.
The value of working in this direction lies in the
potential synergy.

One research area that could be much better
developed is the connection of zooarchaeological
data to cooking and other aspects of food prepara-
tion and consumption. Improvements in our ability
to recognize specific cooking practices from bone
collections would provide new ways to link bones
with pots and people. Drawing together anthropo-
logical approaches to the meaning of foods with
historical-period and archaeological data about
cooking, serving, and eating would help us develop
more holistic explanations of the symbolic and cul-
tural dimensions of foodways. Detailed foodway
studies also have much to gain from a more explicit

consideration: gender roles and the gender division
of household labor, topics often overlooked in
zooarchaeological  studies  (Gifford-Gonzales,
1993). Yentsch’s (1994) study of the Calvert house-
hold is an example of how this approach could be
framed for historical-period sites.

There are several research areas where historical
zooarchaeologists could potentially make metho-
dological contributions, including improvements
in tooth wear aging, cementum increment analysis,
quantification, and butchery analysis. While new
or improved methods of analysis have their own
merit, they are most important when they help
stimulate new interpretive directions. For example,
Reitz and Ruff (1994) and Cossette and Horad-
Herbin (2003) have both published analyses of
cattle-bone measurements, documenting cattle
size and looking at variation both through time
and among sites (Fig. 3 [after Reitz and Ruff,
1994:705, Fig. 2]). Cattle size and morphology var-
ies greatly between their samples, raising impor-
tant interpretive questions about the original
source stock brought to the colonies, the response
of domestic animals to New World environments,
animal-husbandry practices, and the development
of regional breeds.

There are a variety of other new scientific or
analytical methods, including identification of
DNA and other ancient biomolecules and stable
isotope analysis, that could potentially be applied
to historical zooarchaeological collections, opening
new questions for study. To choose one area of
scientific zooarchaeological research, there have
been important advances in the use of fine-scale
growth structures to determine the ages of animals
at death and to reconstruct aspects of their life
history (Klevezal, 1996). Stable isotope data from
teeth are increasingly augmenting this line of
research, providing information about the season
of birth of animals (Balasse et al., 2003) and even
weaning practices for domestic cattle (Balasse and
Tresset, 2002). These types of specific data about
animals’ life histories could potentially provide
detailed, significant new insights into aspects of
past animal-husbandry regimes.

Future studies that move past just dietary recon-
struction to broader environmental archacology ques-
tions will increase the field’s contributions to our
understanding of the environmental consequences of
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Fig. 3 Logratio diagram for selected cattle bone measurements.
Based on the formula d = log X—log Y, where dis the logged ratio,
X is the mean of a specific dimension in an archaeological sample,

past human action (Redman, 1999). It is possible to
take a “historical ecological” (after Crumley, 1993)
approach that focuses on the diachronic interrelation-
ships among the environment, technological systems,
and social systems, embedded in a model of culture
that includes active individuals in groups with poten-
tially conflicting interests. The historical period is one
of rapid environmental change, much of it human
induced, yet historical archaeologists have paid little
attention to this topic. We should engage this signifi-
cant modern issue both through our research and
through public-education efforts that highlight our
disciplinary insight into the role of humans in past
ecosystems and environmental change (Marquardt,
1994).

There are many issues warranting this approach.
The temporal period covered by historical archae-
ology saw significant environmental change with
lasting consequences for the present. European
exploration and colonization spread plants, ani-
mals, and diseases around the planet on a massive
scale (Crosby, 1986), with differential consequences
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and Y is the same dimension in a known standard. Positive values
are larger than the standard and negative values are smaller than
the standard (from Reitz and Ruff 1994:705, Fig. 2)

for specific populations. The budding urban areas
that were colonial outposts changed the environ-
ment and set a foundation for future settlement
and growth patterns. Expansion into interior
areas, such as the American West, brought conflict
with indigenous peoples and the institution of new
subsistence, economic, and resource-use patterns.
With the onset of industrialization, the pace and
scale of resource exploitation increased, human—
land interactions were altered in significant ways,
and we were set on the path toward our current
environmental predicament.

Some of these topics are, in fact, approachable
through historical zooarchaeology. Studies of the
past distribution of animals and their culturally
induced changes through time can provide insight
into the human role in environmental change and its
consequences, in turn, for people. For example,
Armitage (1993) has studied the successive waves
of invading rats in the New World, outlining their
spread and some of their economic effects. At the
level of the individual site, rat bones, rat-gnawed
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bones, and rat-gnawed macrobotanical remains
from the Lowell boardinghouses contributed to
reconstructing the conditions in the boarding-
house’s back lots, and interpreting urban health
and sanitation (Mrozowski et al., 1989). Specific
economic and subsistence systems also had environ-
mental implications. Hales and Reitz (1992) exam-
ine changes in age and growth rates of Atlantic
croaker based on otoliths recovered from pre- and
postcontact sites in Florida. Dramatic changes took
place after Spanish settlement, possibly as a result of
increased fishing pressure. Rojo (1986, 1987) has
generated equations to estimate the size and weight
of live cod from bone measurements. This could
easily be applied to historical-period collections—
where cod remains are often common—to examine
fish size and look for the long-term effects of inten-
sive fishing on cod populations. Similarly, Hamil-
ton (1993, reprinted in Orser, 1996) takes a broad
view of the environmental implications of the fur
trade, and examines the consequences of changes in
food availability for the fur trade social system.
Studies that examine the spread and consequences
of domestic or introduced animals (e.g., Clason and
Clutton-Brock, 1982; Tchernov and Horwitz,
1990), reconstruct local environments, assess effects
of new subsistence practices on the environment, or
address other historical-ecological questions will
make important new contributions to our under-
standing of the past and push the broader field of
historical archaeology in new directions.

Historical archaeology is currently in a period of
theoretical exploration; critical and interpretive
approaches are at the fore and cultural dynamics
are viewed as preeminent, while issues of biology
and the environment seem at times extraneous to
understanding past social variation and change.
While in many ways historical archaecology main-
tains a healthy diversity in the paradigms of its
practitioners, the current trajectory arguably
emphasizes humanistic and interpretive approaches
more than scientific research. This has proved
somewhat problematic for zooarchaeology, which
typically incorporates scientific aspects of taxo-
nomic classification and draws on biological and
ecological models. Zooarchaeology’s early growth
in conjunction with functionalist and ecological
models of culture, and the continuing effects of
this parentage, has left it at times incompletely

integrated into an interpretive archaeology. O’Con-
nor (1996) sees British zooarchaeology as having
been partially left behind, “marooned in a function-
alist paradigm,” while the rest of archaeology
moved forward theoretically. Yentsch (1994:219),
in an interpretive study, describes historical
zooarchaeology as a separate “realm of inquiry,
highly specialized, objective, quantitative, and gen-
eralizing,” where “people and their actions are
momentarily left behind.” Classification and quan-
tification of specimens in modern taxonomic and
biological categories tend to distance us from the
bones’ past cultural meaning. Connecting explicitly
scientific zooarchaeological research to richly
humanistic and historical interpretation remains a
central challenge as researchers bring new interpre-
tive theoretical perspectives to their data.

Two recent zooarchaeological studies of colonial
contexts provide good examples of linking scienti-
fic, rigorously empirical research to anthropologi-
cally sophisticated interpretations that embrace the
complex social dynamics of specific historic con-
texts (Heinrich, personal communication, 2007;
Lapham, 2004, 2005). Heinrich and Lapham both
consider multiple sites in a comparative framework
to consider functional or temporal variation, and
both consider the interactions between colonizers
and indigenous peoples. Heinrich’s ongoing disser-
tation research (as of 2008) looks at the Dutch East
India Company in South Africa and the meat indus-
try that developed to support the local garrison and
provision trade ships. The company’s herds were
developed through trade with indigenous Khoe-
khoe pastoralists and by hybridizing local animals
with imported stock. By studying a series of func-
tionally different contexts, Heinrich is able to
explore a variety of questions about the meat indus-
try, as well as the development of a distinctive colo-
nial culture at the Cape.

Lapham’s (2004, 2005) research looks at the
dynamics of colonialism in the Mid-Atlantic from
the perspective of the Native Americans involved in
the fur trade. In addition to charting the effect of
the trade on hunting and animal processing, she
integrates a variety of other strands of historical
and archaeological data to assess the social and
cultural implications of this trade for the Native
American participants. In this instance, detailed
zooarchaeological data are linked to broad
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questions about colonialism, the development of glo-
bal trade systems, social stratification, and Native
American decisions about engaging in exchange
with colonizers. Lapham’s work also blurs the line
between historical and prehistoric archaeology, a
hallmark of the future of our discipline.

As with these studies of aspects of colonialism,
future interpretative studies will be the most mean-
ingful if framed in a historic context that fully
encompasses the complexity and plurality of the
past. As we study past social variation, we must go
beyond simply documenting patterning to interpre-
tations of the roles and functions of foods in cul-
tural systems that served to create and define social
boundaries, as in Franklin’s (2001) study of race
and foodways in Colonial Virginia. As we study
the emergence of capitalist market systems (Little,
1994), we can elucidate the process of commoditiza-
tion, the move of production outside the home, and
the diverse ways individuals and households inter-
acted with changing market systems. Studies of ani-
mal-bone collections have added much to our com-
prehension of the past. Future researchers must
now try to build on this framework to realize the
full potential of historical zooarchaeology.
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Going, Going, Gone: Underwater Cultural

Resources in Decline

Donald H. Keith and Toni L. Carrell

Introduction

Seen from the vastness of space, Earth is a pale blue
planet with high white clouds and water covering
nearly three-quarters of its surface. Global civiliza-
tions emerged on the margins of its vast seas. Water-
craft allowed humankind to explore the earth and
played a major part in the rise and fall of great
empires. Underwater archaeological sites reflect
the diversity of human cultures and endeavors, as
well as the earth’s environments. These sites include
human remains and habitation sites from the bogs
of Northern Europe, submerged cities and temples
on the shores of the Mediterranean Sea, religious
offerings in Central American cenotes, machinery
and equipment abandoned in flooded mines and
reservoirs, components of land-based industrial
sites, trade goods lost in river rapids, and the elusive
sites of early humans covered by rising sea levels.
The vast majority of underwater sites that have been
investigated to date, however, are shipwrecks and,
with few exceptions, nearly all shipwrecks are from
the historical period.

While it is true that—in the simplest sense—
underwater archaeology is just archaeology that
happens to take place in an aqueous environment,
in reality it has a highly specialized subject mat-
ter, tool kit, research thrust—and set of problems.
Specific research questions are relatively easy to
answer: How was a trireme rowed? When did the
early style olive jar cease to be made? What is the
most efficient current density to wuse for
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electrolytic reduction of wrought iron? But the
subject of this chapter is a larger question, central
to all others, which is seldom, if ever, asked: How
much of the resource have we used up and how
much is left?

Historical Perspective

In 1832, geologist Charles Lyell wrote, “It is prob-
able that a greater number of monuments to the
skill and industry of man will in the course of ages
be collected together in the bed of the ocean than
will exist at any one time on the surface of the
Continents” (Lyell, 1832—-1833:2:258). Stated a little
differently, Lyell realized that virtually every item of
material culture that had fallen into bodies of water
deep enough, cold enough, violent enough, or dark
enough to discourage retrieval were still there, and
that they constituted an archacological resource
held in trust for all humankind on deposit in a vast
underwater bank.

The publication of the book in which this observa-
tion was made, Principles of Geology, coincided with
the nascence of surface-supplied, closed helmet div-
ing. The development of this new technology issued in
the Age of Human Exploration of the Seabed—and
simultaneously started a run on the bank of under-
water archaeological resources that had, up to that
time, remained beyond reach. In the same year that
Lyell’s book was published, pioneer hard-hat divers
John Deane and William Edwards established them-
selves as “submarine engineers” in Portsmouth and
soon after amply demonstrated the efficacy and
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profitability of salvaging cannons and other objects
from the wreck of the English warship Royal George
(sunk 1782) in Spithead Harbor (Fig. 1).

It was only natural that, from the beginning,
divers and underwater explorers were attracted to
shipwrecks, sunken cities, and other types of sub-
merged sites, but major withdrawals from the
underwater archaeological bank were not made
until after World War II. The technological
breakthrough that made the wholesale exploita-
tion of underwater sites possible was the Aqua
Lung, which put underwater exploration within
reach of the average person. Here again, it was
the 1952 salvage of a ship, a 2,200-year-old
Roman vessel wrecked beneath the cliffs at
Grand Conglou¢, France, that showed the new
technology’s potential and, in the process, cap-
tured everyone’s imagination and jump-started
the second career of a hitherto-unknown former
naval officer, Capt. Jacques-Yves Cousteau
(Cousteau, 1954:1-36).

In the more than 50 years that have elapsed, the
exponential growth of underwater-exploration
technology and the number of people using it has
led to the discovery of so many underwater sites,
primarily shipwrecks, that it is difficult to keep
track of them. Every year, from all over the world,
come reports of a few major discoveries and scores
or hundreds of less-notable ones. We live in exciting
times, indeed. But how long will they last? The
resource is not inexhaustible. As early as 1953,
Philippe Diolé (1953:218) wrote, “Unfortunately,
we shall soon have to think about protecting the
sea bed. Already some people are afraid of the
ancient wrecks off our coasts being over visited by
ignorant rather than ill-intentioned divers.”

More often than not, underwater sites are con-
sidered to be fair game for commercial treasure
salvage, even when similar sites on land have long
been recognized as something governments should
hold in common for their citizens if not for all
humankind. In the past, a shipwreck site’s principal
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Fig. 1 A nineteenth-century painting of a helmet diver engaged in salvaging the Royal George at Spithead, England, in 1836

(courtesy Southsea Castle Museum, Portsmouth, England)
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protection was its inaccessibility, but such improve-
ments in remote-sensing technology as sensitive
cesium magnetometers and high-resolution, side-
scanning sonar and in navigation technology such
as universal access to the global positioning system,
have penetrated even the deepest, darkest, most-
remote corners of the underwater world. Under-
water sites have no real protection against human
intervention in most parts of the world, and archae-
ologists are usually either ambivalent or, knowing
what opposition to exploitative schemes will cost
them in time and resources, hesitant to speak up.
Meanwhile, the methods and techniques for the
conservation of finds from underwater sites
have remained difficult, labor intensive, and
costly—facts that doom most artifacts from
underwater sites to inadequate treatment, or
none at all. And so it comes as no surprise that
today, 54 years after Diolé’s prescient observa-
tion, the shipwreck resource is showing serious
signs of depletion.

Ownership of underwater sites is usually more at
issue than is ownership of terrestrial sites, perhaps
as a consequence of the fact that laws and regula-
tions governing maritime affairs and waterways
predate the awareness that those bodies may cover
potentially important archaeological sites. The
manner in which shipwrecks are perceived and
valued differs from group to group: treasure hunters
see them as a source of marketable valuables, curio
seekers just want to take a memento or two, devel-
opers try not to see them at all lest they cause
potential delays in construction schedules, engi-
neers seek to eradicate them with dredging and
clearing to keep waterways navigable, cultural
resource managers try to keep them just the way
they are, and archaeologists covet them as precious
time capsules filled with invaluable information
about our collective past.

These perceptions are obviously in conflict,
although each is perfectly understandable when
viewed only from one perspective. Although it is
not controversial what to do with sites of great
national appeal, such as Sweden’s Vasa (1628), or
undeniable historical significance, such as the CSS
Alabama (1864), or importance as a national shrine,
such as the USS Arizona (1941), these represent a
small minority of the sum total of shipwreck sites.
Attempts to apportion the majority of the resource

usually involve legal actions that seek to prove that
a site is “in peril” or that a particular party has the
“right” to claim it, rather than who will put the
resource to its best use. It would seem that a
critical first step before continuing to write
drafts on our underwater resources is to deter-
mine the total amount held in our account, what
has been withdrawn and spent, and what remains
in balance.

Evaluating the Resource

Of what does the resource consist? Following Lyell’s
lead, an expanded definition of “monuments to the
skill and industry of man” should include shipwrecks
and abandonment, casual losses, intentional depos-
its, jettisons, and inundated terrestrial sites. All
should be included in the definition, but ships are
by far the most distinct, familiar, and numerous of
these site types, and they constitute the largest part of
the resource. For this reason, and in order to avoid
confusion, we have narrowed the subject of this
chapter to focus on the “shipwreck resource.” If we
can create a means for quantifying shipwreck sites as
a finite resource we can perhaps apply the same
technique to other subsets of the universe of under-
water site types. Temporally, the resource extends
from humankind’s earliest maritime losses to 1952,
the beginning of the Age of Underwater Exploita-
tion. Losses occurring since then are too modern to
be considered archaeological, indeed many authori-
ties would not include sites created as recently as
World War I1, and heavy exploitation did not begin
until after the widespread use of the Aqua Lung.

Estimating the Size of the Resource

In the past, attempts to estimate the size of the
resource have been more deductive than factual,
even when proffered by professional nautical
archaeologists: If only one ship per year sank in
the Mediterranean Sea, and if we estimate the
beginning of seafaring at 10,000 years ago, that
would mean at least 10,000 shipwrecks in the Med-
iterranean alone. Those who have a vested interest
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in finding and salvaging shipwrecks for business
purposes are even more generous in their estimates
of the wealth of the underwater repository.
Attempts to actually quantify and inventory
known shipwreck sites are generally regional and
only a handful exist at this time (Table 1).

A U.S. State Department attorney recently
observed that the legal perspective on submerged
cultural resources globally is to treat them like
mineral resources—offshore oil and gas deposits—
when in reality it would be much more appropriate
to see them in the same light as an ever-diminishing

Table 1 Inventory of Sites by Management Agency

Area Date Records  Discovered
Agency Source of Coverage Range (n) sites (n) Ratio
Parks Canada (PC) PC Shipwreck Canadian territorial 1527-1986 9,143 N/A N/A
Database waters
Nova Scotia (NS) NS Shipwreck NS provincial 1583-1952 4,600 168 28.7
Museum Database waters, Canada
U.S. Minerals Tornfelt and Alaska (USA) state 1750-1937 1,082 N/A N/A
Management Service Burwell (1992) waters, including
(MMS) Outer
Continental Shelf
(OCS)
MMS MMS Shipwreck Pacific OCS 1540-1952 4,802 N/A N/A
Database
MMS MMS Shipwreck Gulf of Mexico OCS  1625-1952 1,002 N/A N/A
Database
MMS MMS Shipwreck Atlantic OCS 1520-1976 3,174 N/A N/A
Database
Florida Department of Florida Florida state waters, 1513-1945 1,348 226 6.0
Archives and History Shipwreck USA
Database
U.S. Department of the Carrell (1991) Micronesia and U.S. 1520-1946 881 160 5.5
Interior National Park Trust Territorial
Service, Submerged waters
Cultural Resources
Unit
Archaeology Diving Unit, RCHME British territorial 1200-1945 30,000 5,700 53
St. Andrews National waters
University, Scotland Inventory of
Maritime
Archaeology
(1996)
Australian Department of ~ Commonwealth Australian 1600-1952 5,998 736 8.1
the Environment Government territorial waters
of Australia
(n.d.)
Northern Ireland Northern Ireland Northern Ireland 1740-1945 3,000 200 15.0
Department of National territorial waters
Environment and Database
Heritage
South African National National South African 1505-1945 2,500 523 4.8
Monuments Council Monuments territorial waters
Council
Database
Lake Champlain Maritime = LCMM Lake Champlain 1600-1952 300 N/A N/A
Museum (LCMM) shipwreck and lakes in
database Vermont and
New York, USA
Total 67,830 7,713 8.79
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endangered marine species, such as whales.
Carrying that analogy one step further, attempting
to estimate the total number of sites in the under-
water cultural resource bank is similar to the pro-
blem petroleum engineers have when trying to
determine how much oil is left in known reserves
and unproven new fields. While still providing only
estimates, applying the methods of the oil industry
to shipwrecks could yield a more reliable result than
the kind of spotty local coverage that has character-
ized this type of effort in the past. More impor-
tantly, it is the one that can continue to be refined
as more information becomes available.

For the purposes of this analysis, the shipwreck
resource is considered to be nonrenewable. While it
is true that ships continue to sink and objects con-
tinue to fall into the water without being retrieved,
this does not constitute resource renewal. The total
number of Phoenician warships, Medieval Cogs,
ancient Chinese trading vessels, or Polynesian voya-
ging catamarans preserved beneath the sea is finite.
Additionally, modern navigation, remote sensing,
and diving technology make it possible to locate
and salvage modern shipwrecks immediately, pre-
venting them from becoming archaeological sites.
Maintaining that the resource is being infinitely
renewed is akin to saying that because some species
of marine life will always exist, we need not be
concerned about the fate of specifically exploited,
ever-diminishing species of whales, cod, or tuna.
Borrowing a concept from the oil industry, in order
to determine the size of the recoverable shipwreck
resource, and how many shipwreck sites will be “recov-
ered” when “production” ceases sometime in our
future, there are three numbers that must be obtained:

(1) How much of the resource has been discovered
and “extracted” to date?

(2) An estimate of what part of the resource has
been discovered but remains “in reserve,” and

(3) How much of the resource remains to be dis-
covered (Fig. 2)?

How Large Is the Recoverable Resource?

How much has been extracted to date? This includes
the total number of sites that have been discovered

ESTIMATES REQUIRED FOR:

Fig. 2 In order to determine the size of the shipwreck
resource, estimates are required for what has been discov-
ered, what has been extracted, and how much remains
(courtesy Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi, Texas)

and excavated or salvaged completely or otherwise
“consumed.” High-profile examples of sites in this
category include Mary Rose (1545), Nuestra Serora
de Atocha (1622), VOC Batavia (1629), La Belle
(1686), Whydah Galley (1717), DeBraak (1798),
and H.L. Hunley (1864). Part of this total, the sites
that are reported, can be derived fairly accurately
from a thorough review of the literature. The rest
consists of consumed sites that were unpublished or
exploited and destroyed before it was a common
practice to announce such discoveries.

How can we estimate reserves? This number is
composed of those sites that have been discovered
but left completely or largely in pristine condition
(Fig. 3). High-profile examples of sites in this cate-
gory include Hamilton and Scourge (both 1813),
VOC Amsterdam (1749), and Breadalbane (1853),
but low-profile examples are much more numerous.
Here again, reliable figures are available for a por-
tion of the sites; in the authors’ experience, it is
reasonable to assume that many more exist in the
“unreported” category. “Unreported” does not
mean “undiscovered.” Many well-known shipwreck
sites (e.g., HMS Endymion on the Turks Island
Bank) are in the unreported category by virtue
of the fact that they have never attracted the atten-
tion of resource managers or archaeologists and
therefore do not appear in any published inventory
(e.g., HMS Endymion).

What remains to be discovered? This represents
all underwater sites created from the dawn of time
to 1952, minus those that have been discovered.
Faced with the prospect of assigning a value to
this number, most historians and archaeologists
throw up their hands in despair. How can anyone
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Fig. 3 Some of the best examples of the extent to which deep,
cold freshwater can preserve shipwrecks are the Hamilton
and Scourge (1813), lying in water about 300 feet deep in

guess how many Greek triremes, Spanish galleons,
English men-of-war, Dutch East Indiamen, and
Japanese fishing boats are on the bottom of the
sea? While it may not be possible to estimate the
total number of ship losses throughout time world-
wide, it is important to differentiate between ship
losses and actual sites created, because only a frac-
tion of shipwrecks become archaeological sites.
Many ships that wrecked in shallow waters were
thoroughly salvaged in antiquity. Others were so
scattered and fragmented that they ceased to have
any lingering value as archaeological sites. As
Muckelroy (1978:150) correctly observed, a wooden
sailing ship sinks only when dragged down by the

Lake Ontario. The figurehead is from USS Scourge (formerly
Lord Nelson) (courtesy Hamilton and Scourge National
Historic Site, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada)

weight of its ballast or cargo. Ships that disinte-
grated on the high seas during severe storms or
naval engagement are likely to never actually reach
the seabed.

Some authorities have sought to arrive at esti-
mates for the total number of ship losses at sea for
specific areas or periods of time. Charles Hocking’s
Dictionary of Disasters at Sea (1969) surveys
Lloyd’s Register of Shipping to determine that
approximately 12,542 sailing ships and ships of
war were lost from 1824 to 1962. The monumental
work of Hugette and Pierre Chaunu (1955-1957),
Seville et I’Atlantique, tallies 519 ships lost between
1500 and 1650 while sailing from or to Seville. Like
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the Chaunus’ work, Alberto Tenenti’s Naufrages,
corsaires et assurances maritimes a Venise,
1592-1609 (Tenenti, 1959) counts 1,021 ships lost
while sailing from or to Venice during an 18-year
period. David Barron’s (2002) Northern Shipwrecks
Database contains 65,000 ship loss records for
North America, including the Great Lakes and
inland waterways, from A.p. 1500 to the present.

While records like these are interesting, most are
not directly comparable or immediately applicable to
this study because they do not define the subject of
interest in the same way. For instance, some inven-
tories count every floating device more than 15 feet in
length, while others consider only registered vessels
of a certain nationality. Additionally, as they do not
report all losses but only those that were insured or
involved in commerce with certain ports, there is no
way to expand the total number to include all ship-
ping in that area at that time. Finally, the multitude
of ways in which a potential shipwreck site can be
described in historical reports—*“total loss, wrecked,
foundered, broken up, lost, sank, stranded, aban-
doned, burnt, capsized, went ashore, cast away, colli-
sion, missing, unknown”—makes it impossible to
reduce the total number of losses to just those result-
ing in the creation of archaeological sites.

Applying the Hubbert Model

Given the problems of estimating the total number of
shipwreck sites based solely on loss records, the
authors turned to methods used by the petroleum
industry to make a similar estimate: How much oil
remains to be discovered? Rather than trying to cal-
culate how much oil is in the earth based on how it was
created eons ago, exploration geologists look at the
behavior of the fields they have already located. They
are concerned not with how the resource was created,
but with how much of it can be extracted. The volume
of oil that they have already found and extracted is the
best indicator of what remains. The number of under-
water sites that has been discovered and extracted may
be sufficient to allow us to approximate how much is
left—even without knowing in advance the total num-
ber of ships lost.

Geologists can accurately estimate how much pet-
roleum remains in a region by gauging the decline of
aging fields (Campbell and Laherrére, 1998:78-83).

Oil production in a region starts to fail when about
half of its crude is exhausted. Plotting output over
time produces a bell-shaped curve that allows geolo-
gists to predict how much of the resource remains
(Fig. 4). When production begins to fall, the
“Hubbert Model” predicts that half of the available
resource in that field has been consumed (Deffeyes,
2001:3). If the shipwrecks in an area can be likened to
oil fields and their discovery dates can be plotted
against “production,” the same principles may apply.

The patterns exhibited by exploration geologists
and those who search for shipwrecks are essentially
the same: the best and most easily extracted sites are
discovered and exploited first. The first oil wells
were drilled in localities in Pennsylvania and
Wyoming where deposits were so close to the sur-
face that they actually seeped out onto the ground.
Similarly, “coin beaches” in Florida and Texas sig-
naled the presence of easily accessible shipwrecks
close to shore, sparking commercial treasure-
salvage projects. With the passage of time, sites
become progressively more difficult and costly to
find—and less productive. Plotting the effort
expended to find new sites against the productivity
of the sites discovered through time yields an indi-
cation of the relative abundance of the resource.
High productivity in return for low investment indi-
cates abundance. Low productivity in return for
high investment indicates a dwindling resource.
That oil companies are regularly exploring and
attempting to exploit ever deeper and more-difficult
fields is a good example of this inverse relationship.
As recently as March 15, 2007, Robert Routs, execu-
tive director for Oil Products, Royal Dutch Shell,
stated in an interview on National Public Radio:
“We tend to say to our investors that easy oil is
over. Now we have to go to 10,000 feet of water to
find oil, we have to go into oil sands [and] oil shales,
so the battle to replace the oil that was there is not
getting any easier.” While Routs is not predicting the
end of oil availability, he is acknowledging its overall
decline, even in previously inaccessible fields.

So is there a vault in the underwater bank we have
not yet sampled and whose contents are unknown to
us? Estimates of how much petroleum remains undis-
covered in the earth are revised upward when new
fields are discovered or new technology allows more
to be recovered from existing fields. While the techni-
ques for extracting more information from shipwrecks
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HUBBERT MODEL OF OIL WELL PRODUCTIVITY

ANNUAL OIL PRODUCTION
(INCREASING YIELD)

INDIVIDUAL WELLS

TOTAL FOR
ENTIRE REGION

Fig. 4 An example of a Hubbert Model curve plotting
annual oil production over time for a large region. The
short, flat-topped curves indicate the production of individual
wells. The tall, bell-shaped curve represents the combined
production of all the individual wells. In 1956, M. King

have remained relatively static, the search for and
recovery of shipwrecks in the deep ocean frontier
promises to gain access to a considerable volume of
quality sites which have hitherto been inaccessible,
thus expanding the size of the available resource.
Optimists have predicted that the deep ocean floor is
littered with thousands of well-preserved shipwrecks
of every type and date. However, judging from the
remains of Titanic (1912), Central America (1857), and
the Isis wreck (last quarter of the fourth century B.c.),
it now seems that initial predictions of the state of
preservation of deepwater wrecks were overly opti-
mistic but, at least until recently, they had not yet
suffered from disturbance by humans. It is clear that
this resource, just as deepwater oil, has its limits.

Toward a More Accurate Estimate
of the Size of the Resource

While it is beyond the scope of this chapter to
determine with any acceptable degree of precision
what portion of the global total of shipwreck sites

40
YEARS

Hubbert used this relationship to correctly predict that oil
in the contiguous 48 United States would decline after about
1969 (after Campbell and Laherrére, 1998:80) (courtesy
Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi, Texas)

have been consumed and what portion remains, it is
possible to demonstrate a method for making that
determination.

In order to apply the Hubbert Model, it is neces-
sary to have reliable statistics for the number of
shipwreck sites discovered in a particular area over
a certain period of time. To derive an estimate for
the global status of the resource, we would need to
know how many sites have been discovered world-
wide, when they were discovered, and how many of
those sites have been completely “used up.” While it
is probably possible to do this, it would require the
cooperation of scores or hundreds of archaeologists
and resource managers and is beyond the scope of
the present endeavor. By way of example, Table 1 is
a compilation of shipwreck information from 10
premier agencies of various types in different coun-
tries showing the relationship between the number
of records of ship losses and the number of sites
discovered. In this sample, 7 of the 10 have useful
statistics for the number of sites discovered in the
areas for which they are responsible. Of those, only
two were able to provide us with the dates on which
the sites were discovered or reported.
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How Many Sites Have Been Discovered?

How many shipwreck sites have been discovered glob-
ally? In 1999, the authors conducted a review (unpub-
lished) of widely available references to shipwrecks,
maritime history, and nautical archaeology in an
effort to answer this question. Perusal of the following
major references: A History of Seafaring Based on
Underwater Archaeology (Bass, 1972), Archaeology
under Water (Muckelroy, 1980), The Sea Remembers
(Throckmorton, 1987), Ships and Shipwrecks in the
Americas (Bass, 1988), Ancient Shipwrecks of Mediter-
ranean and Roman Provinces (Parker, 1992), the Inter-
national Journal of Nautical Archaeology (Nautical
Archaeology Society, 1972—present), and the British
Museum’s Encyclopedia of Underwater and Maritime
Archaeology (Delgado, 1997), among others, produced
alarge, reliable, global inventory of reported shipwreck
sites that possess at least the minimum requirements for
archaeological significance. The combined total of
discoveries from these sources is about 2,600 shipwreck
sites. To this can be added, when corrected for redun-
dant records, the approximately 7,700 sites reported to
government agencies responsible for shipwreck inven-
tories and management, such as those listed in Table 1.
While such a sum is in no way comprehensive, it is of
the right order of magnitude. It should be noted that
authors are aware of several small-scale, locally specific
compilations of shipwrecks not included here and at
least one recent analysis of shipwrecks already in the
Australian National Shipwreck Database (Richards,
2002). The authors also did some limited research on
shipwreck discoveries in an effort to update their 1999
study; however, these additional records do not mean-
ingfully alter the totals reported in Table 1. Based on
the combined data available, a minimum of 10,300
shipwreck sites have been discovered and reported
worldwide. The authors further recognize that if figures
from Scandinavia, the rest of Europe, and the rest of
the world were added, the global total would be much
greater. Still, for purposes of this analysis, the figure of
10,300 represents a reasonable statistical sample.

How Many Sites Have Been Extracted?

But how many of these discovered and reported
sites have been “extracted”? While it is clear that
extracted sites would include shipwrecks that have

been raised intact, such as Philadelphia (1776)
(Hagglund, 1949), or piece-by-piece, such as La
Belle (1686), sites that have been heavily salvaged
and badly disrupted over long periods of time, such
as Nuestra Seriora de la Concepcion [Silver Shoals]
(1641) (Earle, 1980), also should be included
(Fig. 5). Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis,
a site is considered to be “extracted” if it has been
completely removed from the seabed or has been so
thoroughly salvaged or excavated that it is unlikely
to provide any additional useful archaeological
information in the foreseeable future.

Sampling the widely published sites for which there
is adequate information, and applying the criteria as
objectively as possible, only about 10 percent of
discovered-and-reported shipwreck sites have been
extracted (Fig. 6). Examples of sites we place in this
category are Arabia (1856), which has been comple-
tely excavated, conserved, and moved to a museum
(Hawley, 1995); and the “Cabin wreck” (1715),
parts of which still may be found on the seabed
even after three decades of sporadic treasure hunt-
ing. Extrapolating this proportion to the pre-
viously determined number of reported shipwreck
sites (about 10,300), one arrives at a minimum of
1,030 sites that have been extracted. Again, the
global total would be much greater.

Recognizing that not all discovered sites have been
reported, how can we estimate how many unreported
shipwreck sites have been extracted? However difficult
and unusual it is to find shipwreck sites, it is even more
difficult to keep their discovery secret. Typically, dis-
coverers want to share their excitement with others. In
the course of conducting research on diagnostic arti-
facts or on vessel identity, word of the discovery
spreads, and it is virtually impossible to keep the
location of the site or what is being recovered secret
when full-scale salvage efforts are initiated. For these
reasons, we predict that the number of unreported,
extracted shipwreck sites since 1952 is quite small and
probably statistically insignificant.

How Many Sites Are in Reserve?

On the order of 90 percent of the remainder of dis-
covered shipwreck sites can securely be classified as
“in reserve,” that is, retaining all or part of their
archaeological potential and historical significance.
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Fig. 5 The Texas Historical Commission’s excavation of La
Belle (1686) on the bottom of Matagorda Bay was facilitated

Using the same statistics cited above for Australia,
North America, England, and the American Pacific
Trust Territories, this number is about 9,270 sites.
Again, the global total will be a multiple of this figure.

by the construction of a cofferdam around the site (courtesy
Toni L. Carrell)

How Many Sites Remain to Be Discovered?

Techniques borrowed from the petroleum industry
may provide a more meaningful statistic for the
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GLOBAL SHIPWRECK DISCOVERIES

(about 10% of
reported sites)

EXTRACTED

(about 90% of
reported sites)
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UNDISCOVERED
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age of shipwreck ca. 10,300 sites reported,
exploitation begins ca. 1,030 sites extracted
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Fig.6 The total recoverable shipwreck resource may be divided into “discovered” and “undiscovered” categories. Of the sites
that have been discovered, only about 10 percent have been “extracted.” The remaining 90 percent are still “in reserve”

(courtesy Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi, Texas)

number of shipwreck sites remaining to be discovered,
but first it is necessary to sort the records for those
sites already located and reported according to when
they were discovered or when they were extracted—
whichever more accurately represents when activity
on them peaked. The proportion of the recoverable
resource remaining to be discovered in any particular
area or globally may be predicted by plotting the dates
on which the sites that have already been “extracted”
or are “in reserve” were discovered. When the rate of
discovery peaks, half of the recoverable resource
has been discovered. Here, available records are of
little use. Date of discovery and history of interest
shown in a site, information which corresponds to
an oil well’s “production” over time, is seldom entered
in shipwreck-site databases. However, it is possible to
plot three small-scale data sets for which dates of
discovery are available: all shipwreck sites in the
state of Florida, all published East Indiamen wrecks
between 1960 and the present, and all shipwreck
sites in Sussex County, England.

The Florida Example

Although a few wreck sites were found earlier, the
exploitation of shipwrecks in Florida began in the late
1950s. The first sites discovered were from a Spanish
fleet of 11 ships which wrecked on the east coastin 1715
and another fleet of about 20 ships that wrecked in
1733 in the Florida Keys (Fig. 7). Shipwreck discovery
and recovery activity peaked in the 1970s, tapered off
until the discovery of Nuestra Seriora de Atocha in
1985, rose slightly in the hysteria that ensued, and

finally resumed a steady downward trend. (The spike
in 1991 resulted from a unique state-sponsored survey
of Pensacola Bay.) While the number of sites is rela-
tively small, and the length of time short, the history of
shipwreck discovery in Florida indicates that most of
the sites that exist have been found and that the
resource is in decline. If the Hubbert Model is applic-
able, the number of sites that have been found (226
according to Department of Archives and History fig-
ures) exceeds the number yet to be discovered.

The East Indiaman Example

Using information compiled by Jeremy Green
(Green, 1987:168-170) and others (Larn, 1990;
Redknap and Smith, 1990) for 53 East Indiamen
of various nationalities, the sites of which were
located along the route from Europe to the East
Indies, it is possible to plot the dates of discovery
(or major activity) for each site from about 1960 to
2004 (Fig. 8). The graph rises slowly until 1969, with
the occasional discovery of up to two sites per year.
It peaks around 1972 with the discovery of five sites,
returns to normal levels in 1977 with one to two
discoveries per year before peaking briefly again in
1985 with the discovery of five sites, then returning
to single discoveries. The 1992 discovery of three
sites was the result of a survey in Galle, Sri Lanka,
under an agreement with the Western Australia
Maritime Museum and the government. After
1992, the rate returned to single discoveries. It
should be noted that curve is now exhibiting a
long “tail” with only intermittent discoveries, and
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Florida Shipwreck Site Discoveries
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Fig. 7 A graph of the rate of discovery of shipwreck sites in
Florida shows that discoveries climbed through the 1960s,
peaked in the early 1970s, declined until the mid-1980s, rose
again in the late 1980s, and has remained fairly constant

as of 2007 no new discoveries had been made. This is
a strong indication that the number of sites is
dwindling. In this case we are plotting site investiga-
tions over time for a shipping route, rather than a
specific area. Even though the sites are distributed
from Europe to Australia, the pattern seems to be
remarkably similar to the one observed for Florida
(note that in both cases half the sites were discov-
ered by 1974), and it is tempting to speculate that it
may be more or less universal. If this is the case, the

throughout the 1990s. The sharp peak in 1991 was produced
by a unique, very thorough state-sponsored survey of
Pensacola Bay (courtesy Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi,
Texas)

curve seen in Fig. 8 seems to indicate that more than
half the total number of East Indiamen shipwreck
sites ever created were found between 1960 and
1974.

The Sussex County Example

The United Kingdom database of known wrecks
contains more than 30,000 records. Due to the size

East Indiamen Shipwreck Site Discoveries
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SHIPWRECK SITES
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DISCOVERED BY 1975

975
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Fig.8 A graph of the discovery of East Indiamen since 1960
shows that the rate accelerated throughout the 1960s and
peaked in the mid-1970s. Half of the sites discovered
between 1960 and 2004 were located by 1975. The peak in

1980

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

1992 was produced by a survey of Galle Harbor by the
Western Australia Maritime Museum and the government
of Sri Lanka (courtesy Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi,
Texas)
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of the database, we examined a subset of 244 known
sites of archaeological interest plotted for Sussex
County by the Royal Commission on the Historical
Monuments of England (1996). Between 1940,
when records collection began, and 1959, only an
occasional site was discovered (Fig. 9). In 1965, there
is a small peak with the discovery of 12 sites; it then
drops back to one or two sites a year until 1974-1977
when a total of 138 sites was discovered. The curve dips
in 1978, peaks again briefly in 1980, and then drops
back to two or three sites per year until the present. The
pattern exhibited by this subset is startlingly similar to
that of both Florida and the East Indiamen. Half of all
known sites were discovered before 1976. The resource
now appears to be in decline.

Although this sort of analysis is far from definitive,
it is tempting to speculate that the curves seen in Figs. 7,
8, and 9 may indicate a global pattern in the rate of
shipwreck discovery and investigation that last peaked
more than three decades ago and is now in decline.
There are indications that the number of sites remain-
ing to be discovered is smaller than the number already

reported. Just as we will never truly “run out” of oil, we
will never “run out” of shipwrecks. However, the world
can run out of significant shipwrecks the same way that
it is already running out of cheap oil. If this is the
case, and the rate at which sites are being discovered
continues at the present pace, the world will “run
out” of significant shipwrecks in about four decades.

Factors Affecting Interpretation

What factors could be influencing these patterns and
causing us to draw the wrong conclusions? Are there
fewer commercial treasure hunters now than in the
past? Are permitting restrictions greater than before?
Perhaps sites are still being discovered at the same
rate, but not being reported. Or perhaps our figures,
taken from statistics not specifically designed to sup-
port this type of research, are drastically in error.
While they are the best figures available, they are
admittedly imprecise; but they could be sharpened
considerably if existing records were correlated in a

Sussex Shipwreck Site Discoveries
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Fig. 9 A graph of the rate of discovery of shipwrecks for
Sussex County, Great Britain, shows that half of all sites
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discovered between 1960 and 1998 were discovered by 1976
(courtesy Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi, Texas)
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slightly different manner. There is good reason to
believe that there are more groups interested in locat-
ing and using shipwrecks now that ever before; cer-
tainly the remote-sensing equipment used to find sites
is much more widely available and affordable than it
was in the past. Whereas most treasure-hunting
groups in the past were based in first-world countries
where the necessary technology and expertise was
available, today they are global in distribution, fre-
quently clustering in areas where there is an offshore
oil industry requiring divers and underwater inspec-
tion equipment. Improvements in remotely operated
vehicle (ROV) technology have pushed the frontier of
exploration into deep, cold, dangerous waters pre-
viously off limits to divers and even submersibles.

If shipwreck sites are still being discovered at the
same rate as in the past, but not being reported, it is
more likely because the discoverers do not think the sites
worthy of reporting than out of desire to keep them
secret. Archaeological sites are not all created equal.
The fraction of the total number of sites already discov-
ered undoubtedly includes a higher proportion of the
“best” sites—the largest, the most famous, the best pre-
served, and certainly the richest. Although many of these
have been “extracted,” such as Geldermalsen (1752), San
Diego (1600), the Lake Nemi barges (first century A.D.),
and the Sinan-gun ship (ca. 1332), the greater part
remains “in reserve,” such as Breadalbane (1853),
Dartmouth (1690), and the Lake Garda ships (1509).

Regardless of which method is used to reconcile
our account, to determine how much of it has been
withdrawn and how much remains, it is apparent
that we have spent a significant fraction, most of it
during the last 40 years. It is also clear that the
global rate of consumption is increasing given the
many reports of shipwreck discoveries appearing in
developing countries and widely circulated on the
Internet. What have we learned from shipwreck
sites? How well and efficiently have we used them?
Are we handling the resource more wisely now, or
continuing to make the same mistakes?

How Wisely Have We Used the Resource?

There are many ways to “rate” how well we have
used the shipwreck resource. The best would be to
evaluate each one separately according to the same

criteria. A more manageable approach for the pre-
sent, however, is to examine the overall health of
our archaeological account, to examine how we
have profited and what has been the cost.

Ship Construction

One artifact category almost all shipwreck sites
have in common is the ship itself. Certainly the
study of the evolution of ship construction based
on evidence provided by shipwrecks continues to be
the glue that holds “marine,” “maritime,” and “nau-
tical” archaeology together. Shipwreck investiga-
tions that ignore a vessel’s hull or fail to document
it as thoroughly as possible are deficient. On a glo-
bal scale, the study of the wooden hulls of ship-
wrecks have revealed the coexistence through time
of several distinctly different ship-building and
ship-design traditions usually characteristic of spe-
cific areas and associated with specific cultures.
One of the most distinct, remarkable traditions
of ship construction evolved in Scandinavia. The
classic Viking ship of a.p. 800-1000 represents its
striking penultimate manifestation, and its familiar-
ity is a direct result of archacological discoveries
dating back to the nineteenth century. While the
best information about this ship type comes from
boat burials on dry land, underwater finds at such
places as Skuldelev (eleventh century A.p.) have
demonstrated the morphological variety that
existed within the tradition. Always single-masted
and undecked, Viking ships could be rowed or
sailed and were marvelously well adapted to their
environment. The hulls were made of carefully
carved oak planks overlapped and riveted together
in the classic “lap-strake” method of construction.
In time, the classic Viking ship became extinct, but
not before passing many of its most salient features
on to such successors as the Cog and the Hulk. The
Cog ship type, despite its importance to Medieval
trade and history, remained a mystery until a well-
preserved fourteenth-century example was discov-
ered in the harbor of Bremen, Germany. Complete
excavation, conservation, analysis, and reconstruc-
tion of the Bremen Cog (ca. 1380) has revealed its
secrets in enormous detail—including what tools
were used to build it, how the ship’s toilet was con-
structed, and where it was located (Lahn, 1992).
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A different tradition evolved in the Mediterra-
nean Sea. The well-preserved hull of a fourth-
century B.c. Greek ship found off Kyrenia, Cypress,
revealed the existence of a tradition of shipbuilding
in which the hull planks were carefully and labor-
iously shaped and fastened together edge to edge
with thousands of mortise-and-tenon joints (Steffy,
1994:42-59). Only after the shape of the hull was
fully defined were frames cut and fitted to the ship’s
interior. Dozens of similarly made hulls dating from
the Greek and Roman periods make it clear that this
“shell-first” tradition was predominant in the Med-
iterranean for centuries, if not millennia.

It is difficult to characterize a single Chinese
seafaring tradition owing to the size of the country,
the wide variety of environments, and the dearth of
reports of archaeological discoveries. However,
there are at least two impressive archaeological
examples that predate sustained maritime contact
with the west. A well-preserved thirteenth-century
A.D. trading ship found in the harbor of the modern
city of Quanzhou (Marco Polo’s Zaiton), indicates
that seafaring ships on the central coast of China

were large, multimasted, V-bottomed, and had
sharp bows (Fig. 10). The interior of the hull was
divided into compartments by thick transverse bulk-
heads, and its double- and triple-planked hull was
intricately joined using a unique “rebated clinker”
technique (Keith and Buys, 1981). An impressive
example of a somewhat different Chinese ship con-
struction tradition is the fourteenth-century wreck
discovered at Sinan-gun, South Korea (Fig. 11),
which shared many salient characteristics with the
Quanzhou ship (Keith, 1980).

Polynesians, Micronesians, and Melanesians
used variations of the multihulled sailing vessel to
conquer vast distances in the Pacific, the largest
ocean in the world, with only a Stone Age technol-
ogy. This, the Oceanic Tradition, is comprised of a
wide variety of small, single- and double-outrigger
sailing canoes; and big, Polynesian, twin-hulled
voyaging catamarans capable of carrying 50 or
more people (Haddon and Hornell, 1975).

It is interesting to note that when the evolution of a
particular shipbuilding tradition is traced back to its
origins, the manner in which the hull planks are

Fig. 10 A special museum was built to house the unique, well-preserved lower hull of an enormous twelfth-century Chinese
shipwreck found near Quanzhou, Fujian, China (courtesy Donald H. Keith)
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Fig. 11 Anexample of the high degree of preservation of the
cargo and hull remains of the fourteenth-century Chinese
trading vessel excavated near Mok’Po, South Korea, are

fastened to each other and to the interior framework is
quite often by lashing, or “sewing,” rather than by
nailing or using any other type of metal fastener.
This, the nearly extinct “sewn boat” tradition, today
ranges geographically from the east coast of Africa to
the circum-Arctic region where the Umiak skin boat is
made entirely from the bone, skin, and sinew of wal-
ruses. There is, however, substantial evidence that it
was much more widespread in the past. Examples
include the Cheops ship (Lipke, 1984), interred in a
special tomb beneath the Great Pyramid ca. 2650 B.c.;
the Ferriby boats (Wright, 1994), abandoned on the
shore of the Humber river, England, in about 1300
B.C.; and the seagoing Bon-Porté ship, which sank
near St. Tropez, on the Mediterranean coast of
France, in about 525 B.c. (Joncheray, 1976).

Within broad shipbuilding traditions, specific tech-
niques have been documented in recent years,
including uses of the Atlantic design method in,
among others, Mary Rose (1509) and Sea Venture

these wooden packing-crate panels, still bearing the original
painted markings (courtesy Donald H. Keith)

(1609) (Adams, 2000). This involves the use of three
tangential arcs to create the shape of the frames and is
typified by hauling down the bilge arc to narrow the
ship fore and aft. A slight modification of this is the
Mediterranean design method first analyzed and
described by Rieth (1996) and documented in La
Belle (Carrell, 2003). This also involves the use of
three arcs, but at the bilge the arc is modified by an
outward tilt from a pivot point at the outer end of the
floor. The study of sixteenth-century Biscayan wrecks
from Red Bay (ca. 1565) has also revealed unex-
pected construction processes within the Atlantic
design method. These types of analyses, which are
continuing to refine the study of ship’s hulls, are
indicators of the maturity of these studies.

Maritime Artifacts

The furnishings, equipment, instruments, cargoes,
weapons, and even human remains found on



Going, Going, Gone: Underwater Cultural Resources in Decline

121

shipwreck sites have given us a rich and intriguing
picture of commerce, technology, and life aboard
different types of ships at different times. Human
remains found on Mary Rose revealed that at least
some of the crew were quite tall, unlike the com-
monly held perception that “people were smaller
back then.” The barber-surgeon’s chest containing
ointments, unguents, surgical instruments, and a
syringe comprises the earliest well-dated set of med-
ical equipment for use at sea. That crewmen
through the ages sought relief from boredom in
games is well attested to by the presence of gaming
boards and pieces. Chess and backgammon pieces
were found on the Ser¢e Liman “glass wreck” (ca.
A.D. 1025) (van Doorninck, 1997:369), and excava-
tors found dice as well as boards for “nine men’s
morris,” chess, backgammon, and an unidentified
game on Mary Rose (Rule, 1982:198). The lid of a
wooden crate from the Sinan wreck (ca. 1323) was
inscribed with a “Go” board (Keith, 1980:35).
Intact and fragmentary musical instruments have
often been found when preservation is good: a
tabor pipe and pieces of fiddles from Mary Rose
(Rule, 1982:198-199), and a clarinet and other
instruments from Maple Leaf (1864) (Holland
et al., 1993:163). The diversity and preservation of
artifacts in shipwreck sites is further demonstrated
in Artefacts from Wrecks: Dated Assemblages from
the Late Middle Ages to the Industrial Revolution
(Redknap, 1997).

Some of the most remarkable finds in the history
of archaeology have come from shipwreck sites.
While the popular press never fails to trumpet the
gleaming jewelry and stacks of silver ingots brought
up by treasure hunters (Bowden, 1996; Lyon, 1982;
Stenuit, 1978), shipwrecks of all periods have pro-
duced other artifacts having great value on an
entirely different plane—objects that are unique,
or virtually so, in the history of archaeology. The
mechanical calculator (Fig. 12) found on the first-
century B.c. Roman shipwreck at Antikythera,
Greece, is a good example (de Solla Price, 1997).
Nothing like it has been found before or since. It
proves the existence in the ancient world of a sophis-
ticated mechanical technology at least a 1000 years
earlier than previously suspected.

The mid-sixteenth-century Spanish galleon San
Juan (1565) produced not only the ship’s carefully
crafted magnetic compass, but also the binnacle box

in which it was housed, a sandglass, and a log reel
(Grenier, 1988:79). Together with three astrolabes
recovered from two ships which sank off Padre
Island, Texas, in 1554, these are the most reliably
dated and provenanced sixteenth-century naviga-
tor’s instruments in the world.

When excavators penetrated the main deck of the
side-wheel steamship Maple Leaf in 1988, they dis-
covered a huge cache of Civil War-vintage artifacts,
most of which were incredibly well preserved. A
transport rather than a warship, the ship sank
quickly after striking a mine in the St. John’s River
in Florida, carrying to the bottom the personal
belongings and camp equipment for a Union bri-
gade headquarters and three infantry regiments.
Although only about 1 percent of the Maple Leaf’s
cargo has been excavated, it appears to contain
more artifacts in better condition than any other
Civil War—period shipwreck (Holland et al.,
1993:159).

Artifact assemblages from tightly dated ship-
wrecks provide not only the opportunity for in-
depth comparative analyses, but the necessity to
place the objects in a broader historical context.
The analysis of passengers’ belongings found on
the steamboats Bertrand and Arabia (Corbin,
2000) has led to a richer understanding of the mate-
rial culture of nineteenth-century immigrants tra-
veling west on the Missouri River (Fig. 13). The
discovery of fragmentary Chinese porcelain pot-
sherds in a California Pomo Indian village site led
to the discovery of the sailing ship Frolic, wrecked
on the Mendocino coast in 1850. Layton (2002)
used the discovery to tell the broader story of the
beginnings of direct trade between China and
California at the cusp of the Gold Rush.

Lost Opportunities

Opportunities were missed with USS Cairo (1862),
the “Marex Mystery Wreck” (a.p. sixteenth cen-
tury), El Nuevo Constante (1766), and HMS De
Braak (1798), among others. When the Civil War
ironclad USS Cuairo (Fig. 14) was cut asunder by
wire cables during attempts in 1964 to salvage it,
tons of fragile, perfectly preserved artifacts—the
crew’s personal possessions and the ship’s
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Fig. 12 One of the most
astounding archaeological
finds ever to come from a
shipwreck is this mechanical
“calculator” from the first-
century-B.c Antikythera
Wreck (courtesy Peter Duke)

equipment and weapons—disappeared into the
murky Yazoo River, never to be seen again (Bearss,
1966).

The date and identity of a potentially important
shipwreck site found near Memory Rock in the Baha-
mas in the early 1990s will never be known due to the
ineptitude of the treasure salvage company that located
it. Having secured leases for offshore areas from the
Bahamas Department of Transportation, Marex Cor-
poration conducted a multiyear search for the “mother
lode” of a seventeenth-century Spanish galleon, Nues-
tra Serora de las Maravillas (1656). The company’s
methods were so haphazard and unsystematic that no
one has been able to determine from how many differ-
ent shipwreck sites they salvaged material (Armstrong,
1994:9, 1997:27). While this is not an unusual perfor-
mance for a treasure-salvage company, in this case it
was tragic because at least one of the sites Marex
destroyed appears to have been a rare sixteenth-century
Spanish ship carrying—among other intriguing arti-
facts—an inscribed, dated, English, bronze cannon
cast in the Owen (“Owyn”) Brothers foundry in 1543,

making it the oldest dated piece of ordnance ever found
in the New World (Armstrong, 1994).

The Spanish ship E/ Nuevo Constante—which
grounded off the coast of Louisiana in 1766 carry-
ing a cargo of saddles, ceramics, and other trade
goods produced in Mexico—was savagely dredged
with a clamshell grab in 1980 by the owners of an
offshore construction company who thought they
would take home a fabulous treasure (Kent, 1980).
Several respected, professional archaeologists gave
this travesty their blessing, in spite of the fact that
the ship’s hull and all artifacts other than coins and
ingots were destroyed or discarded by the salvagers.
The operation was so brutal that even cannons and
anchors were smashed and broken.

A Delaware legend maintained that HMS De
Braak, which capsized and sank in 1798, was car-
rying a great treasure. Between 1984 and 1986,
Sub-Sal, a salvage company, spent $3 million dred-
ging the site and tearing the hull remains apart in a
frenzied search for a nonexistent treasure. It is
widely Dbelieved that these horrific, fumbling
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Fig. 13 The excavation of riverboats, such as the Arabia, have produced tens of thousands of well-preserved artifacts, as well
as extensive hull remains (courtesy 4Arabia Steamboat Museum, Kansas City, Missouri)

attempts to salvage De Braak did more to convince
the U.S. Congress to pass the Abandoned Ship-
wreck Act than any other single event, and it lives
on in infamy as “one of the worst maritime archae-
ological disasters in American history” (Shomette,
1996:126).

Conservation

Given the twin facts that it is much easier to find and
recover artifacts than it is to treat them, and that for
every qualified conservator there are many field
archaeologists, it comes as no surprise that artifact
conservation is the bottleneck of all underwater exca-
vations (Keith, 2002:746). The consequence of a
chronic dearth of qualified conservators and inade-
quacy of resources allotted to conservation is that
only a fraction of artifacts recovered from under-
water sites ever receive proper treatment. It is much
easier to find support and personnel for a few weeks

or months of fieldwork than for the months or years
of tedious, laborious, invisible laboratory work that
even brief field projects generate.

Fortunately, conservators have been busily shar-
ing what they know in the form of good reference
books such as Conservation of Marine Archaeologi-
cal Objects (Pearson, 1987), Conservation of Metal
Objects from Underwater Sites: A Study in Methods
(Hamilton, 1975), Conservation of Iron (Clarke and
Blackshaw, 1982), Problems of the Conservation of
Waterlogged Wood (Oddy, 1975), Conservation of
Wet Wood and Metal (MacLeod, 1989), and many
more articles published in the International Journal
of Nautical Archaeology—as well as journals
devoted to conservation, such as Canadian Conser-
vation Institute Publications and Notes (CCI), the
Journal of the American Institute for Conservation
(AIC), Studies in Conservation, and the Interna-
tional Council of Museum Papers (1ICOM).

The decision in Sweden to raise intact and con-
serve the royal warship Vasa (1621) in 1960 set a
standard that is still unmatched in the achievements
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Fig. 14 Attempts to raise the USS Cairo from the bottom of the Yazoo River were disastrous (courtesy Vicksburg National

Military Park, USDI National Park Service)

of underwater archaeology (Landstrom, 1988).
Since that time, archacologists have assumed that
in order to perform an adequate study of a hull it is
always necessary to raise it intact or to disassemble,
conserve, and reconstruct it using the original tim-
bers. An important turning point occurred in 1980,
when Parks Canada archaeologists decided to
“raise, record, and rebury” the massive wooden
hull structure of the Basque whaling galleon San

Juan (1565). Realizing that conservation and recon-
struction of the hull could easily double the cost and
time necessary to complete the project, Parks
Canada decided to perform the archaeological
equivalent of withdrawing an asset from a checking
account, spending the interest, and redepositing the
principal in a savings account. They disassembled
the ship under water, raised each piece to the surface
where it could be thoroughly recorded, then
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reburied it in a specially prepared underwater sto-
rage facility. The location of each reburied piece was
carefully mapped and provisions were made to
extract and check test pieces to monitor condition
(Waddell, 1986).

Not surprisingly, professional artifact conserva-
tors tend to be ... conservative ... when it comes
to embracing new ideas. Still, the necessity to con-
serve waterlogged objects occasionally leads to
new techniques, the revision of old methods
(Carlin and Keith, 1996), and the development of
innovative approaches to address unanticipated
problems. The conservation of the iron screw-
steamer Xantho, wrecked in 1872, required all
three (McCarthy, 2000). As of this writing, there
are two major Civil War-period shipwreck conser-
vation projects underway in the United States that
will undoubtedly challenge the skill and determi-
nation of the conservation community. One case
resulted from the partial excavation of the ironclad
USS Monitor, during which the ship’s turret, heavy
ordnance, parts of the propulsion system, and
other artifacts were raised. The other is the con-
servation of the entire hull and contents of the
submarine H.L. Hunley, raised intact from the
seabed in a special cradle and brought back to
the Warren Lasch Conservation Laboratory for
excavation and study (Fig. 15).

How Well Have We Educated the Public
and Ourselves?

Finding sites, excavating artifacts, and conserving
and reconstructing ships are not ends in themselves,
but merely preliminary steps toward the goal of
learning and sharing knowledge. Progress in the
development of structured learning and teaching
programs, in the formation of institutions and
societies and the production of texts and reference
materials devoted to underwater archaeology was
nonexistent in the 1950s, slow in the 1960s, promis-
ing in the 1970s, and explosive throughout the 1980s
and 1990s. Today, opportunities to read about,
view, or actually participate in the process of
archacological investigation abound, but as might
be expected of a nascent discipline, there is some
unevenness in the experience.

Scholarly and Popular Media

In addition to a plethora of books for general audi-
ences emphasizing gold, jewels, and treasure, such
as Diving to a Flash of Gold (Meylach, 1971), Under-
sea Treasures (Abbott et al., 1974), and Into the
Deep (Marx, 1978), the number and quality of
more-thoughtful books actually addressing the
field of underwater archaeology have been slowly
but steadily increasing. Final site reports still seem
to take on the order of 20 years to produce, by
which time their appearance is often anticlimactic.
Sites that have been exploited for treasure are sel-
dom reported in anything other than newspaper
articles, but two notable exceptions are The Recov-
ery of the Manila Galleon Nuestra Serfiora de la Con-
cepcion (Mathers et al., 1990) and, to a much lesser
extent, Science on a Deep Ocean Shipwreck (Here-
ndorf, 1995). The latter publication concentrates
primarily on biological studies done on SS Central
America (1857), rather than archaeology (hence the
title).

A pivotal publication was Maritime Archaeology
(Muckelroy, 1978), which remains the only serious
attempt to define, codify, and lend theory to the
principal branch of underwater archaeology.
Another pivotal book, Hollandia Compendium
(Gawronski et al., 1992), stands alone as one of
the best references for artifact identification, while
Evolution of the Wooden Sailing Ship (Greenhill and
Manning, 1988) is arguably the best, most easily
grasped, and complete explanation of wooden ship
construction. Steffy’s Wooden Ship Building and the
Interpretation of Shipwrecks (1994) is an invaluable
resource for the reconstruction specialist.

In the past, only a few scientifically based pub-
lications focusing on underwater archaeology, site
interpretation, and submerged cultural resource
management were published, and then only spora-
dically. That has changed dramatically in recent
years, with the annual publication of a wide variety
of such high-quality, well-written books as Historic
Shipwrecks: Discovered, Protected & Investigated
(Fenwick and Gale, 1998), Historic Shipwrecks
(Fenwick and Gale, 2000), The International Hand-
book of Underwater Archaeology (Ruppé and
Barstad, 2002), Submerged Cultural Resource
Management: Preserving and Interpreting Our
Sunken Maritime Heritage (Spirek and Scott-
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Fig. 15 The Warren Lasch Conservation Center where the Civil War submarine H.L. Hunley is being treated (courtesy

Donald H. Keith)

Ireton, 2003), Maritime Archaeology and Social
Relations. British Action in the Southern Hemisphere
(Dellino-Musgrave, 2006), Maritime Archaeology:
Australian Approaches (Staniforth and Nash, 2006),
and Chinese Junks on the Pacific: Views from a
Different Deck (Van Tilburg, 2007).

More recently, archaeologists have attempted to
bridge the purely academic and the “archaeology-
lite” popular media gap by producing an array of
books with enough depth and information to appeal

to professionals while not delving so deeply as to
cause the general enthusiast to loose interest.
Among them are X Marks the Spot: The Archaeology
of Piracy (Skowronek and Ewen, 2007), Gifts from
the Celestial Kingdom: A Shipwrecked Cargo for Gold
Rush California (Layton, 2002), Scotland’s Historic
Wrecks (Martin, 2003), The Life and Times of a
Merchant Sailor: The Archaeology and History of
the Norwegian Ship Catharine (Burns, 2003), Beneath
the Seven Seas: Adventures with the Institute of
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Nautical Archaeology (Bass, 2005), and From a
Watery Grave: The Discovery and Excavation of La
Salle’s Shipwreck, La Belle (Bruseth and Turner,
2005).

In the category of “required reading” for any
historical archaeologist tempted to join a treasure
hunt is Stephen Keisling’s (1994) Walking the
Plank: A True Adventure among Pirates, which
provides an insider’s view of the shenanigans sur-
rounding a modern, high-profile treasure hunt—the
salvage of pirate Samuel Bellamy’s ship Whydah
Galley (1717). In contrast, the authors of another
book, The Last Voyage of El Nuevo Constante
(Pearson and Hoffman, 1995), fastidiously gloss
over the fact that the discoverers dredged it for
months until they had satisfied themselves that
they had recovered all the treasure before permit-
ting archaeologists to visit the site. The reader may
finish the book without realizing that the project
was nothing more than a treasure salvage.

With respect to handbooks and technical expla-
nations of the actual methods used in underwater
archaeology, British authors have made the most
important contributions: St John Wilkes’s Nautical
Archaeology (1971), Muckelroy’s Discovering a His-
toric Wreck (1981), Dean’s Guidelines on Acceptable
Standards in  Underwater Archaeology (1988),
Green’s Maritime Archaeology (1990), and Archae-
ology Underwater: The NAS Guide to Principles and
Practice (Dean et al., 1995). Manuals such as these
have inspired and equipped both professionals and
nonprofessionals to continually improve the quality
and reliability of information they retrieve.

It is more difficult to find well-researched and
authoritative documentaries on the subject of
underwater archaeology. The best, though now
dated and nearly 20 years old, is the BBC series of
eight 1-h programs entitled Discoveries Underwater,
produced in 1988. PBS/NOVA has produced three
worthwhile programs: Treasures of the Sunken City
(1997), Voyage of Doom (1999), and The Sultan’s
Lost Treasure (2001) that include online teacher
guides and supplemental information. Houston
PBS produced the well-researched, hour-long doc-
umentary In Search of La Salle (1997).

Unfortunately, there are always more programs
devoted to entertainment than to education. The
best of these merely provide a brief, vicarious
adventure; the worst perpetuate the misconception

that every shipwreck contains a treasure, that the
principle of “finders-keepers” prevails, and that
every site is fair game (e.g., The Deep).

National Geographic, both the magazine and
television programming, has a mixed record in this
regard. A quick review of the 41 DV Ds available for
sale under the category of “exploration” in March
2007 revealed that by far the vast majority focus on
the search for high-profile shipwrecks rather than
archacology. These include The Lost Ships of World
War II, The Lost Fleet of Guadalcanal, Search for
the Battleship Bismark, Last Voyage of the Lusita-
nia, and The Search for Kennedy’s PT 109. Two are
blatant promotions for treasure salvage: Civil War
Gold, about the S.S. Republic, and Quest for Treas-
ure, about Mel Fisher and Arocha. In total, there are
12 DVDs available that are about shipwrecks or the
search for shipwrecks. This represents 29 percent of
the total, far outnumbering any other topic. Of the
12, only one, Raising the Hunley, is primarily
oriented toward archaeology.

Educational Programs

While newspaper reporters are not hesitant to
bestow the title of “underwater archaeologist” on
anyone who can spin a good tale, those who wish to
obtain a formal degree to better pursue careers in
underwater archaeology may pick from several uni-
versity-level educational programs available in
the United States, Great Britain, Australia, Israel,
Denmark, Sweden, and elsewhere. Although “under-
water archaeology” is nowhere a degree path in
itself, graduates receive degrees in well-established
allied subjects, such as anthropology, geography,
history, or marine science. It is significant to note
that degree-bearing professional archaeologists are
highly sought after by for-profit salvage companies
to provide the trappings of legitimacy to treasure-
salvage schemes. For the relatively small number
that succumbs to this temptation, career attenuation
has been the most likely outcome. A program that
fails to include an emphasis on professional ethics
and personal responsibility does its students a
disservice (Woodall, 1990).

At the other end of the educational spectrum, less
attention appears to have been devoted to reaching
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children, the public at large, and lawmakers with the
clear and unmistakable message that whatever
other appeals it may have, underwater archacology
makes the most efficient use of the shipwreck
resource. It is particularly important to reach chil-
dren in order to inculcate in the next generations a
preservation ethic acknowledging that shipwrecks
are resources that can be squandered, used effi-
ciently, or saved for the future. David Macaulay’s
(1993) Ship, based on the story of the early
sixteenth-century Molasses Reef Wreck (Keith
1997), is an example of a book that has done this.
Another is Marc-André Bernier’s (1996) Les
archéologues aux pieds palmés, which is based on
excavations at Red Bay, Labrador, and the story of
the sixteenth-century Basque whalers who crossed
the Atlantic Ocean each year to occupy a seasonal
whaling station.

When it comes to educating the public at large,
efforts in Australia, Florida, and the Cayman
Islands take a two-pronged approach. With the
longest coastline in the continental United States,
Florida’s history is inextricably linked to a maritime
context. All historical and archaeological sites in
state waters are protected by state law. With only
one exception, all shipwrecks in Florida are open
for visitation. In an effort to protect these sites from
vandalism and uninformed souvenir collecting by
sport divers, the state developed a series of Under-
water Archaeological Preserves across the state for
divers and snorkelers. Visitors are encouraged to
explore the sites and are provided interpretive mate-
rials that include brochures with images and site-
specific history of the wrecking, and a laminated
underwater guide illustrating site features. In addi-
tion, each site has a bronze marker. Also available
are a full-color poster of all of the preserves in the
state and a Web site with additional information
(Scott-Ireton, 2006). To further the goals of educa-
tion and preservation, the state established the
Florida Public Archaeology Network in 2005. The
network has regional coordinators tasked with pro-
moting heritage awareness and tourism, both on
land and underwater.

In 2003, the Cayman Islands launched a
Maritime Heritage Trail program based upon the
successful programs in Florida and Australia. The
first phase of the program, shoreside markers and
brochures, is aimed at the nondiver. The trail is a

land-based driving tour around the three islands,
with 36 stops at historically significant sites. Visitors
learn about a variety of maritime themes, activities,
and industries unique to the islands, such as place-
names, lighthouses, architecture, shipbuilding,
forts, turtle fishing, and shipwrecks (Leshikar-
Denton, 2006). The second phase of the effort will
be to establish shipwreck preserves—allowing divers
and snorkelers the opportunity to visit selected sites.
Both programs demonstrate the value of public
outreach and education, whether it be on a large or
small scale.

The authors would be remiss if we did not
address the influence of the Internet and the prolif-
eration of Web pages on underwater archaeology,
maritime museums, maritime preserves, underwater
archaeological projects, and related educational
programming. A Google search of the term “under-
water archacology” in March 2007 returned nearly
I million results. Not all web pages are created
equal, and to be sure treasure salvors are widely
represented—the first link on the list is to a
treasure-hunting organization—however, more than
ever before, the public can find reasonably accurate,
reliable information about the subject. The Internet
has quickly become the most direct and effective
means archaeologists, managers, and educators have
in reaching the public and encouraging the protection
and wise use of this declining resource.

Societies

Professionals and amateurs have combined forces
to form local, national, and international societies
to promote the goals and disseminate the results of
underwater archacology. In England, the Nautical
Archaeology Society, publisher of the International
Journal of Nautical Archaeology (IJNA), is prob-
ably the Ilargest, best-organized, most-active
international organization. In North America,
underwater archaeologists from Canadian, U.S.,
Mexican, Caribbean, and European nations meet
annually during a conference organized under the
auspices of the Society for Historical Archaeology
(SHA). From 1978 to 1999, papers given at these
meetings focusing on underwater archacology were
published by either the Advisory Council on
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Underwater Archaeology (ACUA) or the SHA.
The ACUA is seeking to reinstate the publication
with the Proceedings of the 2007 annual conference.

In Australia, the Australasian Institute for Marine
Archaeology (AIMA) holds annual meetings that
gather together professionals and avocationals from
the South Pacific regions, India, Asia, and Australia.
In addition to their annual conference, the institute
produces a newsletter, the AIMA Bulletin of juried
articles, and occasional special publications. The
World Archaeological Congress incorporated sessions
on underwater archaeology in its 2004 and 2007 (inter-
congress) meetings and did the same during its 2008
meetings in Dublin. Regional conferences on a variety
of topics related to underwater archaeology—
including heritage management, maritime landscapes,
and research undertaken by government agencies
throughout Europe and the Far East—appear with
ever more frequency. While many of these are spon-
sored by universities, as many are sponsored by local
societies with a specific interest in the topic at hand.
The growth in such meetings reflects the increased
interest in and concern for the study and protection
of underwater cultural heritage worldwide.

The British Sub-Aqua Club has adopted a pro-
archaeology stand with respect to its ethics and
curriculum; however, similar scuba-certification
agencies in the United States, such as the YMCA,
NAUI (National Association of Underwater
Instructors), PADI (Professional Association of
Diving Instructors), NASDS (National Association
of Scuba Diving Schools), and in Australia SSI
(Scuba Schools International), seem to be some-
what confused about the difference between archae-
ology and treasure hunting. The conservation ethic
they cherish for marine life is not always extended to
underwater archaeological sites and taught as an
integral part of classroom instruction. The editors
and publishers of such important sport-diving per-
iodicals as Immersed and Skin Diver appear to suffer
from the same confusion. Skin Diver has come
down firmly against archaeology and government
regulation of shipwreck sites. A group of cave divers
imprisoned in Mexico for illegally raising Maya
artifacts from a cenote in Cozumel were praised in
an Immersed article (Sterner, 1997:52-55).

Treasure hunters also are organizing. According
to its advertisement posted on an underwater-
archaeology Listserve, the Professional Shipwreck

Explorers Association (ProSEA) seeks to attract
archaeologists, anthropologists, resource managers,
and museum professionals who wish to cooperate
with “commercial shipwreck explorers.” If the goal
of such a society is to make all shipwreck investiga-
tions more responsible, efficient, and conform to the
objectives of archaeology, then it is to be applauded.
If, on the other hand, ProSEA is merely an attempt
to mimic archacology while continuing to strip-mine
shipwrecks, then it is additional evidence of the trend
detected by Carrell (1996:75): “In the face of increas-
ing regulation, depletion of the resource, and a more
critical public, treasure hunting is mutating by chan-
ging its appearance, approach, and pitch. It is
migrating to new habitats beyond the borders of
the US, and adapting by moving into deep water.”

How Well Have We Planned
for the Future?

The public at large and policy makers are still con-
fused about the difference between salvage and
archaeology. They continue to be swayed by the
treasure-hunting industry’s absurd but effective
efforts to redirect the issue. Shipwreck salvage,
they say, represents the American ideal of “free
enterprise,” and salvors are performing a service
by saving valuable cargoes that, although they
have lain undisturbed on the seabed for centuries,
are now somehow in immediate danger of being
destroyed by natural agencies (Fig. 16). Adding to
this confusion is the issue of jurisdiction with regard
to political boundaries.

U.S. Legislation and International
Initiatives to Protect Underwater Cultural
Heritage

The Abandoned Shipwreck Act (ASA) of 1987
introduced legislation in the United States that
replaced the principals of Admiralty Law, which
had furnished the legal grounds on which all ship-
wreck treasure claims were founded. In it, the
U.S. government asserted title to most abandoned
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Fig. 16 The Florida treasure-hunting ship Rio Grande sporting enormous, tremendously destructive prop-wash deflectors on

the stern (courtesy Donald H. Keith)

shipwrecks located within 3 miles of the nation’s
coastline. Title and management of the majority
of these wrecks was then transferred to the state
in whose waters the wrecks lay. The ASA made
the law of finds and the law of salvage inapplic-
able to these now-publicly-owned shipwrecks. In
1990, guidelines to assist state and federal agen-
cies to carry out their responsibilities under the
act were promulgated (USDI National Park
Service, 1990).

The situation with regard to inland waters has
also been problematic, even though states already
had control over those sites. By way of example,
prior to 1990 in Missouri, would-be salvors were
taking out “options” to look for steamboat wrecks
on bottomlands where river courses formerly ran.
Although these sites were clearly difficult to “extract”
due to deep mud and sand overburden, the cost of
extraction was certainly lower than the costs incurred
when working on wrecks in the ocean, making them
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attractive targets. In 1990, Missouri passed legisla-
tion in an effort to protect the many steamboat and
other wrecks potentially to be found on the Missouri
River. While the situation is marginally better, the
United States still has a patchwork approach to the
management of shipwreck sites, and huge gaps exist
in the legislation that can still allow commercial sal-
vage (Zander and Varmer, 1996).

The discovery of Titanic in 1985 brought to the
fore a question that had bothered underwater
archacologists for a long time: Who has jurisdic-
tion over shipwrecks in international waters?
Located far offshore in deep water, such sites
have neither legal protection nor a mechanism to
develop cooperative international programs for
study rather than exploitation. Admiralty law
was commonly used by those seeking to “arrest”
a wreck, control access to it, and formalize their
claim to salvage ships of historical significance in
international waters. In response to these concerns,
the International Council on Monuments and Sites
(ICOMOS) appointed a committee to develop
guidelines for the responsible management of
shipwreck sites. The result was the International
Charter on the Protection and Management of
Underwater Cultural Heritage (ICOMOS, 1996).
This charter was the basis of an international
agreement, the Convention on the Protection of
the Underwater Cultural Heritage (2001), drafted
by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO). One aspect of
the convention is to remove shipwrecks in interna-
tional waters from the jurisdiction of admiralty
salvage law and encourage cooperation among
nations with an interest in the sites.

The UNESCO Convention on the Protection of
the Underwater Cultural Heritage is a landmark in
the management of archaeological sites because it
provides an overall framework for managing activ-
ities directed at underwater cultural heritage. An
important part of the convention is the Annex
Rules, which outlines basic principles for the prac-
tice of responsible underwater archaeology and pro-
vides specific guidance for research, documenta-
tion, and artifact curation.

Emerging as one of the most important accom-
plishments of the UNESCO meeting of experts on
the development of the convention, the Annex
Rules are achieving importance beyond the

convention itself. While many of the participating
nations could not agree on various selected articles
in the convention, all agreed on the value of the
Annex Rules. This is especially important in those
countries where there is little chance of the conven-
tion being adopted, such as the United States and
Britain, or may take quite some time to achieve. By
adopting or incorporating the Annex Rules in gui-
dance documents used by various governmental
regulating entities, the level of oversight and profes-
sional requirements are being immediately
improved and will have the most positive impact.
In the United States, federal and state agencies are
moving in this direction.

Another example of the impact of the Annex Rules
is the four-nation Agreement Concerning the Ship-
wrecked Vessel Titanic, signed July 18, 2004, by U.S.
President George W. Bush. The agreement formalizes
the status of RMS Titanic as an international mari-
time memorial. As of early 2007, implementing legis-
lation for the agreement is working its way through
the U.S. legislative process. The agreement is already
enacted in the United Kingdom. The Annex Rules are
the underpinnings of the protection for and future
regulation of research on the Titanic site.

An unanticipated, but welcome, outgrowth of
this activity over the Annex Rules is that interna-
tional archaecological organizations, such as the
SHA, the World Archaeological Congress, the Aus-
tralian National Cultural Heritage Forum, and
AIMA, among others, have endorsed the rules as
best practice. This, in turn, is having a positive spil-
lover effect on small organizations—including avo-
cational groups and such related organizations as
the Council of American Maritime Museums
(CAMM), who are also endorsing the Annex
Rules and encouraging the adoption of the
convention.

Two recent publications on the threats to and
management of underwater cultural heritage are
also an outgrowth of the ICOMOS and UNESCO
efforts. Underwater Cultural Heritage at Risk: Mana-
ging Natural and Human Impacts (Grenier et al.,
2006) focuses on the nature of the resource, threats,
and strategies for protection. The contributed arti-
cles are written from the perspective of the archae-
ologists and managers who are facing the problems
and had to devise the schemes for addressing them.
Dromgoole’s (2006) Protection of the Underwater
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Cultural Heritage: National Perspectives in Light of
the UNESCO Convention 2001 pulls together a range
of legal and policy positions in different countries
and jurisdictions, as well as a discussion of their
national positions with regard to the convention.
The revised 2006 edition reflects recent developments
in the 7 years since the completion of the convention.
It also describes changes within the archaeological
community and the pressure being brought to bear
on their governments to ratify.

The Deep Ocean Frontier

Over the last three decades, underwater technology has
been gearing up for a major assault on hitherto-inac-
cessible deepwater sites. Tech diving using mixed gas
breathing media and rebreathers has doubled the
operational depth limits of scuba. The availability and
use of submersibles, ROVs, and tethered robots has
proliferated. The use of saturation diving in underwater
archaeology is no longer a novelty (Fig. 17). How

Fig. 17 Test excavation of the third-century-B.c Secca di
Capistello shipwreck in 1978. Using saturation divers
required a large mother ship over the site and a supply vessel

to ferry mixed gas and support equipment and personnel to
the site (courtesy Donald H. Keith)
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important is deepwater archaeology going to be? The
impression one gets from accounts of the deepwater
shipwreck-recovery projects that have taken place as of
this writing—the Seahawk wreck (1622) in 1,300 feet,
the Isis wreck (a.p. fourth century) in 3,000 feet (396
m), Central America (1857) in 8,000 feet (2,438 m), SS
Republic (1865) in 1,700 feet (518 m), and Titanic (1912)
in 13,000 feet (3,962 m)—is that they were conceived
and undertaken for profit or to showcase the marve-
lous capabilities of the latest technology, rather than as
archaeological projects. Given the expense involved in
finding and recovering shipwrecks located in the abys-
sal depths, the impetus to make the site pay for itself is
strong indeed; still, the potential is vast.

What portion of our collective shipwreck
resource account resides in the world’s deep oceans?
In his seminal book, Deep Water, Ancient Ships,
Willard Bascom (1976:84) attempted to estimate
the percentage of all shipping losses that occurred
in deep water. He studied nineteenth-century ship
losses in Lloyds of London records and concluded
that 20 percent occurred somewhere other than in
coastal waters. Examining loss records for the
S-year interval between 1864 and 1869, he noticed
that 10,000 sailing ships insured in England were
lost at sea and that 10 percent of these disappeared
without a trace. Based on this statistic, and extra-
polating back to the beginning of seafaring, he goes
on to estimate that something on the order of 40,000
ships lie on the deep-ocean bed. Sampling a differ-
ent set of shipwreck reports for a different period of
time, New World shipwrecks between 1492 and
1825, Marx (1971:46) reports that 98 percent sank
in water depths of less than 10 m. Perhaps the global
average lies somewhere between these two esti-
mates, which differ by an order of magnitude.

In the several years since the initial work on this
chapter, deepwater projects by treasure-salvage
companies have continued to appear. In 2003,
Odyssey Marine, a United States-based treasure-
salvage company, discovered the merchant ship SS
Republic, sunk in 1865 while carrying a cargo of
coins from New York to New Orleans. Because
the site was located 100 miles off the coast of Geor-
gia in 1,700 feet (518 m) of water, and because no
legal protections were in place, Odyssey was able to
obtain control of the site and begin work immedi-
ately. When the company ceased operations on the
site in February 2005, it had recovered, among

other things, 51,000 coins with an estimated retail
value of $75 million. It is interesting to note that
original estimates for the value of the coins were
$120-180 million (Handwerk, 2003). The fate of the
14,000 other artifacts recovered from the site,
including almost 6,300 bottles, is not reported on
the company’s Web site. The two projects clearly
reflect the company’s stated criterion on its Web site
that the shipwreck must be “carrying enough intrin-
sically valuable cargo to pay for the high cost asso-
ciated with deep-ocean recovery ... and to provide
an attractive return for the company’s investors and
shareholders.”

Odyssey is currently pursuing salvage of a ship
believed by the British Government to be the 80-
gun, third-rate-warship HMS Sussex, lying at a
depth of nearly 3,000 feet (914 m) in Spanish waters
near Gibraltar. Odyssey obtained a final agreement
with the British government to excavate the site in
2005, and as of early 2007 had completed a required
environmental survey of the area. The delay
between discovery and permission was, in part,
due to the site being a potential war grave, its status
as a military ship, its location in Spanish-controlled
waters, and strong opposition to the project by
archaeologists in the United Kingdom. Clearly, a
project of this type would not be attractive unless
there was some likelihood of a big payoff or if no
shallow-water site could yield a similar return.
Odyssey maintains that HMS Sussex contains
10 tons of gold and 100 tons of silver.

The fact that salvors are increasingly willing to
front the tremendous costs and time of deepwater
searches and recoveries is another ominous indica-
tion of the growing scarcity of significant shipwreck
sites. Published figures for the Central America
salvage indicate that the equipment and personnel
costs for fieldwork alone were well over $14.5 million
(Kinder, 1998:501-502). Tommy Thompson, the lea-
der of the Central America salvage, boasted that his
find was worth $1 billion, but the investors who put
up $55 million to finance the project have, 20 years
later, yet to see a penny of returns! Some of the
surviving partners are suing to get their money, or
at least an accounting, but Thompson’s attorneys are
doing their best to keep everything secret by request-
ing the sealing of pleadings and dockets. In fact, as of
2006, when Forbes magazine ran an investigative
article on the case, Thompson was nowhere to be
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found. He is believed to have absconded with many
millions of dollars (Tatge and Gottfried, 20006).

There can be little doubt that the deep ocean
contains many shipwrecks of all types from all
times; however, the difficulty of reaching them, let
alone excavating and studying them with the
standard of care and precision expected of modern
underwater archaeology, is daunting. As early as
1977 archaeologists were encountering some of the
difficulties—and promise—associated with deep-
water work (Keith, 1979:298-299). After diving
accidents claimed the lives of two archacologists
attempting to work on a third-century-B.c.
shipwreck on a steeply sloping bottom between 55
and 88 m at Secca di Capistello in the Aeolian
Islands, a cooperative effort between archaeologists
and a commercial diving firm showed that such
work could be accomplished safely using saturation
diving, a one-atmosphere diving bell, and a sub-
mersible. At this writing, the depth limit for preci-
sion archaeology is about 100 m, the maximum
practical depth for free-swimming, “hands-on”
excavation.

International, lllicit Traffic in Antiquities

The international traffic in antiquities is a global
problem of unknown proportions, but estimates
of the money that changes hands range from
$100 million to $4 billion annually (Grose, 2006).
While little can be done to curtail the antiquities
black market on the scale of the individual collector
other than to attach social stigma to the activity
through education, the habits of large-scale collec-
tors, such as museums, are changing. The Interna-
tional Congress of Maritime Museums (ICMM)
adopted standards in 1993 dealing with remains
from shipwrecks. These standards prohibit the
acquisition or exhibition of artifacts that have
been stolen, illegally salvaged, or removed from
commercially exploited archaeological or histori-
cal-period sites. The standards follow similar
guidelines and codes of ethics of the International
Council of Museums (1987) and the UNESCO
(2001) Convention on the Protection of the Under-
water Cultural Heritage. In the United States,
Canada, and Mexico, three separate exhibits

resulting from treasure-salvage projects were either
canceled, declined, or accompanied by a public
debate between salvors and the preservation com-
munity. It is clear that the existence of these guide-
lines is important and that their influence is being
felt.

Despite these positive signs, objects from
treasure-salvaged shipwreck sites continue to show
up at auction. The 2004 discovery of the Dutch East
Indiaman de Rooswijk (1740) in British territorial
waters, and subsequent salvage contract let by the
Netherlands, resulted in the recovery of 19,000
coins that were put up for auction in March 2006
by Ponterio, Incorporated, at the Chicago Interna-
tional Coin Show in the United States. While the
ship has since received protection under the British
Protection of Wrecks Act (Great Britain, 1973), the
previously salvaged coins and other items held by
the salvors were exempted. Unfortunately, this is
not a unique example.

Conclusion

Technological breakthroughs, first in the 1830s with
the invention of the surface-supplied, closed helmet
diving dress, then in the late 1940s with the appear-
ance of various forms of scuba gear, have given us
the means with which to freely explore and exploit
the portion of the underwater world lying between
the surface and a depth of about 100 m. Following
World War 1II, the rates at which underwater
archaeological resources, particularly shipwrecks,
were discovered and extracted rapidly accelerated,
but now appears to be in decline in some areas as a
result of depletion. A review of hundreds of site
discoveries since 1952 reveals that efficient use of
the shipwreck resource—one that maximizes return
for what is consumed—has seldom been practiced,
partly because of a lingering perception that the
supply of sites is inexhaustible. This erroneous per-
ception is constantly reinforced by the ability of
improved technology to compensate for the
decreasing size of the resource by locating new
sites in remote areas, under difficult conditions,
and in deep water.

Whether one believes that the shipwreck resource
should be used for research and education or
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commercial salvage, evaluating its condition is a
necessary first step. The action we are proposing is
a simple audit of the shipwreck resource using a
method that has served the oil industry well, but
may be new to archaeologists. The product of such
an audit will be the equivalent of a financial state-
ment indicating the health of the shipwreck account.

The audit may be applied to existing, small-scale
databases by sorting site records according to date of
discovery and present status: “extracted” or “in
reserve.” The results may be combined with other
similarly sorted databases to develop patterns on a
larger, even global, scale. At the heart of the audit is
the assumption that the best indication of how many
shipwrecks are left is the pattern revealed by plotting
the number of shipwrecks discovered per year over
time. The pattern is a curve that rises gradually and,
all other factors being equal, peaks and then begins
to decline. The complete process creates a bell-
shaped curve, and the issue for shipwreck-resource
managers is where we are on that curve. Is the
resource still on the rise or already in decline?

Like petroleum geologists, shipwreck archaeolo-
gists should recognize that ultimately it is production—
not the number of wells discovered per year—that is
important and that production always lags behind
discovery (Fig. 18). Unlike wells, which are rated
according to the number of barrels of oil they produce,
archaeological sites cannot easily be evaluated accord-
ing to their “productivity.” However, if “productivity”

criteria could be developed to evaluate each site objec-
tively, it could produce a statistic more meaningful
than just the number of sites discovered.

If the Hubbert Model applies to shipwreck-site
discoveries, then there is a quantitatively based rea-
son to suspect not only that the resource is finite,
but also that in certain areas we have, in less than
40 years, discovered—and in about 10 percent of the
cases completely removed—more than half of it.
When we will “run out” of significant shipwreck
sites depends both on how many are left and how
rapidly they are being depleted. Refinements in
technology may be making more sites available,
but the rate of consumption in areas where sites
are still plentiful continues to increase.

If we are interpreting the indications properly,
maintaining the present rate of use will exhaust the
potential for new shipwreck discoveries within
four decades in those areas of the world where
heavy exploitation has already taken place, such as
Australia, the Mediterranean coast of Europe,
Great Britain, Canada, the United States, and
much of the Caribbean. The news, however, is not
all bad. Many of these same countries now have
legislation regulating their remaining underwater
cultural heritage, curtailing the pell-mell rush to
squander it to complete exhaustion. In late 2008,
UNESCO received the twentieth and final ratifica-
tion necessary to bring the Convention on the Protec-
tion of the Underwater Cultural Heritage into force.
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Fig. 18 Using three different techniques including the
Hubbert Model, Campbell and Laherrére predicted that the
world will run out of cheap oil soon after A.p. 2030. This
graph shows that production lags about 15 years behind
discovery, and that when discovery and production curves
are overlaid, they closely follow the predictive Hubbert

Model. At the present time, shipwreck discoveries can be
plotted over time, but there are no criteria by which to
rate production objectively. In any case, the Hubbert
Model matches both curves (after Campbell and Laherrére,
1998:80) (courtesy Ships of Discovery, Corpus Christi,
Texas)
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On January 2, 2009, the convention entered into force
as an international agreement, and as such will carry
with it a certain level of authority and exert a certain
level of pressure to conform to its rules. If nothing else,
even nations that do not intend to ratify or have not
yet ratified tend to fall in line with the provisions of
international agreements of this type and abide
by their provisions—a major step forward in the pro-
tection of underwater heritage.

Additionally, a large proportion of the sites that
have been discovered are “in reserve”—examined,
and in some cases partially excavated, but still suffi-
ciently intact to be of interest to archaeologists in
the future. Currently, the shipwreck resources in
developing countries are at the greatest risk because
they are taking the full brunt of experienced, well-
equipped-and-financed, First World—based commer-
cial salvage operations spreading out across the globe
looking for rich new hunting grounds. Sadly, many
sites will be discovered and extracted before the nations
in whose waters they lay are aware of their existence or
of the alternatives to simple commercial salvage.

Humans do not always respond to impending, but
avoidable, extinction with a conservation ethic. When
it became apparent in the nineteenth century that
certain species of whales had been hunted to the
brink of extinction in the waters around Tasmania,
whalers responded by increasing their predation to
extract as much as they could before the resource
collapsed completely. The plight of the American
bison followed a similar pattern. A population includ-
ing herds numbering as many as 60 million in 1830
was reduced to about 1,000 individuals by 1889, when
steps were finally taken to halt the carnage. So long as
a “frontier mentality” exists in which the resource is
considered to be inexhaustible, excessive consumption
and inefficient use will be the rule rather than the
exception. It does no good to recognize how wisely
the resource could have been used after it is gone.
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Preparing for an Afterlife on Earth: The Transformation
of Mortuary Behavior in Nineteenth-Century North America

Charles H. LeeDecker

Introduction

Mortuary behavior is one of the most fascinating
and fruitful fields of investigation in the social
sciences and one that has drawn widespread interest
in historical archaeology. Since the pioneering early
twentieth-century studies by Arnold van Gennep
(1960) and Robert Hertz (1960), the study of mor-
tuary ritual has been recognized as an important
element of cultural anthropology (Metcalf and
Huntington, 1991). Within the social sciences in
general, the beliefs and rituals surrounding death
are regarded as an important part of a culture’s
worldview (Goody, 1975). Historians and other
social scientists have also been attracted to the
study of deathways, including the beliefs, activities,
and literature associated with death, the afterlife,
and mourning behavior (Pine, 1975; Shively, 1988).
These topics form an important element of histor-
ical mentalities or attitudinal studies. Grounded in
the field of sociology, Jessica Mitford’s (1963)
exposé of the modern American funerary industry
expanded the realm of mortuary behavior from a
mere academic interest, placing it firmly in the pub-
lic consciousness.

Mortuary behavior is currently one of the most
important subjects in the field of historical archae-
ology, with approaches that range from the actual
excavation of cemeteries to nonintrusive methods
such as the analysis of gravestones, texts, and art.
A bibliography on the historical archaeology of
cemeteries published more than a decade ago listed
nearly 2,000 publications and cultural resource

C.H. LeeDecker e-mail: cleedecker(@louisberger.com

management reports dealing with the subject (Bell,
1994). Since that time, the number of archaeological
studies has continued to expand. Not only is there a
greater academic interest in this topic, but there is
also a growing need for archaecologists to excavate
cemeteries, as urban redevelopment and suburban
sprawl puts more and more burial places at risk.
Important contributions to the field have been
made by proponents of the new archaeology, struc-
tural archaeology, symbolic archaeology, postpro-
cessual archaeology, and feminist archaeology—
virtually all of the major intellectual approaches
that have shaped the field of archaeology in recent
decades.

Today, there is such an extensive literature
pertaining to mortuary behavior in the field of
historical archaeology that it will be possible
here only to hint at the breadth of research in
the field. This chapter examines some of the more
important developments that occurred in mortu-
ary behavior during the nineteenth century, draw-
ing primarily on work in the eastern United States
and in Great Britain. With the rise of urbanism,
industrial capitalism, and consumerism, attitudes
toward death changed profoundly during the
nineteenth century in the English-speaking
world. Important cultural changes occurred that
were expressed not only in popular attitudes,
behaviors, and the ideology surrounding death,
but also in the material culture associated with
cemeteries, burial furniture, and memorials to
the dead. The fruition of these developments in
mortuary behavior in the nineteenth century have
come to be known as the Beautification of Death
movement or the Cult of the Dead.
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Historical Development of North
American Mortuary Practices

What may perhaps be referred to as traditional or
folk colonial American attitudes and death rituals
were strongly influenced by traditions that devel-
oped in medieval and renaissance Europe, but a
number of important regional variations developed
as these customs were transferred to the North
American colonies. Relatively little information is
available about Colonial mortuary behaviors from
textual sources, as death and funerals were seldom
written about or commented upon by contempor-
ary observers (Stilgoe, 1982). It would be a mistake
to assume that there was a single set of attitudes or
beliefs about death that permeated all classes and
regions.

In the American colonies, there was much simi-
larity with established British patterns, as a result of
direct transfer. The Puritans of New England had
the most strongly developed beliefs concerning
death and the afterlife, and these beliefs had a
wide influence throughout the colonies. Much of
the medieval view of death survived in Puritan
ideology, especially the imagery of decay and phy-
sical corruption of the body that accompanied
death. The Puritans equated the moment of death
with a time of judgment of the deceased, and they
believed that the living could do nothing for the
dead other than to respectfully inter the lifeless
corpse. Puritan funerals were therefore marked by
simplicity, but by the end of the seventeenth cen-
tury, the strict Puritan views began to dissipate, and
funerals became more elaborate, with prayers,
preaching, and the distribution of token gifts such
as rings and gloves. Feasting and drinking was an
important element of Colonial funerals in southern
areas, but not in New England. Differences also
emerged between urban and rural areas during the
nineteenth century; a number of important changes
emerged in urban areas, while mortuary practices in
the rural areas remained somewhat conservative
(Farrell, 1980; Geddes, 1981; Habenstein and
Lamers, 1955). Much of the variation in mortuary
behavior that emerged in different regions is appar-
ently less related to chronology than to local popu-
lation densities and developmental staging.

Funerals were typically community events
attended by neighbors and friends of the deceased’s

family. Burial of the corpse would have taken place
within two or three days following death, as
embalming was not widely practiced before the
American Civil War. Undertaking as a profession
began to develop in urban areas of North America
during the early nineteenth century. Before under-
taking developed as a recognized profession, pre-
paration of the corpse for burial was often carried
out by nurses. In rural areas, neighbors and friends
would have assumed responsibility for the burial
arrangements, including laying out of the corpse
and digging the grave (Habenstein and Lamers,
1955; Sloan, 1991; Stilgoe, 1982; Taylor, 1980).
Before the nineteenth century, the common treat-
ment of the dead involved washing, laying out, and
wrapping the corpse in a shroud. Shrouds were
usually made of linen or cerecloth, which was wax-
impregnated linen, and they were shaped like a long
dress or shirt, bound up with pins or knotted at the
feet. The absence of clothing, aside from burial
shrouds, appears characteristic of the traditional
method for treatment of the dead (Geddes, 1981;
Habenstein and Lamers, 1955; Taylor, 1980).

The appearance and siting of graveyards varied
by region, with distinctive patterns in New Eng-
land and the South, as well as variations between
rural and urban areas. Developing frontier areas
typically began with a pattern of isolated inter-
ments and homestead graveyards, followed by
more formal burial places (Mytum, 2003, 2004).
In New England, graveyards were often sited in
the center of town, adjacent to a church. In the
South and the Middle Atlantic Tidewater area,
private family plots were the most common form
of burial ground. They were most often located
behind the farmhouse and away from the principal
road on which the farmhouse was sited, not fore-
grounded in the cultural landscape. Rural family
burial plots were seldom given elaborate landscape
treatment, but were simply set off by a fence, wall,
drainage ditch, or distinctive plantings (Stilgoe,
1978, 1982). While family cemeteries were often
forgotten and neglected after a change of property
ownership, they continue in use to the present day,
but are much less popular than lawn-park ceme-
teries, municipal cemeteries, or churchyard
cemeteries.

Formal graveyards in northern villages and
towns were more likely to have a distinctive
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landscape treatment, particularly by the planting of
trees and shrubs such as yew, holly, rosemary,
willow, or cemetery periwinkle. Southern family
and community graveyards were planted with
cedars, gardenia, mimosas, and crepe myrtle. In
outlying and frontier areas, family plots outnum-
bered community graveyards (Stilgoe, 1978, 1982).
Elaborate landscaping of cemeteries did not occur
until the nineteenth century, when the rural ceme-
tery spread through Western Europe and eastern
North America.

Colonial gravestones were seldom elaborate and
were commonly made of wood or plain stone.
Carved stone markers were more likely to be
found in urban areas, while wooden markers or
unadorned stones were commonly used through
the colonial period, and much longer in rural ceme-
teries (Bachman and Catts, 1990; Garrow, 1989;
Pike and Armstrong, 1980; Stilgoe, 1978, 1982).
The spatial patterning of interments within ceme-
teries typically reflected kin groupings, a practice
that has persisted to the present. Spatial proximity
of the dead in the graveyard thus reflected the social
networks of the living (Francaviglia, 1971). Beyond
kinship, spatial proximity in cemeteries also occurs
along the lines of ethnicity and religious denomina-
tion. The practice of interring the body with the
head to the west and the feet to the east, facing the
rising sun, was established before the Christian era.
European Iron-Age burials were typically oriented
in this way. According to Christian tradition, this
orientation prepared the deceased to rise up to meet
his or her Savior, who would come from the east.
This traditional alignment of interments persisted
into the nineteenth century, particularly in small,
rural family cemeteries (Saxe, 1971; Sloan, 1991;
Stilgoe, 1978, 1982).

Symbolically, coffins may be viewed as vessels
designed to carry the dead to the next world,
hence they are among the most important objects
associated with death ritual. The hexagonal coffin
form, also known as a “shoulder” or “pinch toe”
coffin, was widely used in the American colonies,
and its use persisted through the mid-nineteenth
century. Before the Beautification of Death move-
ment began in the nineteenth century, most cof-
fins were simple, utilitarian vessels, made up of
nothing more than a few boards and nails,
entirely lacking in elaborate decorative hardware.

The simplest hexagonal coffin was built with a
flat lid. Another coffin form that was occasionally
used in some areas during the Colonial period
featured a gabled lid. This type of coffin was
sometimes built with straight sides, either in a
rectangular or trapezoidal shape, with the gable
ridge running along the length of the coffin.
Hexagonal, gable-lidded coffins were also used,
but these demanded a much higher level of
carpentry than the basic flat-lidded style
(LeeDecker, 2001).

In the Colonial period, coffins were built by a
local carpenter, cabinetmaker, or wheelwright after
a death occurred. As coffins were made individu-
ally to suit the decedent, rather than manufactured
in standard sizes, the carpenter needed a few mea-
surements from the corpse before beginning work.
Only a few simple tools were needed; the only
specialized tool was a marking board, which was
used to lay out the hexagonal shape of the bottom
board. By the late nineteenth century, cabinet-
makers in the urban areas began to specialize in
coffin making. Eventually, the proprietors of these
shops added other funerary tasks to their business
and developed the modern profession of undertak-
ing. In rural areas, coffin making continued to be
an occasional task performed by a local carpenter
or wheelwright until well into the nineteenth
century (LeeDecker, 2001).

It is impossible to characterize a single colonial
American worldview, as there was much variation
between classes and ethnic groups. Christian
theology had a primary role in preparing the
living for what was to come after death. Most
importantly, Christianity affirms the existence of
an afterlife, so that physical death was viewed not
as the end of existence, but instead marked a
passage to another world. With the growing influ-
ence of natural science, American and British
attitudes toward death began to change during
the late Colonial and early Federal period. But
while attitudes were changing, many ideas and
beliefs persisted. As Aries (1974) has observed,
attitudes and beliefs toward death may persist
over centuries and millennia, appearing almost
a-chronic.

The beliefs that death marked a time of judg-
ment, that individuals faced different fates after
death, and that resurrection or return of the soul
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were possible were all rooted in western civilization
as early as the third millenium B.C. in Egypt. The
fear of and obsession with death reached a peak in
the Middle Ages, which many historians attribute to
the numerous plagues, epidemics, and short life
spans of this period. The concept of hell or purga-
tory reached its peak of development during the late
Middle Ages, and it was believed that far more souls
went to Purgatory than were saved, and the imagery
of eternal torture was well developed in contempor-
ary visual art (Stannard, 1977).

The medieval preoccupation with death is illu-
strated in the Danse Macabre and the Ars Moriend,
both of which were literal interpretations of the
decay and decomposition of the human body that
followed physical death. In the late Middle Ages,
the human skeleton or a decayed corpse was com-
monly used to personify death. The Danse Macabre,
or Dance of Death, was a procession in which both
the living and the dead took part. Typically, the
living included persons of high social rank, such as
popes, bishops, kings, and dukes, and the dialogue
between the living and the dead conveyed the notion
that all human life and attainment was transitory.
Other scenes of the Danse portray death visiting
children, farmers, and artisans. Thus, death obliter-
ated the differences of age, ethnicity, wealth, birth-
right, and worldly position that defined status in the
world of the living. The Ars Moriendi, which trans-
lates as “the art of dying,” provided guidance for all
individuals who must prepare to face death. The
proliferation of Ars Moriendi books in the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries expressed and expanded the
medieval world’s greater familiarity with death. In
these books, the moment of death typically was
portrayed as a public event, in which the dying
person, lying in bed, was tempted and assaulted by
demons, in the face of which the dying person was
supposed to maintain his or her faith and belief in
the goodness of God (Aries, 1985; Clark, 1950;
Stannard, 1977). The idea of the “good death” per-
sisted in folk tradition, as did the metaphor of sleep,
as expressed in the iconography of beds and pillows
that remained prominent in the Beautification of
Death movement (Mytum, 2004; Tarlow, 1999a).

In Christian theology, death marks both the end
of life and the beginning of the afterlife. The afterlife
was portrayed as a separate world, and the grave
was seen as both the physical and symbolic entrance

to that world. In both religious and vernacular art,
death was often represented as a gateway, a door-
way, or an opening to a cave or subterranean space.
In religious art, this imagery is explicit in composi-
tions showing Christ’s descent into limbo, in which
the central figure is departing the world of the living
through an opening into a darkened underworld
abyss. The ideal or exemplary Christian death of
the Middle Ages was the death of the virgin, lying in
a bed surrounded by the apostles. In the more ver-
nacular art of the Middle Ages, particularly as seen
in the Ars Moriendi, the dying individual is por-
trayed in bed, surrounded by kin, neighbors, cow-
orkers, and a priest who administered the last rites.
People were expected to prepare themselves care-
fully for death, and the dying person played the
central role, and he or she was expected to die with
great dignity. A proper death required the dying
individual to ask forgiveness from each person in
attendance and to wish them well (Ariés, 1974,
1985).

The Last Judgment was among the most com-
mon subjects found on church entrances and min-
iatures dating to the late medieval period. Images of
the Last Judgment feature the weighing of souls by
the Archangel Michael, separating them into those
destined for eternal life in Paradise and those
damned to eternal torment in Hell. Death was the
moment at which the fate of the individual soul was
decided, and the vernacular iconography of the late
medieval period began to portray this time of judg-
ment at the time of the individual’s death rather
than at the “end of time” during the Second Coming
of Christ (Aries, 1974, 1985).

As science and rationalism began to take hold in
western Europe and the American colonies, there
was an emphasis on the discovery of the laws and
scientific principles that ordered the natural world.
In this context, death came to be viewed as a routine
event in the cycle of nature, rather than a time of
judgment for the soul. Historians have identified
this philosophical shift in attitudes toward death
through the study of wills and testaments made in
anticipation of death. This trend was marked by
greater attention to the disposal and distribution
of wealth, rather than arrangements for prayers,
religious services, and charitable acts that would
ensure the salvation of the soul. This attitudinal
change, described as “dechristianization” (Goody,
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1975) or “secularization” (Ariés, 1974) began first
among the elite classes, but eventually permeated
western society as a whole (Gittings, 1992).

The Romantic movement also had a profound
influence on the attitudes toward death and the
afterlife. Romanticism began to develop in the late
eighteenth century and had a major influence in the
arts during the early nineteenth century. The prin-
cipal elements of the Romantic philosophy included
profound reverence for nature, an emphasis on feel-
ings and emotions, and a keen interest in anything
ancient, mysterious, or exotic. Aside from literature
and the visual arts, the Romantic movement had a
major influence on mortuary behavior and attitudes
toward death and the afterlife. The increased impor-
tance given to death during the nineteenth century
has been recognized and described as the Cult of the
Dead and the Beautification of Death movement.
First, there was an increased amount of sentimenta-
lization surrounding death and the afterlife. The
death of a relative or a loved one became a pro-
foundly emotional experience, and one that was
prolonged through more lengthy and elaborate
mourning behaviors. The afterlife became idealized
in literature and the visual arts as well as popular
culture (Aries, 1974; Bell, 1990; Farrell, 1980; Stan-
nard, 1977, 1980). These attitudinal trends were
clearly expressed in material culture, especially
through more and more elaborate monuments and
coffins, and thus they are often interpreted as an
element of consumer behavior or a display of wealth
and status. Tarlow (1999a, 1999b), however, argues
that it is more appropriate to understand these
trends as reflections of the emotional connections
between the living and the deceased.

Both in poetry and painting, the English poet
and artist William Blake provided some of the
most explicit imagery pertaining to death and the
afterlife during the late eighteenth to early nine-
teenth century. Although Blake’s vision was any-
thing but conventional, and his work was not widely
popular during his lifetime, his work does reflect the
changing ideas and attitudes toward death that were
expressed by the Romantic movement. Blake’s illus-
trations for Robert Blair’s poem The Grave, pub-
lished in 1808, graphically portray Romantic
notions of death and the afterlife (Blair, 1808).
The Day of Judgment employs an overall composi-
tion that displays remarkable similarity to

illustrations of the Last Judgment that date to the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, attesting to the
longevity of images and visual symbols in a culture’s
collective consciousness. Another illustration for
The Grave, entitled The Meeting of a Family in
Heaven (Fig. 1), clearly portrays the afterlife as a
place where one is reunited with those with whom
one shared life in the natural world. This is an
important difference from the medieval view,
wherein the afterlife culminated by a reunion with
Christ. But in Death’s Door (Fig. 2), Blake explicitly
used the iconography of death as an entryway or
passageway to another world that was commonly
seen in religious art, especially in representations of
Christ’s descent into Limbo.

Along with Romanticism, a new literary genre,
consolation literature, became an important ele-
ment of popular American middle-class culture in
the mid-nineteenth century. Much of the consola-
tion literature focused on deathbed scenes and
detailed descriptions of the afterlife, portrayed in
the most mundane detail. By sentimentalizing death
and the afterlife, this literary genre encouraged pro-
longed periods of mourning, elaborate funerary
practices, and conspicuous memorials to the dead,
all of which defined the Beautification of Death
movement. In the consolation literature, which to
a large degree reflected the popular tastes and
ideals, Heaven was portrayed not as the Kingdom
of God, but as a domestic paradise where loved ones
were reunited after being separated by death (Arigs,
1985; Douglas, 1975; see Fig. 1). The portrayal of
the afterlife as a place to meet friends and family
was not limited to popular literature; it was also
expressed in the inscriptions on cemetery monu-
ments (Tarlow, 1999a, 1999b).

With the spread of the rural cemetery movement,
nineteenth-century developments in mortuary
behavior were also expressed in landscapes. The
rural cemetery movement was marked by the crea-
tion of expansive, elaborately landscaped burial
places, which appeared more as public parks
designed to provide opportunities for leisure, con-
templation, and edification for the living. In North
America, the beginning of the rural cemetery move-
ment was marked by the creation of Boston’s
Mount Auburn Cemetery in 1831, and it quickly
spread to other major urban centers of the north-
east. The new rural cemeteries were typically
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Fig. 1 William Blake’s illustration The Meeting of a Family in Heaven (from The Grave, a Poem by Robert Blair [1808])
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Fig. 2 William Blake’s illustration Death’s Door (from The Grave, a Poem by Robert Blair [1808])
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founded by private groups or municipal agencies,
which was an important departure from the tradi-
tional pattern wherein the care of the dead was left
to the church (French, 1975). Mount Auburn Cem-
etery was founded by a private group who joined
with the Massachusetts Horticultural Society to
acquire a 72-acre tract along the Charles River
(French, 1975).

The spread of the rural cemetery movement
stemmed from a number of historical developments,
not the least of which was general public concern
with health and sanitation in developing urban
areas, stimulated in part by the yellow fever epi-
demics that occurred in Boston, New York, and
Philadelphia in the late eighteenth and early nine-
teenth centuries. Throughout the Colonial period in
the northeast, cemeteries had been sited in the cen-
ter of towns; yet they were typically neglected
places, and they became increasingly viewed as
unhealthy places.

An important element of the rural cemetery was
a plan that included carriageways, footpaths, and
individual family plots that could be fenced. Mount
Auburn required the use of stone grave markers,
except that slate, a traditional material for grave-
stones, was prohibited. Security staff was also hired
to protect the cemetery property from the unauthor-
ized exhuming of corpses for anatomical study
(French, 1975; Sloan, 1991). A major inspiration
for the rural cemetery movement in America was
the opening of the Cemetery of Pére LaChaise in
Paris in 1804. Pére LaChaise was the first municipal
cemetery to be designed as a picturesque landscape
garden, and it quickly became a favored burial place
for the Parisian elite. The founding of Pére
LaChaise was largely a response to the overcrowd-
ing of the existing churchyard cemeteries that had
led to dangerously unhealthful conditions. Scienti-
fic discoveries in the 1770s led to a new awareness of
the mechanisms by which diseases were transmitted.
Many urban cemeteries had become so over-
crowded with rotting corpses that they became
recognized as public nuisances, providing impetus
for the creation of new burial places outside the
rapidly developing urban centers. The new rural
cemeteries were sited outside of existing urban cen-
ters, but at the same time they assumed a greater
role in civic life. Designed as “fields of rest,” the
rural cemeteries incorporated new ideals of the

landscape garden, offering panoramic views, fresh
air, sunshine, and intimate spaces where one could
rest and contemplate nature and commemorative
monuments that expressed society’s highest ideals
(Etlin, 1984).

After the establishment of Mount Auburn in
1831, Laurel Hill was established in Philadelphia
in 1836, followed by Greenwood Cemetery in
Brooklyn, New York, in 1838. Both were designed
on the Mount Auburn model, with large tracts over-
looking a body of water. The movement spread
quickly to other American sites in the Northeast
and Midwest. The Pére LaChaise model achieved
its greatest popularity in Philadelphia, where nearly
20 new rural cemeteries had been established by
1849. The new rural cemeteries became so popular
that they shaped the emerging ideals of urban
design by providing an impetus for the creation of
large urban park systems. Andrew Jackson Down-
ing, America’s first important landscape designer
who popularized the rural Picturesque style of
domestic architecture, was profoundly influenced
by the ideals expressed in the garden cemeteries
(Etlin, 1984; French, 1975; Whiffen and Koeper,
1981).

At the same time the new rural cemeteries were
becoming popular in America, garden cemeteries
were also being established in Western Europe. In
Great Britain, the Pére LaChaise model was emu-
lated in Liverpool’s Low Hill General Cemetery,
established in 1825, followed by the spectacular
Necropolis in Glasgow, laid out in 1833. In London,
the first important garden cemeteries were the All
Souls Cemetery at Kensal Green, established in
1833, and the Abney Park Cemetery, established in
1840 (Etlin, 1984; French, 1975).

The Romantic fascination with natural land-
scapes suffused with ancient and exotic elements
was directly expressed in the rural cemetery move-
ment. Egyptian obelisks, gates, and other symbols
of death were among the most common statuary
subjects. Some of the new rural cemeteries even-
tually became so densely crowded with memorials
that they appeared as statuary gardens, which was an
important impetus to the development of American
sculpture. The new cemeteries, both geographically
and philosophically removed from their previous
sites in densely crowded urban areas, typically
offered a carefully landscaped, naturalistic settings
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that were sought out and enjoyed by the public (Bell,
1990; French, 1975; Sloan, 1991). In Britain, the
adoption of Egyptian obelisks and iconography
associated with death, along with the importing of
nonlocal granite and marble, represented an unusual
reversal of influence from the colony to the state
(Mytum, 2003).

The Archaeology of Historical-Period
Cemeteries

There is a vast literature, much of it available in the
“gray literature,” on the archaeology of historical-
period cemeteries. Some of the pioneering studies in
historical archaeology have focused on mortuary
behavior, and these studies have included both
aboveground studies of gravestones as well as
actual excavations of cemeteries. Deetz and Deth-
lefsen’s (1971) examination of stylistic change in
New England gravestones firmly established mor-
tuary behavior as an important avenue of inquiry in
historical archaeology and demonstrated the com-
plexity of the issue. Much of the archaeological
work done in the United States in the past several
decades has been undertaken in the context of com-
pliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, enacted in 1966, but subsequently
amended. But beyond the federal, state, county, and
other jurisdictional regulations and ordinances that
govern the treatment of historic properties, archae-
ologists are now being called on more frequently to
perform disinterments, a duty that was formerly
handled by undertakers. Publication has not kept
pace with the number of cemetery excavations, but
they have contributed a wealth of basic descriptive
information regarding the archaeology of histori-
cal-period cemeteries, including siting factors, cof-
fin styles, osteological data, and regional and ethnic
differences. While many of these studies have been
indexed in Bell’s bibliographic survey of historical-
period cemeteries, much new information has
become available since it was published in 1994.
There have also been important theoretical
advances in the past two decades. Much of the
research conducted in the 1970s and 1980s was
influenced to some degree by the processual
approach espoused by the new archaeology.

Perhaps the most influential collection of papers
and theoretical statements pertaining to mortuary
behavior done under this paradigm is Brown’s
(1971) edited volume Approaches to the Social
Dimensions of Mortuary Practices, published in the
Society for American Archaeology’s Memoir series.
As many researchers have pointed out, however, the
models and theoretical frameworks put forth in
Brown’s volume were derived primarily from pre-
industrial societies, specifically the assumption that
social rank or status is directly expressed in mortu-
ary ritual (the “Binford-Saxe approach”; Binford,
1971; Saxe, 1971). These models, as many adherents
of the postprocessualist, structuralist, and symbolic
schools have pointed out, are not wholly relevant
for the study of industrialized, capitalist societies.
Indeed, historical archaeology in general and the
archaeology of historical-period cemeteries in par-
ticular have both benefited from and contributed
significantly to the recently emerging schools of
thought in other archaeologies and disciplines
(see Chapman, 2003).

The cliché that cemeteries have more to say
about the living who create them than the dead
who are buried in them obscures the theoretical
complexity of approaches to mortuary behavior.
The assumption that higher levels of expenditure
on mortuary display and grave goods are afforded
to individuals of high status has been challenged
most effectively by archaeologists who believe that
mortuary ceremonialism must be viewed in terms of
its ideological expression of the sociopolitical sys-
tem. Hodder, who has stated this postprocessualist
position most effectively, argues that material cul-
ture has an important symbolic content and that
this content provides an important instrument for
the expression of power relations between diverse
individuals and groups within a world system
(Hodder 1982, 1985).

As the postprocessualists point out, it cannot be
assumed that the power relationships inherent in the
hierarchical social structure of capitalist society are
directly expressed in mortuary ritual. Hodder
argues that the inequalities of a hierarchical socio-
political system may be expressed in mortuary cer-
emonialism either by (1) a naturalizing ideology,
wherein the inequalities of access to wealth and
power are represented as an inherent characteristic
of nature, or (2) a masking ideology, wherein the
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inequalities within a hierarchical system are denied
or obscured through ritual or through a uniformity
of material culture (Hodder, 1982, 1985). This argu-
ment expresses one of the fundamental tenets of
postprocessualism and symbolic archaeology—
that the meaning of objects is not inherent, but
derived from association and use in different social
contexts, and that individuals and groups with dif-
ferent values, expectations, and access to power
actively reinterpret and renegotiate their roles, pro-
viding impetus for historical change.

Brenner’s (1988) study of the burial ceremonial-
ism of southern New England Native American
groups illustrates the important theoretical insights
of the symbolic and postprocessualist schools.
Colonial expansion had produced a high level of
political and cultural instability among Native
American groups during this period, and Brenner
was able to document significant changes in burial
ceremonialism through analysis of a large sample of
mortuary sites dating from the late prehistoric per-
iod through the seventeenth century. Noting that
trade goods—particularly brightly colored clothing,
beads, and nonutilitarian brass and copper
objects—were often given a symbolic importance
and used to mark political power within Native
American groups, Brenner (1988) raised the issue
of why such goods were disposed of at death when
they could have been retained and used as a claim to
status by the next generation. During the period
under analysis, the Native American cultures
evolved from egalitarian bands with mobile mem-
bership to more highly ranked groups that were able
to form alliances and act in concert with regard to
Colonial groups. Brenner observed that burial cer-
emonialism became intensified during this period,
and concluded that the more prominent use of trade
goods assumed an increasingly important role in
representing political and social relations. In a his-
torical setting where power relationships were
becoming increasingly important, the use of highly
valued trade goods in funerary contexts was a mark-
ing strategy, where political and social roles were
clearly and overtly expressed.

Site 7S-F-68, a small family cemetery in rural
Sussex County, Delaware, provides a good example
of the traditional American Colonial mortuary
practices (LeeDecker et al., 1995). Site 7S-F-68
was a small burial plot that contained a total of

nine individuals, most likely interred during the
period from 1752 to 1799. Mortuary behavior, as
determined from siting of the burial plots, treatment
of the deceased, and coffin styles showed a strong
continuity with traditions that had their antecedents
in Europe. The rural areas of the Middle Atlantic
colonies exhibited a dispersed settlement pattern
and the use of small family burial plots was a com-
mon practice. Located on a slight ridge of well-
drained soil surrounded by an expanse of low-lying
topography, the Site 7S-F-68 cemetery conforms
to a general locational model that applied in the
surrounding region and throughout the Middle
Atlantic colonies (Stilgoe, 1978, 1982). In rural
Delaware, the use of small family burial plots per-
sisted until the mid-nineteenth century, and these
small burial plots were typically located on high
ground within a broad semicircle to the rear of
the farmhouse and away from the principal road
upon which the farmstead was sited (Bachman
and Catts, 1990).

No evidence of grave markers of any kind was
found at the Site 7S-F-68 cemetery, although it is
possible that such markers may have been removed
when the area was cultivated during the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. Given the scar-
city of stone in the Coastal Plain region surrounding
the site, it is most likely that burial markers would
have been made of wood. Shroud pins or evidence
of their use was obtained from six of the nine bur-
ials, and only one of the burials, an adult male,
contained any evidence of clothing, that being
eight copper buttons that may have belonged to a
jacket. All interments were laid out according to the
traditional alignment of the body, with the head to
the west and the feet to the east. Two clusters of
interments were apparently kin groupings, and a
few appeared to represent isolated individuals
unrelated to the primary kin groupings (LeeDecker
et al., 1995).

The findings of the Binghamton Gravestone Pro-
ject (McGuire, 1988) provide another example of
the interplay between ideology and mortuary beha-
vior. McGuire studied 27 cemeteries located in
Broome County, New York, that were used during
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Data were
collected from more than 2,000 gravestones,
together with information from city directories,
census records, and obituaries. For most of the
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sample, information was available pertaining to the
deceased’s ethnic affiliation, residential location at
the time of death, and occupation, as well as the
deceased’s relationship to adjacent interments.

McGuire observed that community graveyards
or churchyard cemeteries were typical for Broome
County through the early nineteenth century. The
rural cemetery movement, which began to spread
through the Northeast in the nineteenth century,
did not manifest in Broome County. Instead, a
new type of burial place, described as a lawn-park
cemetery, appeared in the 1860s. This lawn-park
cemetery, which continued as the model in Broome
County through the 1930s, incorporated some fea-
tures of the typical rural cemetery, such as ostenta-
tious monuments and family-owned plots, but it did
not attempt to recreate a natural landscape. Much
more elaborate gravestones became the norm dur-
ing the late nineteenth century, along with larger,
more ornate family mausoleums. In this period, a
direct relationship between mortuary investment
and status was clear. Construction of expensive
family mausoleums peaked during the 1920s and
1930s, a period when a general reorientation of
mortuary behavior began to occur. Among these
changes were a shift to less-elaborate monuments,
replacement of the family plot or mausoleum by
small plots for married couples, and an increase in
cremation, rather than casket burial.

McGuire concluded that the Broome County
cemeteries were landscapes intentionally created to
display certain elements of culture and ideology.
The simple churchyard and community burial
grounds of the early nineteenth century expressed
an ideology of egalitarianism, in effect denying or
masking the existence of social inequalities that
were undeniably present in the developing capitalist
society of the day. By the late nineteenth century,
this egalitarianism was replaced by a philosophy
that glorified individual achievement and success,
which was directly expressed in the elaborate burial
monuments and family mausoleums that filled the
lawn-park cemeteries. McGuire observed that sig-
nificant changes in the capitalist economy occurred
in parallel with the changing cemetery landscapes,
particularly the rapid growth of industrialism in the
late nineteenth century and the labor unrest and rise
of unions in the early twentieth century. He con-
cluded, however, that mortuary behavior could not

be linked directly to changes in the capitalist econ-
omy, but rather to more generalized social attitudes
and cultural patterns (McGuire, 1988).

Excavation of the Weir family cemetery in Man-
assas, Virginia, provides another example of how
mortuary behavior may reflect complex cultural
and historical processes that use material culture
to express ideology and status (Little et al., 1992).
At this site, archaeological excavation provided
information not only on coffin styles, burial monu-
ments, and methods of interment, but also allowed
osteological analysis to assess health conditions, as
determined from nutrition and dental care. The
Weir family cemetery was used between the 1830s
and 1907, and the date of interment was known for
nearly all of the 24 interments. Historical sources
established that the Weirs were a wealthy plantation
family, and the osteological analysis indicated bet-
ter dental care and nutrition in comparison to other
contemporary populations. Four distinct periods of
use were determined from analysis of the material
culture: 1830s-1842, 1852-1862, 1867-1870, and
1886-1907. Interments from the first period were
characterized by relatively plain coffins in the tradi-
tional hexagonal style. Coffin decoration increased
during the second period, peaking in the years
immediately after the American Civil War. The
trend toward increasingly elaborate coffin styles
was linked to the Beautification of Death move-
ment, which reached its peak expression in the
1860s and 1870s. The final period of cemetery use
was characterized by a reversal in the trend toward
elaborate grave decoration, although the historical
records indicated that the Weir family maintained
their high status through this period.

According to Little and her colleagues, the
shift away from elaborate mortuary display that
occurred at the Weir family cemetery in the late
nineteenth century embodies the cyclical quality of
status display, wherein the elites “change the rules”
after emulation by nonelite groups reaches a
certain point. A pattern of elite innovation and
nonelite emulation is operative through the entire
cycle of elaboration. After a period of increasingly
elaborate display, the point of saturation is reached,
and the competition from nonelite groups became
untenable. At this point, understatement became
the preferred expression of elite status (Little et al.,
1992).
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Competitive emulation of elite behavior is one of
the major themes that archacologists invoke to
explain historical changes in consumer behavior,
including elements of mortuary behavior, particu-
larly the use of more and more elaborate monu-
ments and caskets. Cannon (2005) has examined
this process from a feminist perspective and pre-
sented convincing arguments that women have
been important agents of historical change in a
variety of cultural contexts. Elaborating a linguistic
model that showed a tendency for women to lead
men in the adoption of new, prestigious variants of
language, Cannon identified the same class-based
process whereby emulation of the elite led to
increasingly ostentatious monuments, eventually
reaching the point of saturation in the late nine-
teenth century. Based on analysis of monuments
from 50 villages in southern Cambridgeshire, Eng-
land, she was able to determine from the gravestone
inscriptions whether the selection of the monument
was made by a man or a woman, and thereby con-
clude that women were ahead of men with regard to
the changing fashions of monument style. The
detailed records available to Cannon for Victorian
England clearly demonstrated the importance of
individual agency in effecting cultural change, and
she argues that women played a similar role in other
cultural contexts, including the sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century Seneca of New York, ecarly
seventh-century Anglo-Saxon England, and Early
Bronze Age central Europe and Denmark.

Excavation of the Uxbridge Almshouse Burial
Ground (Bell, 1990) provides an additional example
of the competitive emulation model in nineteenth-
century mortuary contexts. The Uxbridge Alms-
house Burial Ground was a paupers’ cemetery
located in southeastern Massachusetts, where exca-
vations removed a total of 31 nineteenth-century
interments. The cemetery was used only for burial
of individuals of the lowest social and economic
classes, and some of the grave markers were nothing
more than rough fieldstone slabs or granite quarry
spalls. The discovery of decorative coffin hardware,
one of the expressions of the Beautification of
Death movement, was initially viewed as an anom-
aly in the context of a paupers’ cemetery. However,
the frequent association of decorative coffin hard-
ware with pauper burials forced a reexamination of
the assumption that elaborate coffin hardware was

used to mark high-status interments. Decorative
casket handles, nameplates, escutcheons, and tacks
were used in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries exclusively on the most expensive burial
containers, which were generally available only to
the elites. However, by the late nineteenth century,
technological advances in metal casting and mass
production made these items widely available. Bell
observed that decorative coffin hardware has been
widely reported from late nineteenth-century sites
throughout North America, and its use at Uxbridge
Almshouse demonstrates how material culture that
was available only to the elite ultimately became
available to consumers of virtually all socioeco-
nomic levels. Bell’s research at the Uxbridge Alms-
house supports the competitive emulation model
and demonstrates that the trappings of the Beauti-
fication of Death movement had reached a socially
marginal group in the late nineteenth century. As
such, it also illustrates the fallacy of attempting to
interpret socioeconomic status from a narrow class
of material culture (Bell, 1990).

Parker Pearson (1982) used an ethnological
approach to characterize English mortuary beha-
vior of the modern period, wherein archaeological
data are entirely lacking, relative to the Victorian
period, when the Beautification of Death movement
reached the height of its expression. Parker Pear-
son’s theoretical position was grounded in the post-
processual school, and he argued that mortuary
ritual communication serves to “naturalize” and
legitimate the hierarchical social order, which other-
wise would be unstable. Parker Pearson’s study
focused on Cambridge, England, and he was able
to obtain data for 277 deceased individuals out of a
total of 3,000 who had died in 1977. The data
showed no correlation between the social standing
of the deceased and the cost of the funeral, a fact
that was confirmed by interviews with a number of
informant undertakers. The data did reveal some
distinctive mortuary practices associated with
Catholics and with certain ethnic groups (Polish,
Irish, and Italian) as well as gypsies and showmen.

Tracing the development of English mortuary
practices through historical sources, Parker Pearson
(1982) observed that while overt self-advertisement
and status display peaked during the Victorian per-
iod, a number of important trends that became
dominant in the twentieth century actually
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originated at this time. Overall, twentieth-century
mortuary behavior was marked by a decline in overt
status display, which is perhaps best exemplified by
the increasing popularity of cremation. In the mod-
ern period, elaborate funerals and monuments are
no longer considered tasteful by the elite. Material
culture has retained an important role in status dis-
play; however, this is no longer accomplished
through mortuary ritual, but through other venues
such as residences, automobiles, foods, personal
possessions, and clothing. The campaign for crema-
tion in Britain began in the 1870s, as an effort to
reduce the expense of funerals and to introduce
a hygienic method for disposal of the dead. The
practice of cremation goes against the traditional
Christian doctrine of the Resurrection, and Parker
Pearson views the modern popularity of cremation
as evidence of replacement of religion as an agency
of social control by the new agencies of science and
rationalism.

Historical and archaeological investigations at
the Newton Plantation provided an important
body of data pertaining to slave life from the mid-
seventeenth century through the early nineteenth
century (Handler and Lange, 1978). Newton Plan-
tation is located on the southeastern Caribbean
island of Barbados, and the investigation included
archacological excavation of a slave cemetery and
historical and ethnographic research. The cemetery
was unmarked and unknown except to a few elderly
informants, and it ultimately yielded a total of 92
interments. Dating of the burials was tenuous;
nonetheless, general periods of interment were
established from stratigraphic evidence and from a
few tobacco pipes, ceramics, and other datable arti-
facts. The excavations did provide extensive
descriptive information regarding slave burial prac-
tices, including coffins, coffin hardware, clothing,
orientation of the corpses, grave goods (beads and
bracelets), and distinctive methods of treatment of
the dead. Skeletal material was very poorly pre-
served, but sufficient to identify a distinctive pattern
of dental alteration (filing of incisors) that was
assumed to be associated with the original slave
population.

Many of the mortuary patterns observed at
the Newton Plantation slave cemetery were similar
to those of traditional Christian practice, specifi-
cally the east—west orientation of the interments.

However, a number of traits associated with a
distinctive African mortuary complex were also
identified, primarily through ethnographic research.
Handler and Lange argued that mortuary behavior
was an important element of slave culture, which
itself comprises a broad ideological and behavioral
system. The greatest frequency of African traits was
observed for the earlier period of the cemetery’s use,
when it was assumed that the interments included a
high proportion of African-born individuals repre-
senting a very diverse gene pool. The later period of
cemetery use exhibited more European influences,
when the interments would have been Creoles
(Handler and Lange, 1978).

The First African Baptist Church in Philadelphia
cemetery in Philadelphia embodies another example
of the survival of non-Christian, African American
mortuary practices, but in a nineteenth-century
urban context (Parrington et al., 1989). This ceme-
tery was used from ca. 1823 to 1842, after which it
was virtually forgotten until its unexpected discov-
ery during construction of a railway tunnel. The site
yielded a total of 140 burials representing an urban
African American population. Although a number
of the burials had been disturbed, the skeletal mate-
rial was sufficiently well preserved to allow analysis
of the population’s demography and health. The
mortuary patterns exhibited a number of similari-
ties with traditional Christian practices, particularly
the alignment of the interments with heads to the
west. Coffin preservation was fair, and nearly all
identifiable examples exhibited the traditional
hexagonal shape, with both flat-lidded and gable-
lidded styles. A number of distinctive African
mortuary practices were evident, such as the place-
ment of a single coin near the head, the placement of
a ceramic plate over the stomach, and the placement
of a single shoe in the coffin. While most of the
individuals were interred in a supine position, at
least one had been placed in a semi-prone position,
which showed a possible linkage to folk beliefs con-
cerning the supernatural (Parrington et al., 1989).

Analysis of eighteenth-century Narragansett,
Rhode Island, plantation burial grounds reveals
another example of how mortuary behavior is
used to perpetuate in death a pattern of ethnic
segregation that began during life. Noting that spa-
tial segregation was an important element of the
relationship between slaves and their masters, Fitts
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(1996) has drawn attention to the ways in which
slaves’ status was marked by mortuary ritual.
Most eighteenth-century plantations and home-
stead farms in southeastern Rhode Island had
small family burial plots where members of the
white families were buried together with their
slaves, although spatially distinct areas were main-
tained for the white families and slaves. Slaves were
commonly buried outside the primary burial area
that was delineated by walls, fences, or hedges, and
their inferior status was marked by the style of
burial marker, which was generally a simple, una-
dorned tombstone (Fitts, 1996).

Jewish cemeteries in American midwestern cities
also demonstrate the importance of ethnic factors
in mortuary behavior. Using an ethnoarchaeologi-
cal investigative approach, Gradwohl examined
cemeteries associated with various Conservative,
Orthodox, and Reform Jewish groups in Louisville,
Kentucky, and Lincoln, Nebraska. These ceme-
teries dated to the late nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries, and they expressed some of the
features that characterized general American mor-
tuary behavior during this period, such as the rural
landscape design for the cemetery as a whole, the
erection of large family monuments, and the use of
family mausoleums. The appearance of mauso-
leums was one of the more anomalous features
that would appear in a Jewish cemetery, as Jewish
custom dictates that the deceased be buried; mau-
soleums, however, did not appear in the cemeteries
used by Orthodox Jewish groups.

The use of a separate burial area was one of the
means by which Jewish groups marked their ethnic
identity, and the cemetery’s physical separation was
most clearly marked for burial places used by
Orthodox groups. There were other important dif-
ferences among the subdenominational burial
areas. While the gravestone styles used in all Jewish
cemeteries were comparable to those in the broader
American society, there were differences in the use
of explicitly Jewish symbols and in the languages
used for inscriptions. Jewish symbols such as the
Star of David, the Torah, and the menorah were
common in Conservative and Orthodox Jewish
cemeteries, as were inscriptions written in Hebrew,
Yiddish, and German, but these features rarely
appeared in the cemeteries used by Reformed Jew-
ish groups. The cemeteries expressed the unique

historical origins and distinct patterns of ritual
and theology associated with the subdenomina-
tional groups, and thereby served as a marker of
ethnic affiliation (Gradwohl, 1993; Gradwohl and
Gradwohl, 1988).

Jordan’s (1993) study of Texas graveyards illus-
trates a number of important points about ethnic
and regional diversity. This study provides a wealth
of detail about burial practices associated with dif-
ferent ethnic groups, including Hispanic, German,
and traditional Southern culture, which reflects
influences from southern Appalachian, southern
Anglo-American, African American, and Native
American cultures. Focusing on the cemeteries of
east Texas, Jordan has documented a number of
distinctive behaviors seen in the cemeteries used by
the various ethnic groups who began to populate
this region in the nineteenth century. These include
maintenance of the graves by periodically scraping
and mounding soil onto the grave; decoration of
graves with distinctive artifacts such as shells, light
bulbs, and shrines; the use of distinctive types of
grave markers; and various patterns for spatial
arrangement of the interments. One of Jordan’s
most important observations is the persistence and
continuity of ethnic folkways in mortuary contexts,
particularly in rural areas, long after the assimila-
tion of these subgroups into a dominant national
culture.

Conclusions

A number of phenomena associated with mortuary
behavior became manifest in the nineteenth century
during the Beautification of D