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Foreword

This book is one of a major series of more than 20 volumes resulting from the
World Archaeological Congress held in Southampton, England, in September
1986. The series reflects the enormous academic impact of the Congress, which
was attended by 850 people from more than 70 countries, and attracted many
additional contributions from others who were unable to attend in person.

The One World Archaeology series is the result of a determined and highly
successful attempt to bring together for the first time not only archaeologists and
anthropologists from many different parts of the world, as well as academics from
a host of contingent disciplines, but also non-academics from a wide range of
cultural backgrounds, who could lend their own expertise to the discussions at the
Congress. Many of the latter, accustomed to being treated as the ‘subjects’ of
archaeological and anthropological observation, had never before been admitted
as equal participants in the discussion of their own (cultural) past or present, with
their own particularly vital contribution to make towards global, cross-cultural
understanding.

The Congress therefore really addressed world archaeology in its widest sense.
Central to a world archaeological approach is the investigation not only of how
people lived in the past but also of how, and why, changes took place resulting in
the forms of society and culture which exist today. Contrary to popular belief,
and the archaeology of some 20 years ago, world archaeology is much more than
the mere recording of specific historical events, embracing as it does the study of
social and cultural change in its entirety. All the books in the One World
Archaeology series are the result of meetings and discussions which took place
within a context that encouraged a feeling of self-criticism and humility in the
participants about their own interpretations and concepts of the past. Many
participants experienced a new self-awareness, as well as a degree of awe about
past and present human endeavours, all of which is reflected in this unique series.

The Congress was organized around major themes. Several of these themes
were based on the discussion of full-length papers which had been circulated
some months previously to all who had indicated a special interest in them. Other
sessions, including some dealing with areas of specialization defined by period or
geographical region, were based on oral addresses, or a combination of
precirculated papers and lectures. In all cases, the entire sessions were recorded on



cassette, and all contributors were presented with the recordings of the discussion
of their papers. A major part of the thinking behind the Congress was that a
meeting of many hundreds of participants that did not leave behind a published
record of its academic discussions would be little more than an exercise in tourism.

Thus, from the very beginning of the detailed planning for the World
Archaeological Congress, in 1982, the intention was to produce post-Congress
books containing a selection only of the contributions, revised in the light of
discussions during the sessions themselves as well as during subsequent
consultations with the academic editors appointed for each book. From the
outset, contributors to the Congress knew that if their papers were selected for
publication, they would have only a few months to revise them according to
editorial specifications, and that they would become authors in an important
academic volume scheduled to appear within a reasonable period following the
Southampton meeting.

The publication of the series reflects the intense planning which took place
before the Congress. Not only were all contributors aware of the subsequent
production schedules, but also session organizers were already planning their
books before and during the Congress. The editors were entitled to commission
additional chapters for their books when they felt that there were significant gaps
in the coverage of a topic during the Congress, or where discussion at the
Congress indicated a need for additional contributions.

One of the main themes of the Congress was devoted to ‘Comparative Studies
in the Development of Complex Societies’. The theme was based on discussion of
precirculated full-length papers, covering three and a half days, and was under the
overall control of Dr Tim Champion, Senior Lecturer in the Department of
Archaeology, University of Southamption, and Dr Michael Rowlands, Reader in
the Department of Anthropology, University College London. The choice of this
topic for a major theme arose from a desire to explore, from a worldwide and
interdisciplinary perspective, the assumptions that are embodied in the common use
by archaeologists and others of concepts such as ‘complex societies’, a supposed
stage in social development often also assumed to be marked by the invention and
wide usage of literacy.

This awareness of the dangers of assuming that archaeological terminology is a
precise language consisting of terms which have a single accepted meaning, with
well authenticated qualitative connotations, derived, at least in part, from lessons
learnt from the last major interdisciplinary consideration of urbanization in 1970
(Ucko et al. 1972). At that time discussion led Stuart Piggott (1972, pp. 948-9) to
stress

that we must avoid semantic confusion when we use certain words and
names for things. We use the word ‘town’ or ‘city’, and in the classical
world this was polis or urbs, and what we have to consider is whether we are
falling into that well-known trap of confusing names with actual things, and
while using the name embodying modern concepts, we forget that these



concepts were not those of literate antiquity, and therefore by reasonable
assumption not of non-literate antiquity. Consider for instance the Latin use
of urbs in relation to the Celtic population of barbarian Europe. What did a
Latin writer really mean when he called a hill-fort, urbs, as indeed on
occasion they did? It did not mean it was like Rome, although he used the
same word for the city, the Imperial City, as he would for this barbarian
earthwork enclosure, the functions of which, or the functions of any hill-
fort, we very imperfectly understand. Let us avoid the ancient belief in the
magic power of words, which can make us turn names into real things, and
so fulfil a primitive conviction that when you have given a thing a name
you have a command over it, like knowing someone’s secret name. It is
possible to persuade oneself that having named a concept, therefore, it
actually exists and can be dealt with accordingly.

The overall theme therefore took as its starting point the assumption that the
concept of social complexity needed to be re-examined and probably refined. A
narrow parochial approach to the past, which simply assumes a European
development to urbanization and literacy as the valid criterion for defining a
complex society, totally ignores the complexity of non-literate civilizations and
cultures such as the Inca of Peru or that of Benin in Nigeria. However, a world
archaeological approach to a concept such as that of social complexity focuses
attention on precisely those features which archaeologists all too often take for
granted.

Discussions during the Congress were grouped around five main headings, and
have led to the publication of three books. The first subtheme, organized by
Barbara Bender, Department of Anthropology, University College London, was
concerned with “The Development of Complexity’, the second, under the control
of Daniel Miller, also of the Department of Anthropology, University College
London, and Christopher Tilley of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, was on ‘Modes of
Domination’, and the third, organized by Michael Rowlands, was on ‘European
Expansion and the Archaeology of Capitalism’. Contributions from these three
subthemes, which were discussed on two different days, form the book
Domination and resistance, edited by Miller, Rowlands and Tilley. The fourth
subtheme on ‘Centre—Periphery Relations’, which was discussed for one day,
has resulted in this volume. More than a day was devoted to the fifth subtheme,
‘State and Society; the Emergence, Development and Transformation of Forms of
Social Hierarchy, Class Relations and Political Centralization’. This has been
edited by its organizers John Gledhill of the Department of Anthropology,
University College London, and Mogens Larsen of the Centre for Research in
the Humanities, Copenhagen, Denmark, with Barbara Bender, under the title
State and society.

The approach adopted within the overall theme of ‘Comparative Studies in the
Development of Complex Societies” was based on a consideration of the processes



xi

involved in the creation and establishment of the elements of social organization,
and social activities, which archaeologists and others commonly claim to be the
visible end results of the activities of complex societies. In a comparative context,
attention is focused on the reasons why, and mechanisms by which, the non-
literate civilizations of, for example, the Inca of Peru, built and maintained some
23 000 kilometres of ‘roads’ and what their function was within the sociopolitical
state system of some 6 to 12 million peoples with diverse backgrounds and
identities who lived in environmental conditions as different as the desert and the
High Andes. Within the non-literate Inca state, political control of heterogeneous
social groups was achieved by an hierarchical system of regional administrative
centres with an inevitable complexity of relations existing between centres and
the hinterland. Given this complexity, which exists in the absence of literacy in
the Inca state, the traditional focus of the study of complex societies on the better-
known literate ‘civilizations’ of the Old World appears odd and misguided.

If the traditional assumptions about ‘complexity’ can thus be discarded, so too
can the equally traditional, and virtually exclusive, emphasis on development and
evolution. The conventional concern with determining where and when ‘state’
and ‘class’ originated gives way to more fundamental questions about the
processes of long-term social change and the very complex relationships which exist
between social and cultural identity and perception, order, and development.

Key concepts in such an approach, essential to our understanding of the
relevant social processes, are those of ‘authority’ and ‘power’. Contributors to the
theme on ‘Comparative Studies of the Development of Complex Societies’
examined both concepts in an attempt to disentangle any Eurocentric assumptions
embedded in the terms themselves, and also to describe precisely the forms which
power and authority may take in other societies, both today and in the past.

Inherent in all of the contributions is the assumption that social relations have
never been any more equal and symmetrical in societies in the past than they are
in contemporary societies. Many of the perspectives adopted in these books
explore the details of these asymmetrical relations, considering not only the
variety of forms that have been adopted over different times and in different parts
of the world, but also the different mechanisms which have been employed to
bolster and reinforce such inequalities. With such inequalities in the distribution of
power, and in access to knowledge, come equally varied forms of control over
symbolism, ritual, religious cults, and even literacy.

A vparticular focus of interest therefore lies in the detailed exploration of the
different forms and functions of literacy in different societies, an exploration that
clearly reveals that these were in no way uniform and that literacy, in itself, cannot
be used as a clear marker of social qualitative development (see Who needs the
past?, edited by R.Layton)—to be able to read and write is not, in itself, to be a
member of a qualitatively complex society.

Another form of inherent asymmetry in human societies derives from centre—
periphery relations. The presence at the Congress of so many participants from
the so-called Third and Fourth Worlds made it possible to examine in detail these
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relations in a very wide variety of forms, in particular those frequently glossed
over in the archaeological literature under rubrics such as ‘civilized’-‘barbarian’,
‘urban’-‘non-urban’, sedentary-nomadic, and agriculturalist—pastoralist.

In focusing on the nature of the varying relationships that can develop between
centre and periphery, one is led inevitably to detailed questions about
imperialism, colonialism, and acculturation. In part these forms of relationships are
a matter of ideology (of ‘empire’, of ‘nation’, and of ethnic groups), but it is the
mechanisms of expansion, incorporation, and maintenance which are clearly vital
to our understanding of the past and present, and which are examined in some
detail.

The main themes in Centre and periphery have been discussed in detail in its
editorial Introduction (pp. 1-21). My aim in what follows is to examine a few of
the points which have struck me personally as being of particular note or
fascination.

In this book Timothy Champion and his contributors are confronted with the
phenomenon of ethnicity, either in the form of groups of people claiming a
special and separate identity from the majority population and its social sub-
groupings, or being recognized by ‘outsiders’ as constituting a distinctive cultural
grouping. The nature of such groupings, and the difficulty of securely identifying
them in the archaeological record, is discussed in several chapters of Archaeological
approaches to cultural identity (edited by S.J.Shennan). In Centre and periphery it is
argued that, at least in certain cases, such groupings, with their attendant strength
of emotions and feelings of ‘belonging’, are a result of the pressures and politics of
complex societies, including the integration of peoples within a wider society. In
other words, the view can be taken that such special ethnic groupings are a form
of resistance to the interests and aims of the centre and that the nature of their
compositions has been far from static (and see State and society, edited by
J.Gledhill et al.). According to this argument, what particular nomenclature is
applied to whom is very much a matter of the power politics of any particular time
—whether it be the all-embracing category of ‘barbarians’ as described by the
Romans, or the invention, by Europeans, of a unitary group called (Australian)
‘Aborigines’ to camouflage a large number of distinct cultural and linguistic groups.

The implications for the archaecology of complex and hierarchical societies are
far reaching. The variety of actual material culture evidence discovered by the
archaeologist may hide the fact that in real social and political terms the peoples with
distinctive material culture were in fact treated as homogeneous and that they
themselves may have considered such differences as secondary in importance to
their shared commonalities. Equally, a shared material culture at some level of
generality may give the impression of homogeneity when the peoples themselves
consider they are culturally distinct from one another. It is easy, therefore, for the
archaeologist to be misled. It is also, of course, easy to overlook the importance
of research designs being formulated with the specific aim of acting as possible
correc tives to ‘official’ ideology and dogma which may have been promulgated,
in text and statuary, by the powerful centres of politics, administration, and
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influence. It is important to recognize, as is made clear in this book, that much
archaeological data, such as portraiture, may often be the selective evidence of
those in power, whose products were conceived of in the context of proving and
demonstrating legitimacy. Nor is it irrelevant to appreciate that one of the main
tools of domination and influence from a centre is control of the educational (and
propaganda) system (see also State and society, edited by J.Gledhill et al. and The
excluded past, edited by P.Stone & R. MacKenzie), which may mean that what is
ostentatious and widespread in the archaeological record may in fact be a far cry
from the occupations and activities of the majority within any given society.

It is the concern of several of the chapters of this book to disentangle what may
have been the mechanics of a centre-periphery relationship at any particular time.
In practice, this is often strikingly difficult to accomplish. On the one hand, the
problems involve the way that the ‘noise’ of any official propaganda machine
must be checked and evaluated against the actual evidence revealed by
archaeological investigation. On the other, it may be that it is only the
recognition of patterning in the archaeological record which suggests that centre—
periphery relationships may have existed. Unfortunately, it is often the case that
crucial archaeological evidence which might otherwise be able to ‘make sense’ of
the centre—periphery balance of relations must often be postulated as being absent.
In the past, use of ‘negative evidence’ such as the postulated control by early
urban centres such as Jericho, of salt trading routes, has found little favour, just
because the postulate can never be demonstrated. In the case of the economies of
complex societies and their hinterlands, it is now accepted that it is impossible to
attempt to reconstruct the trading processes involved without assuming the
existence of imports and exports of archaeologically invisible materials. Such
commodities should not be thought of in purely materialistic and physical terms—
for example, goods of organic substances such as food, wood, feathers, woven
textiles, and so on—but also in terms of all the invisible activities—religious,
political, and so on—which must have accompanied such transactions and
contracts. As Centre and periphery makes clear through various case studies, the
nature and organization of such invisible production and exchange of even
materialistic items—in one example it being the business of individual households
and, in another, exclusively concerned with non-luxury goods—may completely
alter the nature of our understanding of the complexities of the systems under
review. We must, in any case, realize that the nature of any centre—periphery
relationship is likely to have been based at least as much on the intangible
elements of allegiances and social intercourse as on the exclusively economic. The
enormously difficult task of the archaeologist attempting to unravel the details of a
complex system of past economic distribution and trade and of a past political
system making use of political ideology and persuasion as well as effective power,
can be sampled in this book from many different cultures of the ancient world,
not least when the expectations from the Roman literature about relations with
pre-Roman Britain are confounded by the actual archaeological evidence of the
traded amphorae themselves.
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Centre and periphery reviews the several alternative parameters of explanation
within which archaeologists have attempted to operate, including several of
Marxist derivation which are those that perhaps appear to be the most useful in this
astonishingly difficult area of investigation. One of the interesting points which
emerges most clearly from many of the accounts and analyses in this book is that
many of the concepts commonly employed as if they were of self-evident
significance and capable of only one interpretation are in fact, and in practice,
essentially relative concepts. This is not only the case with regard to the changing
nature of who is classified at any particular time as a member of a particular ethnic
grouping, but it also applies to what should be called a ‘centre’ in a centre—
periphery relationship. The nature of such a centre, and where exactly it is to be
located, is not a simple matter of fact and physical location, but of attitude and
perception. What constitutes the centre of influence and power is a relative
matter dependent on the viewpoint of a particular actor in the assessment. In
archaeological terms, the effective centre as revealed by the evidence of past
material culture may well not have been the solitary emic perception of one and
the same centre as seen by all those within an archaeological periphery. It is even
possible that the model of ‘centre—periphery’ is a Eurocentric, and
oversimplified, one and that the very diverse interactions which are often
subsumed within the term would be better expressed in different ways.

Another of the important points to emerge from this book is that a ‘periphery’
is also a relative concept whose actual nature and make-up may be very varied.
Very often such undifferentiated concepts are found to correlate with stereotypical
characterizations of the inhabitants of such an undifferentiated ‘periphery’, such as
the presumed war-like nature of nomads inhabiting the ‘space’ around the
complex central ‘civilization’. In fact it becomes clear from reading Centre and
periphery that the ‘periphery’ will be a very different kind of entity with which the
‘centre’ has to interact depending on whether it is composed of settled
agricultural villages or of mobile nomadic groups. Furthermore, the nature of a
centre—periphery relationship is not only far from being a static one in terms of
membership of its constituent groups, but it is also dynamic and multidirectional
in terms of the flow of goods and people from a presumed ‘centre’ to a presumed
‘periphery’ and vice versa. As the nature of peripheries is variable and their
composition is usually heterogeneous, so too will be the patterns of trade and
influence between their component parts and any dominating external centre.

In the context of all these problems of interpretation—many of which are a
direct consequence of the nature of archaeological evidence and the relationship
between such evidence derived from the usage and subsequent disposal of waste
materials, and the literary records produced by outside observers or by the
dominant central authorities—it is perhaps not surprising that archaeologists have
been forced to attempt subtle statistical analyses of their data in an attempt to grasp
the possible complexities of that data. Such sophistication of analytical tools
appears to be in danger of outstripping the sophistication of explanatory models
of interpretation.
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Centre and periphery makes it clear that there is in fact no one simple polarity
and distinction between a centre and a periphery, and that there is an urgent need
for reconsideration of acculturation models, which can be applied to societies of
the past. It is an important message of this book that such frameworks will have to
be able to accommodate not only the dynamics of changing compositions of the
units under scrutiny at any time, but also the relative importance of differing emic
views in different types of any presumed periphery. Above all, such models of
acculturation will have to be able to accommodate both the propaganda of rulers
and the realities of actual practice as revealed by the archaeological record.

PJ.Ucko
Southampton
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Preface

The chapters that make up this book were originally given as papers in the World
Archaeological Congress in Southampton in 1986. Chapter 4 by Simon Stoddart
was originally discussed in a session on ‘State and Society’, and Chapter 10 by
Brad Bartel in the session entitled ‘Identity Maintenance and Cultural Assimilation
in Complex Societies’ within the theme on ‘Archaeological “Objectivity” in
Interpretation’; all the other chapters derive from papers within the ‘Centre-
Periphery Relations’ discussion sessions. One of the aims of the theme devoted to
‘Comparative Studies in the Development of Complex Societies’ was to find
ways of initiating new forms of debate within archaeology and to situate it more
firmly within a broader field of debate embracing anthropology, sociology, and
history as well. Some of the attempts to reforge the links between archaeology
and these other disciplines, by concentrating on methods of meaningful debate
about social relations in past societies, have been incorporated in the other two
books arising from that session, Domination and resistance (edited by Daniel Miller,
Michael Rowlands & Christopher Tilley) and State and society (edited by John
Gledhill, Barbara Bender & Mogens Larsen). These published books should give a
good indication of the breadth of the discussion, which in 4/4 days never seemed
in danger of drying up and embraced scholars from many countries and many
disciplines.

I am particularly grateful to my fellow organizers for their unflagging
determination not to let the organization of a very big session get out of hand or
on top of us, and to the many participants who turned up and took part; above all
to the contributors to this book, who have made the editor’s job a lot easier than
it might have been.

As a member of the Executive Committee which was responsible for the
organization of the Congress, I am only too well aware of some of the problems
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Introduction
TIMOTHY C.CHAMPION

In recent years there have been signs, among archaeologists studying the
development of social complexity, of increasing dissatisfaction with the
evolutionary theories of the Anglo-American ‘New Archaeology’ of the 1960s
and 1970s as full explanations. Much has been learnt from this phase of
archaeological enquiry. The focusing of attention on a society’s relationship to its
environment, on the complicated interrelationships of internal factors such as
subsistence economy, exchange, technology and population, and on the potential
for small-scale change in one area to initiate major restructuring of the whole
social system, has been most fruitful. Attempts to use the concepts of chiefdom
and state have led not only to discussion of the applicability of such terms in
prehistoric contexts, but also to debate about the proper identification of such
social concepts, or indeed other concepts of complexity with material correlates in
the archaeological record. Above all there has been the recognition of the very
wide range of forms of social organization which is largely masked by lumping
them into such grossly oversimplified categories as chiefdom and state. Because of
the evident success of this conceptual framework in stimulating archaeological
enquiry, its shortcomings have also become increasingly obvious. There has been
a reliance on functionalist and adaptationist explanations, and an obsession with
the adaptively successful reorganizations which enable societies to incorporate
ever larger quantities of territory, population or energy. There has been a
tendency to adopt a stadial approach within a theory of unilinear social evolution
which can frequently descend into sterile debate about the correct attribution of a
particular social formation to one category or another, or the search for process to
transform social formation from one stage to the next. Finally, there has been an
excessively abstract modelling of social factors which pays little attention to the
realities of social relations in historical societies. The rich diversity of forms taken
by societies with complex organization is given scant attention in the search for
generalized evolutionary models.

The concern of this book is to explore one particular alternative frame-work—
the analysis of long-distance relationships, especially between societies with
markedly different patterns of social or economic organization, and the potential
of such asymmetric interactions to bring about major transformations of social
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relations. In one sense, a recognition of such long-distance relationships has been
present in archaeology for a considerable time, as frequent references to such
concepts as ‘diffusion’, ‘influence’ or ‘trade’ testify. Connections of this sort have
frequently been invoked as no more than a simplistic sort of explanation of
observed similarity in material culture. They have also been used to give an
account, or even an intended explanation, of economic, social and political
development, though mostly without a systematic analysis of how the relationships
might have operated, and sometimes in a quite irresponsible manner, as with the
hyperdiftusionist attempts to derive all human civilization from Egypt. In the
present case, however, we are dealing not with the explanation of observed
similarity, but with the investigation of the social consequences of long-distance
interaction, in a debate moulded specifically by the concept of the relationships
between centres and peripheries. Like so much else in archaeology, this theme has
been taken up from elsewhere, in particular from political theory and geography,
but we should regard this not so much as a ‘borrowing’ which shows
archaeology’s own intellectual impoverishment, but as sign of archaeology’s close
connection to contemporary debate in other important areas of social enquiry,
and of its ability to contribute meaningfully to that debate.

Centre and periphery

The concepts of centre and periphery, in various ways and in various degrees of
specificity, have had a long history in western European thought. Such opposed
ideas as town and country, civilized and barbarian, long engrained in our thinking,
implicitly embody them. The Western construction of history, with its emphasis
on the rise and fall of the classical world, the emergence of its north and west
European successor states and their rise to world dominance, also incorporates a
contrast between an innovative, developing, dynamic and dominant region and
others which are backward and ultimately subjected. This contrast is both a spatial
one, with the dynamic region of western Europe surrounded on all sides by less
developed territories, and a cultural one, defining western Europe as an area of
particular interest and values, to be studied, appreciated and maintained in a way
very different from the regions beyond. This spatial contrast may also be given a
temporal dimension, in theories of social evolution which stress the backward or
retarded nature of non-European societies. Though the European historical
tradition may not always be couched in the specific terminology of centre and
periphery, it does nonetheless by its very Eurocentric nature reflect them.

More specifically, the centre and periphery model has figured in a variety of
ways in the geographical analysis of the spatial organization of human society. The
German geographer von Thuenen’s study (1826) of the intellectual fiction of the
isolated city in a featureless plain demonstrated the theoretical relationship
between distance from the centre and increasing economic disadvantage, and was
the ultimate intellectual ancestor of the specifically archaeological theory of site-
catchment analysis (Higgs and Vita-Finzi 1970). Christaller’s work (1966) on least-
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cost solutions to the problem of the spatial organization of functional hierarchies
of settlement systems in an industrialized society represented a rather different
approach to centrality, but it was the stimulus for a great period of growth in
academic interest in such problems and for the emergence of a geographical
theory of central places. These ideas were the starting point for several different
lines of enquiry in recent archaeology, and anthropology too (Cherry 1987,
Hodges 1987), including attempts to modify central place theory for application
to the regional analysis of ethnohistoric settlement systems (Smith 1976) or to
prehistoric societies (Steponaitis 1978), or to use rank-size correlation as a
measure of the emergence of centralized political authority (Johnson 1981).
Underlying this work in archaeology there is an attempt to find a means of
translating social concepts of power and authority into terms appropriate to the
analysis of the actual archaeological data, among which settlement evidence is
comparatively plentiful (Renfrew 1982). Much of this work sufters from being
too concerned with the spatial patterning rather than the social reality, and from
weaknesses in moving from one frame of reference to another. Furthermore, the
kind of relationship typically analysed in this way has been comparatively small-
scale, within a defined zone, whether that is a geographical entity such as an island
or river drainage or a historically defined polity, and focused on a single central
point, whether a small settlement in relation to the resources in its catchment area
or a large urban centre in relation to its hinterland.

A broader frame of vision was not common, but some work did point to the
recognition of patterns on a larger scale. Smith’s (1976) typology of regional
settlement systems included a dendritic pattern stemming from a single focus or
gateway community (Hirth 1978), which could serve to integrate two rather
differently ordered societies, somewhat comparable to Polanyi’s concept of a port-
of-trade (1957). Rather earlier Toynbee (1954) had drawn attention to the
tendency for new and dynamic societies to emerge on the fringes of old and
declining ones, as did Macedonia on the northern borders of the Greek world, or
the Manchu in the case of China, in a pattern of progressive shifting of power
from the centre to the periphery. This not only applied the concept of centre and
periphery on a larger scale and within a frame that was not clearly defined by any
natural or historical boundaries, but also conceived of the centre itself in a
different way; not as a single point, but as a large polity or even a cluster of
polities. Despite the underlying patterns of historical and geographical thinking,
however, and the occasional specific formulation of the ideas of centre and
periphery, there does not seem to have been much explicit theoretical
development of the concept at a large scale, appropriate to the analysis of relations
between polities.

From the early 1970s this picture rapidly changed as the idea of centre and
periphery achieved considerable intellectual popularity in a variety of related
academic fields such as political, historical, and economic geography, political
theory, and historical sociology (e.g. Gottmann 1980). Strassoldo (1980, p. 53)
has suggested that this new interest in the relationships of centre and periphery at
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a global scale was linked to broader changes in Western thinking about the
human environment and social development: a realization of the limits to
technological growth, a concern for the environment and its resources, an
unwillingness to accept centralized power structures uncritically, a concern with
apparently insoluble problems of famine and impoverishment, with the political
transformation of former colonies, and with the changing nature of American and
Western European world dominance. However that may be, the centre and
periphery model came to the fore in several disciplines, even to the point of being
an academic ‘fashion’. The scale of its application and the precise meaning given
to the terms naturally varied somewhat with the context. The model was most
often adopted to analyse contemporary political structures, but could also have a
historical dimension, and be applied not just to the analysis of contemporary
patterns but also to the historical processes through which they had arisen. The
widespread discussion of the idea therefore provided an alternative framework for
understanding the processes through which the stark contrasts in economic and
political development in the modern world had come about, at a time when the
traditional perception of those processes was being called into question.

Development and underdevelopment

Throughout the 19th century and the first half of the 20th the prevailing response
of the Western intellectual tradition to the contrasts between the more ‘advanced’
societies of western Europe and the less ‘advanced’ ones of the rest of the world with
whom they were increasingly coming into contact was an appeal to the concept of
social evolution. The progress of western Europe to its dominant world role,
politically, economically, technologically, and militarily, was based on a specific
conjunction of circumstances; other societies had not been so fortunate and had
been left stranded at lower points on the evolutionary ladder. The metaphors used
to characterize this inequality draw heavily on the language and imagery of a
biological organism, in particular the human body. Concepts such as ‘advanced’
or ‘backward’, applied to the development of society, have unfortunate overtones
of mental retardation, but the most common metaphors, ‘development’ and
‘underdevelopment’, suggest that the proper maturation of the human body is
analogous to the growth of western European society to some inherently ordained
form, while failures to achieve this normal pattern are somehow to be diagnosed
as problems for treatment. Even the term ‘aid’ for such treatment offered by the
developed to the underdeveloped world perpetuates the imagery of a condition to
be cured by the appropriate injection of cash or technology. Constant pictures of
famine in the Third World may also serve to reinforce this imagery of a
parallelism between the malnutrition and underdevelopment of the individual,
and the under development of the social or political group, both to be cured in
similar ways.

Since World War II, however, the existence of a systematic structural
connection between the growth of western Europe and the underdevelopment of



CENTRE AND PERIPHERY 5

other societies, and the precise nature of such a connection, has been the subject
of growing debate. It was initiated in the first place by the development theorists
such as Frank (1967), who argued that the underdevelopment of the Third World
was the result of its exploitation by expanding European capitalism, perpetuated
through the creation of an international division of labour, the extraction of
surplus, and the creation of a market for the products of the technologically
advanced producers in the developed core area. In the end, as Boutilier explains
in his discussion of the Solomon Islands in Chapter 1, early theories of
dependency failed to deal adequately with the nature of the structural connection
between centre and periphery, and the variety of response to capitalist penetration
displayed by the periphery. The course of the debate had, however, been firmly
set.

Wallerstein and world systems

The same theme of the structured growth of inequality was taken up in a rather
different way in Immanuel Wallerstein’s The modern world-system (1974), which
expanded the historical and geographical scale of the currently prevailing model
of centre and periphery. His aim was to describe and account for the condition of
the modern world, especially the emergence of the current political and
economic structure of capitalist world domination. In so doing, he raised questions
not only about the precise formulation of such an account of recent history, but
also about the correct scale of analysis and the correct units to form its basis.
Though he was not, as will be seen, primarily concerned with the pre-capitalist
world, and indeed explicitly excluded it from his analysis, it is appropriate to raise
his fundamental methodological questions in an earlier chronological context, and
to ask whether, or to what extent, he was right to limit the applicability of his
concept so narrowly.

Wallerstein’s analysis is based on the asserted importance of studying the
individual social system, which is characterized by ‘the fact that life within it is
largely self-contained and that the dynamics of its development are largely
internal’ (Wallerstein 1974, p. 347). No society, of course, is ever entirely isolated,
so the lack of an absolute definition need not pose serious problems. On this
basis, Wallerstein distinguishes two types of social system: not the tribes and states
of much archaeological and anthropological discussion, but only ‘the relatively
small, highly autonomous subsistence economies not part of some regular tribute-
demanding system’ (1974, p. 348), and the much larger-scale world systems,
containing a multiplicity of cultures and based on a geographical division of
labour in accordance with the principle of most efficient location of production
within the system as a whole.

Wallerstein argues further that thus far there have only been two types of world
system, though a third form, a socialist world government, is envisaged as a
theoretical but currently unattainable possibility. The two types are the world
empire, in which a single political system dominates, however weakly, more or
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less the entire area of interrelated societies, and the world economy, in which no
such single political structure exists.

It is furthermore an integral part of Wallerstein’s thesis that the growth of a stable
and long-lived world economy is a unique event of the modern world,
specifically related to the rise of the European capitalist economies, which has
given capitalist entrepreneurs the ability to operate over, and to dominate, a far
wider territory than could ever be controlled by a single political unit. Capitalism
has ‘invented the technology that makes it possible to increase the flow of surplus
from the lower strata to the upper strata, from the periphery to the center, from
the majority to the minority by eliminating the “waste” of too cumbersome a
political structure’; world empires, on the other hand, were a ‘primitive means of
economic domination’ (Wallerstein 1974, pp. 15-16).

World economies operate within an external arena with which they have little
or no contact, and are themselves characterized by a division into core states and
peripheral areas. The core comprises an area of strong state machinery, typically a
cluster of states rather than a single state, and of high technological advance and
sophisticated economic institutions, which enable it to extract surplus from the
periphery. That is an area where those features are correspondingly weak, and
which is regarded mainly as a source of raw materials. Another important element
in the structure is the semi-periphery, which forms a link between the core and
the periphery, but also a buffer; it serves to integrate core and periphery
economically as well as geographically, but also to provide a means of moderating
political pressures that might be brought to bear on the core. Such semi-
peripheries do not have access to the political opportunities oftfered by being part
of the core.

One important feature of Wallerstein’s model is its ability to cope with
diachronic change. Though the existence of a core is a stable and permanent
feature, the set of states which comprise the core may vary through time, and
indeed there can be significant shifts of membership and of geographical centre of
gravity in quite short periods. Similarly, individual states may ‘decline’ from semi-
peripheral to peripheral status, while others are correspondingly ‘promoted’. The
whole world economy is potentially expansive, so areas in the external arena may
themselves in time be incorporated in the periphery.

This is not the place to discuss the details of Wallerstein’s account of European
capitalist expansion since the ‘great transformation’ of European economies,
which he places in the 16th century, though it should be noted that it has sparked
a considerable debate. What is of more relevance here is the applicability of
Wallerstein’s model and its concepts to earlier, precapitalist societies. These were
not Wallerstein’s main concern; indeed in places he seems to regard the world
economy model as inappropriate to them. “We have insisted that the modern world
economy is, and can only be, a capitalist world economy’ (Wallerstein 1974, p.
350). He is, however, prepared to admit that there were some, presumably very
tew, pre-capitalist, pre-modern world economies, though he argues that they
were all transformed into world empires by political expansion; he cites in
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particular China, Persia and Rome (Wallerstein 1974, p. 16). The contrast is
therefore between the economic integration of modern world systems in the form
of world economies, and the essentially political nature of those in pre-modern
times.

In extending the debate on centre-periphery relations to archacology, and
attempting to assess the utility of the model for pre-modern societies, we clearly
have to consider the validity of Wallerstein’s simple division of social systems into
an opposition between small-scale subsistence economies which are not part of a
tribute-demanding structure on the one hand, and world systems on the other.
This is particularly important in the light of his insistence that the only form of
world system to have existed to any significant degree in pre-modern times was
the world empire. It would not take long to think of a variety of possible
asymmetric relationships between social groups, and of historical examples of
them, which do not fit easily into such a simple dichotomous classification. We
also have to ask whether there might not in the past have been world systems
with the economic structures of world economies which were not coterminous
with world empires and did not resolve themselves into world empires. In any
case, even if only a few such pre-capitalist world economies did exist, then the
circumstances in which they came into being, and in which they were in turn
transformed into world empires, are also matters of considerable interest.

The crux of the question is whether Wallerstein was right in asserting that the
modern pre-capitalist world economy was the only true embodiment of the
world economy version of the world system, or whether he did not thereby
exclude large tracts of past human existence from a potentially meaningful
analysis. Clearly, though, if the concept of a world economy were to be applied
to pre-capitalist societies, it would need to be generalized and freed from the
culture-specific capitalist formulations of centre and periphery, and of the
relationships between them, which dominate Wallerstein’s discussion.

Posed in this way, the question can be situated in the long-standing, but
somewhat sterile, debates about substantivist or formalist approaches to the
discussion of past economies and about primitivist or modernist assessments of
their scale. Wallerstein’s view of pre-capitalist economies would place him firmly
in the substantivist and primitivist camps; he would hold that the nature of pre-
modern economies was qualitatively different from that of modern economies and
hence cannot be analysed in the terms developed appropriately for the
contemporary world, and in particular that the degree of commercial activity in
the ancient economy was minimal. It would be futile to argue that there were not
major differences between modern capitalist economies and those of past pre-
capitalist societies, but in our desire to emphasize the differentness of the past, we
should not lose sight of the possibility of similarity and continuity. After all, the
world economy which Wallerstein saw developing in the 16th century itself grew
out of a network of economic relationships centred on the Mediterranean
(Hodges & Whitehouse 1983), which was certainly of a qualitatively different
nature but was nonetheless of critical importance in the emergence of early
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medieval Europe. There do not in fact seem to be any a priori grounds why we
should not expect to find world economies of a non-capitalist kind in the pre-
capitalist world; Wallerstein did not find any because he was not concerned to
look for them.

In a perceptive review of Wallerstein’s original book, Schneider (1977) has
suggested that Wallerstein gave too great an emphasis to the uniqueness of the
western European expansion, and that his work ‘suffers from too narrow an
application of its own theory’. Her own main concern was with the period
immediately prior to that of Wallerstein’s study, and she argued that he
systematically underestimated the scale and consequences of pre-capitalist
exchanges, and in particular that he had misconceived the critical importance of
luxury goods. Wallerstein (1974, p. 306) had, for instance, described the Russian
fur trade of the 16th century, one of the ‘rich trades’, as ‘an exchange of
preciosities, a method of consuming surplus rather than producing it, hence
dispensable at moments of contraction, and consequently not central to the
functioning of the economic system’. Schneider argues that this denial of the
importance of the role of so-called luxury goods led to a failure by Wallerstein to
understand the process of initial European expansion in search of such items as
spices. To archaeologists familiar with the debate over the role of prestige goods
in the structuring of social relations, and the close connection between such
luxury goods and other items of production, even if they are not mutually
exchangeable, any denial of their importance is even stranger.

The contrast between luxury and utilitarian goods is not in fact an absolute one;
they are, rather, two opposite ends of a spectrum. Individual items are not to be
categorized as either luxury or utilitarian on the basis of any immutable physical
property or necessity for biological survival: meaning is given to them by the rdle
they play in the social relations of a specific society at a specific time. Furs and
textiles do not only fulfil a functional, utilitarian need for clothing, but can take
on a variety of social-specific meanings. Similarly, consumable items such as wine
or spices, or particular types of meat or fish, can be valued both as nutrition and as
a social statement. Nor should we assume that even the category of ‘utilitarian’ is
unproblematic; as Rowlands (1987) has argued, Mesopotamia’s shortage of basic
raw materials such as stone and metal would not necessarily imply a need to
ensure regular imports, unless we knew the purposes to which they were put and
their importance for the social reproduction of the state. Equally, the critical role
played by ‘luxury goods’ in the economic system is not to be measured in purely
quantitative terms of volume, nor does it determine the degree to which they can
be considered utilitarian rather than luxury goods. Some luxuries have the
potential to be transformed into more utilitarian products, and themselves to
transform social relations. In many prehistoric Near Eastern and European
societies copper seems to have followed such a course, while more recently, as
Mintz (1985) has shown, sugar has passed from being a ‘luxury’ used for medicinal,
flavouring, and decorative purposes to become the basis of plantation economies
in the periphery and a key element in the new patterns of diet, employment, and
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social relations of the industrial world in the core. To raise a graded distinction
between luxury and utilitarian goods to the level of absolute opposition and then
to deny the economic importance of luxury goods may, as Schneider argued,
have misrepresented the medieval and modern picture, but its effect is potentially
much more serious for our understanding of pre-capitalist societies.

Diffusionism reinvented?

It has been suggested by Renfrew (1986, p. 6) that the concept of centre and
periphery is an example of the diffusionist thinking of the old-fashioned culture-
historical school in a new guise, with its emphasis on exogenous change. It is, of
course, much more than that: as already mentioned, it is one way of proceeding
in an attempt to escape the aridity of neo-evolutionary theories of social
development, and to recognize the importance of the specific context of social
and political relationships in which real historical actors operated. Somewhat
similar aims could also be claimed for Renfrew’s own concept of peer polity
interaction, which recognizes that social change can be produced not only
endogenously but also through external relationships, though here the emphasis is
on connections within a cluster of autonomous polities equal in structural terms if
not equal in actual economic, political, or military power. It is significant than
many of the case studies analysed to assess the utility of the peer polity concept
(Renfrew & Cherry 1986) in fact concern clusters of polities which were
peripheral to more developed regions (e.g. Iron Age Europe). It was suggested
that those external relationships had an important rdle to play in initiating or
maintaining the internal processes of development through peer polity
interaction; competitive emulation or a network of alliances among peer polities
might well produce a marked similarity of socio-economic development or a
shared set of political or ideological values, but the stimulus to such change
among the cluster of polities as a whole came from interactions with an area
outside that cluster. There does not seem to be any a priori reason to reject what
those empirical examples as well as many other historical situations would suggest,
namely that processes of endogenous change can include relationships between
polities of unequal status as well as those of equal status (in terms of the structure
of the model, if not on any scale of ‘evolution’ or ‘development’).

The fundamental question concerns the correct scale of analysis.
Whereas evolutionary explanations have emphasized the trajectory followed by a
single polity, and have sought to find the causes of change internally, the centre
and periphery model, like the peer polity model, recognizes a larger framework
of social organization which can generate its own internal patterns of change. In
the terminology of systems, centre-periphery relations should not be regarded as
exogenous, either to the centre or to the periphery; rather, the system itself is
larger than any single society or polity. Centre—periphery relations are integral to
it, and explanations which rely on the historical elucidation of such relations are
themselves dealing with endogenous change, not invoking external causes.
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It is nevertheless instructive to try to specify in what ways an analysis of centre
—periphery relationships is superior to an old-fashioned diftusionist explanation.
The arguments against diffusionist thinking were partly empirical, in that they
simply did not fit the pattern of facts which archaeology was progressively
revealing, as Renfrew (1973), for instance, argued in the case of the impact of
radiocarbon dating on our perception of the traditional chronological
relationships of European prehistory. They also arose partly from a realization of
the theoretical importance of endogenous factors. In both cases, however, the
objections were to the inappropriate or exaggerated reliance on diffusionist ideas
to the exclusion of others, rather than to the inadequacy of such ideas in general.
Far more serious was the failure of diffusionist explanations to offer any
description in real social terms of the precise social context in which the
relationships were played out. Diffusion could either be elevated to some
suprahistorical force which did not need further analysis, or it could be provided
with some mechanism such as migration, invasion, or acculturation, which was in
turn frequently felt not to need any more detailed account. The transformation of
diffusion as the observation of static patterns of similarities in the archaeological
record into diffusion as the explanation of dynamic social change was easy but
fundamentally flawed, since it failed to give an adequate account of change in
terms appropriate to the nature of prehistoric societies.

It is important that centre-periphery analyses do not share the same flaws; core
and periphery or the world economy are not to be elevated to suprahistorical
forces, operating universally and not in need of specific analysis in any given
context. On the other hand, these concepts do provide a general framework
within which it is possible to analyse in very precise terms the specific conditions
in which the relationships between polities at different levels of economic,
political or technological development did, in specific cases, produce changes in
those polities. That is the aim of the various chapters in this book, and it is clear
from the insights they provide that the concept, either as a framework for
understanding past social change or as a heuristic device for investigating it, has
great utility. It is not just a tried and discredited idea in new terminological clothes,
but an intellectually stimulating theme for elucidating a detailed understanding of
past social change.

Archaeological applications

Wallerstein’s concept of core and periphery is, as discussed above, an integral part
of his theory of a uniquely capitalist world economy. To develop its application to
archaeological examples of pre-capitalist societies, it is clearly necessary to free it
from this culturally specific form and to generalize it. The broader idea of a world
system, embodying a centre and a periphery, will then provide a conceptual
framework for the analysis of past societies, but will need to be defined in specific
terms appropriate to each historical context. The very concept of a world system
implies a scale of analysis far larger than a single polity or cluster of polities, and
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the contrast inherent in the concept of core and periphery, differentiating two
aspects of a relationship which is itself the primary entity of archaeological
interest, implies not just a spatial separation but a difference in the nature of social
organization. The precise form that the system takes, and the nature of the
relationships which structure it, are likely to have been very varied in the past.

The centre-periphery model has already been a fruitful source of archaeological
insight, as is shown in the chapters in this book and elsewhere (see e.g. Rowlands
et al. 1987 for an important series of Old World studies). In much of this work,
the interest has moved away from Wallerstein’s concern with trade, and has
concentrated more on the growth and nature of long-distance interactions and
their capacity for producing social transformations, on the interrelationship of
cycles of economic activity in spatially distant areas, and on diachronic patterns in
the location of power centres (Frankenstein & Rowlands 1978, Gledhill 1978,
Kristiansen 1982). This is not due to the technical problems of quantifying the
level of prehistoric and early historic exchange, though these are without doubt
considerable. Even in those areas where substantial bodies of documentary
evidence exist, for example in the Near East (Larsen 1987), the record can be very
patchy; for those areas where no documents ever existed, or none survive today,
the problem is far worse. The only source of evidence is archaeology, and
recovery of relevant information will depend not only on modern excavation
techniques and strategies, but also on past behavioural practices with regard to the
deposition of such materials in an archaeologically recoverable way, and on the
very nature of the exchanged items themselves. Many of these were organic, such
as furs, timber, textiles, or slaves, and hence only rarely survive in an
archaeologically recognizable form, making any estimate of the scale of ‘trade’ or
the accumulation of capital impossible.

Nor is this shift of emphasis due to some espousal of a simple primitivist view
that exchange was not materially important in the ancient economies. Rather, it
follows from an assessment of the different possibilities of exploiting economic
activities in the ancient and modern worlds. Kohl (1987, p. 23), for example, has
argued that economic development and dependency could not be linked in the
ancient world as they can now, because of specific differences in the nature of
technologies, such as metallurgy, which could not be so easily limited to create
spatial variations in technological competence, or in the nature of transport
facilities, or in the availability of sources of power, such as the horse, which could
be exploited on the periphery to change the structure of the system. The specific
nature of ancient economy and technology in many cases simply did not allow
economic power to be wielded in the way that is possible in the modern world.
As Kohl has argued, the development of underdevelopment was itself
underdeveloped in Bronze Age Asia. Hence archaeological interest, though still
focused on exchange, both for its importance in social and political relations, and
for its visibility in the archaeological record (at least in the case of some items),
has also turned to broader questions of political dependence.
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At the same time, archacology has shown a greater interest in the historical
development of the periphery. Wallerstein himself was little concerned with the
actual transformations of societies outside the core of his world economy, though
something of this history as seen from the periphery has been provided by Wolf
(1982). Similar studies in the nature of reaction to the expansion of the core and
the transformation of local peripheral institutions through interaction with it have
been undertaken in archaeology, for instance by Hedaeger (1987) and Haselgrove
(1982, 1987) for northern and northwestern Europe outside the Roman world. As
several of the chapters in this book show—McGuire’s Chapter 2 on the American
Southwest, Dincauze and Hasenstab’s Chapter 3 on the Iroquois, Whitehouse and
Wilkins’s Chapter 5 on south Italian responses to Greek colonization—concepts of
centre and periphery in a world system can provide an insight into the nature of
social change in the periphery.

To allow such an analysis to proceed beyond the banal invocation of centre—
periphery relations as an explanation for observed change, a procedure no better
than an appeal to diftusion, it is necessary to develop analytical concepts appropriate
to these archaeological cases that will allow these general ideas to be made specific
and put into practice. One such concept of importance is that of a prestige-goods
economy (Ekholm 1977, Frankenstein & Rowlands 1978, Gledhill 1978). Such
economies, indeed, seem particularly common on the fringe of early states and
empires, and are a regular means of articulating societies with very different
structures of economic and social organization. Within such economies, prestige
goods circulate in a variety of contexts, in a system which associates them closely
with status. The nature of the relationship between exchange and hierarchy may
be complex; Rowlands (1987), for example, has discussed the rdle of the
circulation of prestige items in societies which stress inalienable rights as a means
of creating social dependencies. Nor can it be assumed that the nature of the
exchanges within which such goods circulate will necessarily be clear-cut; Larsen
(1987) has argued that many of the commodities exchanged in Mesopotamia were
both a source of commercial profit and a means of defining social statuses. The
coexistence of different types of exchange within a single society has long been
recognized, but the particular problems of characterizing the nature of prestige-
goods systems and their relationship to other systems is a major question for
archaeology.

Nevertheless, the concept of prestige-goods economies has proved a valuable
one. Both Dietler in Chapter 6, dealing with the export of wine from southern
France to central Europe in the early Iron Age, and Williams in Chapter 7,
studying the wine trade beyond the frontiers of the early Roman empire, stress
the role played by this item in the reorganization of hierarchical societies in the
periphery. McGuire too, in his study of the American Southwest in Chapter 2,
stresses the vital nature of the supply of prestige goods from the south for the
social reproduction of Anasazi communities.

It is necessary not only to develop an appropriate analysis for the relationship of
the prestige goods exchanges to the rest of the economy, but also to find ways of
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characterizing the economy of the periphery and describing transformations in it.
Wolf (1982) has suggested the concept of mode of production, and in particular
the specific formulation of kin-ordered and tributary modes, as being appropriate
for the analysis of the economies of such peripheral societies. Following Wolf,
McGuire in Chapter 2 develops the notion of a kin-ordered mode of production,
and the varieties of relationship within it, in the context of the American
Southwest. The importance of these concepts is that they offer a far more useful
way of discussing the social and economic organization of peripheral societies than
the notion of redistribution associated with the chiefdom level of political
organization proposed by Service (1962), and criticized by Earle (1977) and
Carneiro (1981). Wolf (1982, pp. 97-9) stresses the possibility for chiefs to
transcend the limitations of the kin-ordered mode and transform their status
differential into one of class in a tributary mode, if they can acquire some
independent power over resources and some new mechanism of power. The new
possibilities opened up for such chiefs by interactions with an expanding
periphery, with the possibility of control over new resources or new forms of
prestige goods or knowledge, or new sources of political power through alliances,
provide exactly the sort of context in which such transformations might occur.

In addition to the prestige goods systems already mentioned, Dincauze and
Hasenstab in Chapter 3 discuss the importance of maize agriculture and the skills
it requires, while Havlik in Chapter 13 describes the rdle of the introduction of
Christianity into early medieval Moravia. The new religion was closely associated
with the recently consolidated kingship, as the physical proximity of palace and
churches and the burial of royalty in the nave of a church testify, and was a
powerful instrument in legitimating and expanding royal power.

Recognizing centre and periphery

The concept of centre and periphery has now been so widely used that it is
necessary to think about its definition in specific contexts. Even in the modern
world there is no automatic correlation between political centres and areas of
highest economic investment or technological advance; indeed, the peripheral
areas will often be the most technologically advanced, as the capitalist economy
seeks to take advantage of variations in the costs of labour and raw materials and
to promote a geographical specialization and division of labour. Similarly in
Wallerstein’s world economies it was control of the investment and of the
economic institutions by the core areas, and the channelling to them of the
produced surplus, that characterized their status, rather than the physical location
of any of these things at a geographical centre. In modifying Wallerstein’s model
to suit the conditions of pre-capitalist societies, we would still expect the core
areas to be net consumers of the products of the periphery, and to be the
dominant partners in the network of political relationships of which the exchange
may be the visible manifestation, while the peripheries are the net providers and
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the dominated partners. How, though, are we to recognize such patterns in the
archaeological record?

As mentioned above, archaeology has been only minimally concerned with
questions of the volume of trade in centre-periphery relationships. Quantifying
the volume may be difficult, but the making of comparisons in order to estimate
the extent of inequality in the exchange is going to be even more so. In any case
the exchanges may have been subjectively seen by the participants as being fair
and balanced, if not of particular advantage to their own side. The amazement of
the Greeks, for instance, recorded by Diodorus Siculus (V. 26, 2-3), at the
willingness of the barbarian Celts to accept as little as one amphora of wine for a
slave was probably matched by a similar surprise on the part of the Celts. For
most archaeological analyses the exchanged items and the balance between them
have been of less importance than the actual exchanges and the political
relationships within which they took place. But how are those relationships to be
recognized, and how is the nature of domination in the relationship to be defined
if the archaeologically visible material is not an adequate source of evidence? This
may not be a problem if the centre-periphery model is being used as a heuristic
frame-work for organizing and furthering our understanding of the past, but if it
is not to become totally vacuous, the question of domination and inequality must
be faced. The inequality may lie not in the balance of trade, nor in the costs of
participating, but more in the costs that would be incurred in trying to extricate
oneself from the relationship. Just as the capitalist economy can create an
economic dependency through the establishment of a geographical division of
labour and the export of goods from the centre, so the political structures
involved in pre-capitalist centre—periphery systems can ensnare the periphery
ever more firmly and make it dependent on the centre for social, or even
biological, reproduction, because of a lack of any suitable alternative. It is a
characteristic of many, though by no means all, peripheries that they are not
presented with opportunities for similar interactions with a plurality of centres,
while the centre may well have other possibilities for meeting its needs; hence there
is an asymmetry in the relationship, which leads to dependence. Both Randsborg
in Chapter 12 on Denmark and Szynkiewicz in Chapter 8 on nomadic
relationships with China discuss the oscillation between trading and raiding, as
peripheries turn to military force to maintain the access to items from the centre
on which they have come to depend. In the latter case, the nomadic dependence
on China for essential foodstufts was such that it could be used as an overt
mechanism of political control. McGuire’s treatment (Ch. 2) of the Anasazi
katsina religion as a crisis cult which arose in the face of cessation of contacts with
the south again underlines the strength of the dependence that had been
produced.

One question implicit in the discussion in several of the chapters in this book is
the extent to which we impose a pattern of centre and periphery analysis, in
which the centre is defined as much by the preconceptions of our own culturally
determined vision of the past and other societies as by any objective set of criteria
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for defining it and recognizing it in the archaeological record. As has already been
remarked, the concept of the centre is well established in Western thought, and
the centre is frequently endowed with culture-specific values. Oppositions such as
town/country, urban/provincial, civilized/ uncivilized, classical/barbarian, are
heavily value-laden and structure many of our patterns of thought. In particular,
they influence our expectations about the nature of interactions in the prehistoric
and early historic world, where metaphors such as ‘ex oriente lux’ and ‘la
rayonnement de la civilisation hellénique’ are not uncommon, and clearly betray
our attitudes to the past.

Thus in the case of the archacologically and historically documented expansion
of the Mediterranean world it has become common to speak in terms of
‘hellenization’ or ‘romanization’, as if such processes were natural, and Greece and
Rome were naturally to be thought of as centres. Stoddart, in Chapter 4 on the
emergence of Etruscan society, is at pains to refute this ‘natural’ assumption of an
external causation for the development of a non-classical world, though it
ultimately came to share much of classical civilization. His argument raises
questions about the definition of the Mediterranean centre of European
civilization in the first millennium BC; about whether, in fact, we are right to
think exclusively in terms of a Greek centre, or whether there was a much more
diftuse centre, including also Etruscans and Phoenicians, who have been excluded
for reasons that have more to do with recent European perceptions of the true
development of their history and culture. Similarly, Whitehouse and Wilkins in
Chapter 5 question the notion of ‘hellenization’ and draw attention to the very
limited spheres of interaction between the Greek colonies of southern Italy and
their immediate neighbours. At a rather different level, Szynkiewicz in Chapter 8
raises the question of whether the characterization of the mutual dependence
between the nomadic cultures and China as a centre-periphery relationship is
derived from the Chinese view of the world as sharply divided into themselves
and the outside. We might also ask whether our own culturally determined
attitude to sedentary farmers predisposes us to regard the Chinese state as a centre,
and the extent to which this is a useful description of the reality of their external
relations.

One quite specific problem raised by our own perception of historical
development concerns the terminology to be applied to interacting populations,
especially where a centre is expanding. As Whitehouse and Wilkins point out in
Chapter 5, the term ‘native’ carries colonial overtones of either a romantic or a
pejorative nature, while ‘indigenous’ suggests permanent and everlasting presence;
‘aboriginal’ has the same problems, while other terms such as ‘local’ are vague. It
does not seem appropriate, or even possible, to fix on a single term to describe all
the varied contexts discussed in this book, so usage will inevitably vary. If we
cannot remove all the cultural overtones from our terminology, we must be
aware of them, and prevent them from allowing our language to influence the
way we view other societies.
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The role of the semi-periphery

The concept of the semi-periphery has played little part in the archaeological
adaptation of Wallerstein’s ideas, though it was an important part of his world
system. It served to protect the core from pressures from the periphery, and bore
some of the costs of running the system. Dietler’s analysis (Ch. 6) of the wine
trade in the south of France pays full attention to the zone lying between the
prime producers on the coast and the ultimate destination of some of the wine in
central Europe. He stresses its economic and social, as well as its geographical,
centrality—a centrality characterized by a different pattern of consumption and
discard in the archaeological record.

Dincauze and Hasenstab (Ch. 3) raise similar questions concerning the actual
nature of long-distance connections and the rdle of the sites on the fringe of the
Cahokia region. Their estimate of a 40-day travel time from the centre to the
Iroquoian periphery corresponds with Wallerstein’s discussion (1974, pp. 16-17)
of 60 days as a possible upper limit (whatever the transport technology available at
any time or place), and Braudel’s (1972, p. 355) estimate of 70-80 days for
communication between the eastern and western peripheries of the
Mediterranean world. Within such a large system, the sub-centres of the Cahokia
world, intermediate between the centre and the Iroquoian periphery, may
perhaps be regarded as a form of semi-periphery.

The power of the semi-periphery to divert exchange in its own interest is well
exemplified by McGuire’s discussion (Ch. 2) of the consequences of the rise of
Casas Grandes. Archaeological research will have to pay much more attention to
the social and political role of such intermediate communities and their capacity
for inducing very significant changes in the nature of their peripheries.

The incorporation of the periphery

As Wallerstein emphasized, centre—periphery systems are not static. Recent
archacological debate has paid comparatively little attention to the
questions involved in the diachronic development of such systems, though Nash
(1987) and Haselgrove (1987) have explored the political expansion of Rome into
western Europe and the establishment of ever more remote peripheries. Some of
the systems described in this book were comparatively short-lived, such as the
Mississippian system in the eastern United States (Ch. 3) and the Southwestern
link to Mesoamerica (Ch. 2), but others were more enduring. Szynkiewicz
(Ch. 8) describes one process of expansion, that of the Chinese state;
administrative and military costs prohibited further political expansion, and the
periphery was subordinated by the strategic control of trade. By contrast, the
nomadic pastoralists of the periphery could regularly pose a severe military threat
to the centre, but could not for long administer any gains they might make.

The process of Roman expansion and incorporation in western Europe does
not serve as a model for the rest of the Empire. Two chapters in this book discuss
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one particular region of southeastern Europe. Winter and Bankoft (Ch. 9) explore
the changing nature of the relationship of Serbia in modern Yugoslavia to the
Mediterranean world. They argue that after the first penetration of the region in
search of raw materials, it was the specific nature of the local economy, with a
primary importance placed on the extraction of raw materials, especially metals,
rather than on the growth of productive industries, that determined the course of
later social development. Bartel’s study of Roman expansion in the same region
(Ch. 10) concentrates on the variety of policies implemented in response to the
varying economic and strategic importance of different zones. This produces an
elegant general model, widely applicable in situations of colonial and imperial
expansion, which could be tested in other areas with potentially interesting
results. Farnsworth’s detailed study (Ch. 11) of material culture change in the
Franciscan missions of California in the wake of military and religious
enforcement of a European economy represents one example of Bartel’s model of
acculturation. These chapters show clearly how the precise nature of the
mechanisms by which the centre secks to penetrate and subject the periphery will
affect the transformations wrought on peripheral society.

The decline of the core

Spatio-temporal shifts in the location of power, with the decline of an old core
and the emergence of a new one on the periphery, are an accepted part of our
vision of the historical development of the Western world, if not of elsewhere.
The shift westward in the Mediterranean, then to northern and northwestern
Europe, then to the United States is well known, if not precisely formulated in so
many words. The emergence of Europe is indeed a major theme of historical and
sociological writing (e.g. Jones 1981, Hall 1985, Mann 1986), but archaeology
too has its role to play. Randsborg’s study (Ch. 12) is concerned with the
correlations of the cycles of economic activity within the Empire and its northern
periphery, and the interplay oflocal development within northern Europe and
external connections. Havlik’s Chapter 13 highlights the critical role of
Christianity in providing a means of integrating politically autonomous societies
over a wide area and in offering norms for the whole social order, a point made
more generally by Hall (1985, pp. 121-6). On the other hand, the lack of an
overarching political authority, and even more the presence of two competing
cores in the Eastern and Western Empires, allowed Moravia a period of
competitive aggression through which it achieved a position of considerable
power.

An assessment

As the chapters in this book demonstrate, archaeologists have found the concept
of centre and periphery to be a fruitful one in analysing a wide variety of specific
historical cases. Though it raises many detailed questions concerning the precise
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formulation of the relationships involved, and in particular concerning the
connection between exchange and hierarchy and the articulation of different
systems of exchange inside and outside a society, it offers a potential framework
for understanding the processes of economic and political development in many
different societies. Such explanations could, in theory, offer an account of a
variety of processes familiar to archaeologists, including the emergence of states,
cyclic patterns of very extensive cultural homogeneity, especially in prestige
items, and spatio-temporal shifts in power centres.

For this potential to be realized, however, there are some important
prerequisites. The very large scale of the appropriate unit of analysis, the world
system, will in many cases embrace archaeological evidence which is traditionally
separated into different spatial, chronological, or cultural specialisms. Thus the
later prehistory of Europe cannot be sensibly split into Bronze Age and Iron Age
compartments, since the patterns of cyclic growth and contraction ignore such
divisions; equally, it may be impossible to understand temperate Europe without
the Mediterranean world or the Near East. Research programmes will have to
face this difficulty, and also the very different standards of data recovery and
presentation that exist within established disciplinary subdivisions.

At the same time, the widening of the scale of enquiry should not blind us to
the subtleties of regional variations within the system. More attention will have to
be paid to the variations in the regional patterns of production, consumption, and
discard to form a proper social context for the observed archaeological remains.
Distribution maps will not reveal world systems unless it is possible to give a
detailed account of how the material being mapped was produced and consumed
throughout the entire system.

These, however, are challenges that archaeology should face. For archaeology
alone has the potential to reveal the processes of the development of human
society throughout most of its past, and many of the most useful types of evidence
for this kind of enquiry, especially prestige goods, are precisely the kind of thing
that archaeology is best equipped to study.
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Metropole and margin: the dependency theory and the

political economy of the Solomon Islands, 1880~

1980
JAMES A BOUTILIER

Introduction

The Solomon Islands are one of the major island groups of the south Pacific with
a population of 225 000 and a land area of 28 530 square km. They were a British
protectorate for 85 years from 1893 to 1978, when they gained their political
independence. Outwardly, the history of the islands accords closely with the neo-
Marxist dependency theory which maintains, inter alia, that colonial territories
were exploited for their human and natural resources in order to advance the
welfare of the metropolitan power. The establishment of a large-scale plantation
economy by international firms and the recruitment of Solomon Islanders for
labour service at home and abroad seems to fit this classic model. Furthermore,
the dependency theory argues that the current state of underdevelopment of
Third World nations is directly attributable to the continued economic imbalance
in the relationship between the imperial centre and the territorial periphery.

To what extent, however, was this actually the case with respect to the
Solomon Islands? Was their experience really congruent with the dependency
model? T attempt to answer this question below. While I focus on the political
economy of the islands, particularly in the period prior to World War II, I do not
wish to imply that the imperial and post-imperial relationship was a purely
economic one. Like Galtung, I would argue that political and social forces can be
converted into economic ones and vice-versa (Blomstréom & Hettne 1984, p.
177), although the scope of this chapter does not permit extended reference to
these other forces.

Traditional Solomon Islands ‘society’

The Solomon Islands are for the most part high, rugged, jungle-clad islands. The
inhabitants on the eve of sustained contact with the European world were mainly
of Melanesian stock, living in scattered hamlets in the interior or in tiny settlements
by the sea. They were slash-and-burn horticulturalists and fisherfolk whose
‘society’ was fragmented into dozens of societies by differences in language,
culture, and social organization (Lasaqa 1972, p. 7). Their economy was a
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subsistence one capable of generating modest surpluses for ceremonial purposes.
There was relatively little division of labour and what there was was mainly along
gender lines (Howard 1983a, p. 6). The islanders had a highly developed sense of
place and commitment to kin and those who had gone before. Propitiation of
ghosts and spirits was part of the daily round and in this they were encouraged
and assisted by the principal political figure in the community, the big-man.
Melanesian politics was essentially egalitarian. In theory any man could aspire to big-
man status and big-men achieved and retained their positions of authority by
virtue of their demonstrated leadership and largess. Members of the community
were bound by bonds of blood and the demands of complex networks of
reciprocal obligation.

What is significant is that while there were trade networks linking communities
(which otherwise would have viewed one another with hostility), Solomon
Islands societies were very nearly self-sustaining economically, and the ethos of
production was one of collectivism (Keesing n.d., p. 7). There was no tradition of
wage labour. There was, of course, wealth but that was of a largely ceremonial
sort. And there was no sense of societal divisions in terms of class. Solomon Islands
societies were conservative, autonomous, and limited in their areal horizons. It
was this world then—100 000 or so islanders scattered in isolated communities
over 1500 km—that was drawn unwillingly into the world capitalist system.

Dependency theory: the ‘development of
underdevelopment’

Over the past 40 years social scientists have tried with varying degrees of success
to develop models which would explain the workings of the global economy
with reference to the relationship between the developed and underdeveloped
world. That relationship was the result of three phases of European commercial
expansion extending over a period of 500 years. The first or merchant capital
phase was largely synonymous with the first age of European empire-building and
lasted from the 15th to the 18th century. The principal motivation of this phase
was the search for foreign produce, and the overseas trade generated thereby
constituted an ‘exogenous contribution to western Europe’s capital accumulation’
(Hoogyvelt 1976, p. 69) which fuelled the Industrial Revolution and set the stage
for the second or colonial phase of expansion.

The hallmark of the second phase was the desire to control markets. The
emphasis was on administering dependencies in such a way that their produce and
labour was harnessed for the benefit of the mother country. In Hoogvelt’s words,
colonialism involved ‘subjugation by integration and integration by subjugation’
(1976, p. 66). Planters, traders, missionaries, administrators, and businessmen were
the principal actors in these processes. They employed a variety of strategies to
effect the penetration and transformation of the traditional economies of the
dependencies, and to render them subservient to metropolitan control (Brookfield
1972, p. 72). They inaugurated tax systems, intended ostensibly to render the
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colonial territories self-supporting economically, but designed in practice to drive
the indigenes into the labour and cash-cropping markets. They promoted
ideologies which were antithetical to the world view of collectivelyoriented,
subsistence agriculturalists and supportive of the individualistic, work ethic-related,
capitalist system (Howard 1983a, p. 2). And they gained monopoly control over
the production and marketing of a territory’s produce on the one hand, and the
introduction and sale of consumer goods therein on the other.

On a micro-scale, the effect of these changes was the abrupt undermining of
local self-sufficiency and cultural integrity, and the creation of a dual economy
consisting of a steadily diminishing subsistence sector and a lopsided ‘modern’
sector based upon the production of one or two primary products subject to
volatile market conditions. On a macro-scale, the effect was global polarization,
with the peoples of the world divided into developed and underdeveloped blocs
and the capitalist—proletarian relationship replicated on a worldwide basis.

The third phase of capitalist expansion was the so-called neocolonial phase.
During this phase (confined largely to the second half of the 20th century) former
dependencies regained their political independence while remaining subject to
high degrees of economic control by their one-time colonial masters and often
also by transnational corporations and financial agencies. Ironically, most newly
independent states were committed voluntarily or involuntarily—to development
programmes based on emulating Western achievements, a fact which further
reinforced their dependence on the First World (Hoyle 1976, p. 81).

Development theories in the 1950s and early 1960s were ‘grounded in the
conservative and liberal ideologies of neo-classical and functional and diffusionist
sociology’ (Gardezi 1986, p. 136). The ‘Blue’ paradigm of development, as
advanced by Walt Rostow, the author of The stages of economic growth: a non-
communist manifesto (1960), chose to ignore ‘the development implications of the
co-existence of dominant rich and dependent poor countries in one integrated
international economy and offer[ed] instead a linear conception of development
in which poor countries were simply late starters’ (Knapman 1986, p. 94).

This vision reflected the West’s belief in progress. Development theories were
simplistic, optimistic, and fashionable. The United Nations labelled the 1960s the
Development Decade, and planners and practitioners alike awaited the moment
when Third World economies, suitably stimulated by the new international
division of labour (the ‘branch plant’ exodus of capital and of labour-intensive
manufacturing from the developed world), would reach a point of ‘take-off’ and
enjoy ‘sustained growth’. Governments in ex-colonies embraced this vision and
sought to achieve economic diversification and self-reliance by promoting exports
and relying on foreign investment and aid.

‘Take-off’ and autarky, however, proved elusive. It soon became obvious that
there was a fundamental incompatibility between the demands of economic
rationality—on which the development plans were predicated—and the
maintenance of traditional values. What was needed, it appeared, was an
alternative model which would enable developing countries to achieve their goals.
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The very structure of the world economy seemed to be retarding their
economies.

The evolution of that model, or paradigm shift, is best understood in its
historical context. During the 1960s, as European empires were being dismantled
and the Americans were being drawn deeper into Vietnam, there was not only a
clear diminution of Western political dominance but an increased awareness of
the illegitimacy of imperial mandates. That awareness was fostered in part by the
remarkable growth in the number of Third World universities. The naive
optimism of the early 1960s gave way to pessimism and scepticism. There was a
growing, and frequently uncritical, fascination on the part of Western observers
with major exercises in social engineering and self-reliance like the Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China. A demand arose in the Western
intellectual community to decolonize the social sciences and to view affairs in a
holistic, interdisciplinary manner.

What emerged from this tumultuous decade was the dependency theory. That
theory, the apparent answer to the inadequacy of existing developmental theories,
owed its origins to economists in Latin America and particularly in Chile, the
dependentistas. According to Smith (1978, p. 209):

[the] dependency theory represents the intellectual meeting ground of
Marxism and certain important forms of nationalism in the Third World,
and it thereby serves as the ideological underpinning of a ‘united front’
among these groups directed against what it sees as the local power of
northern imperialism.

There are several major features of the dependency theory that require
highlighting. First, Smith’s observations notwithstanding, the theory reflects a
recognition of the theoretical poverty of Marxism wvis-d-vis a study of non-
European cultures (Blomstrom & Hettne 1984, p. 180). The mechanistic, linear,
Eurocentric aspects of orthodox Marxism were practically demolished by Latin
American neo-Marxists and their colleagues in the Caribbean and Africa. In
keeping with Myrdal’s call (cited in Blomstrom & Hettne 1984, p. 71) for
broader analysis, the dependentistas embraced the holism of Hegel, who argued
that the whole has a logic greater than the sum of the parts. Henceforth, the
phenomenon of Third World underdevelopment was to be seen in a global
context.

From that it followed that the relationship between the developed and
underdeveloped world could no longer be overlooked, and further that the global
economic system as promoted by the developed world was seen as the root of
Third World underdevelopment. The neo-Marxist belief argued that:

Western capitalism causes the development of underdevelopment in the
dependent periphery of the world economy it has created. The
underdevelopment mechanism invoked is elegantly simple. Monopoly
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capital profits, inflated by manipulation of terms of trade and repatriated to
metropolitan capitalist countries or reinvested in the periphery in pursuit of
future profit repatriation: and income, distributed unequally domestically, is
spent on imports from metropolitan capitalist countries. On both counts the
capitalist West received a development stimulus denied the periphery
(Knapman 1986, p. 97).

The concept of ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’ was an analytical construct at the heart of
the dependency theory. The centre represented the imperial power or metropole,
the periphery its colonial handmaiden on the margin, and a dialectical flow
existed between them which benefited the former and acted to the detriment of
the latter. This construct was useful to a degree (and was taken up in a slightly
altered form in the post-dependency, world system theory) but in a number of
accounts it was treated too simplistically. One line of argument suggested, for
example, that a periphery could simultaneously be a centre for a subsequent stage
in an economic relationship. Furthermore, it was possible for territory to be on the
intersection of two peripheries, one administrative and the other economic.

Ratl Prebisch was at the forefront in terms of elaborating the centreperiphery
concept. He argued that for a number of reasons (the constraints of traditional
land tenure, rapid population growth, premature imitation of the centre’s
consumption patterns, and political developments which were incongruent with
economic performance) peripheral capitalism was ‘unique’ (Blomstrom & Hettne
1984, p. 172). Peripheral capitalism, according to Prebisch, was dual in nature.

A large portion of the population finds itself outside the modern, dynamic
sector (or in the terminology of the dependency school, it is ‘marginalized’)
because it lacks the power to increase wages at the same rate as it increases
productivity. This dualism in which a modern sector, with a dynamic of its
own, has been placed ‘on top of a traditional sector, will continue to exist
as long as there is peripheral capitalism which precludes any development
that will benefit the entire population (Prebisch, cited in Blomstrom &
Hettne 1984, p. 174).

Viewed another way, peripheral capitalism lacked organic legitimacy and was
essentially imitative, while central capitalism, having evolved over an extended
period, enjoyed organic stability and was innovative in character.

One thing which makes the dependency theory difficult to grasp is that there
are almost as many variations on the theory as there are theorists. Put at its
simplest, neo-Marxists disagree among themselves about the manner in which
imperialism is to be held responsible for the continued underdevelopment of the
Third World (Hoogvelt 1976, p. 83). Their positions, however, can generally be
reduced to two points of view. The first maintains that the continued
underdevelopment of the Third World is the result of the concentration of capital
within the advanced world; that underdevelopment results from the invasion of
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too little capital rather than too much. The second maintains that ‘it is no longer
the imperialist rivalries between capitalist states, but that between the modern
transnational corporations which determine the economic, political, and indeed
the social reality of the world today’ (op. cit. p. 84). As Hoogvelt notes, ‘the secret
behind the riddle of modern imperialism lies in the organization of giant
transnational corporations and their practice to associate themselves in joint
ventures with local—private as well as state—capital in underdeveloped countries’
(ibid.).

Sunkel suggests that the theory of transnationalization provides a useful
conceptual framework because it helps to explain a number of aspects of Third
World underdevelopment (see Blomstrom & Hettne 1984, p. 175). One such
aspect is the emergence of new political and commercial élites in ex-colonies. In
many cases the members of these élites were carefully selected and groomed by
the colonial authorities for their post-Independence responsibilities. Howard
(1983a), Keesing (n.d.), and others argue that those élites act like Fanon’s ‘black
colonials’, advancing their own cause in association with transnationals at the
expense of their own people and their traditional cultures.

In order to attract transnationals and support from international agencies like
the Asian Development Bank, the Commonwealth Development Corporation,
and the European Economic Community, it is necessary for those élites to create
an appropriate investment climate in the host nation. This means, in practice,
ensuring political stability by discouraging unions and opposition to government
development schemes, promising cheap cooperative labour, and providing
financial and infrastructural inducements. The upshot of this élite-transnational
alignment is that nations on the periphery remain answerable to distant centres,
and that development performance must be viewed critically. All too frequently
there is growth without development, and the élites benefit while the people do
not.

By the late 1970s the dependency school was virtually dead. The result was, in
Blomstrom & Hettne’s words, ‘an awkward theoretical vacuum’ (1984, p. 163).
Perhaps the most significant new model to emerge is the world system model.
Wallerstein (1974), previously a proponent of the dependency theory, has
promoted the concept of a world system in an effort to avoid some of the
theoretical pitfalls associated, for example, with Prebisch’s two types of capitalism.
Furthermore, the world system approach seeks to avoid the dependency theory’s
exaggerated emphasis on external factors.

Paradoxically, Third World dependency theorists tended to ignore the internal
workings of their own societies in their eagerness to focus on the manipulative
activities of First World capitalists. The world system theory redirects our
attention to the internal workings, though, having said that, it is important to
note that Wallerstein tries to avoid some of the polarities that characterized
previous models. Thus there is only one kind of capitalism, namely that of the world
system. He does retain the centre—periphery relationship, but he expands the
range of possibilities and alters the labels. What was the centre or metropole for
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the dependentistas becomes the core state, while the periphery is subdivided into
semi-periphery, periphery, and external arena in order to allow nations to move
in graduated steps from beyond the world system (the external arena) via the
periphery and semiperiphery until they achieve core state status.

Having outlined the evolution of the dependency theory as well as the centre-
periphery construct and established a theoretical framework within which to view
the political economy of the Solomon Islands, we must now return to the initial
question: to what extent did the Solomon Islands fit these models during the
period 1880 to 1980?

The labour trade and smallholder era

Melanesia was one of the last corners of the globe to be subject to capitalist
penetration and thus the Solomons were not drawn into the world economy
until the end of the merchant capital phase. The islanders enjoyed fleeting contact
with whalers, béche-de-mer fishers, and missionaries during the first half of the 19th
century, but the economic impact of such associations was negligible.

The real threshold, in terms of the islanders’ integration into the world economy,
came with the inauguration of the labour trade in the southwest Pacific in the
1860s. Labour-recruiting schooners plied the waters of Melanesia, recruiting
islanders for three-year periods of indentured labour service on the sugar estates of
Queensland and the coconut plantations of Fiji. During the 1880s and 1890s the
Solomons became the principal focus for such recruitment, and tens of thousands
of Solomon Islanders saw service overseas (Newbury 1979, p. 11). That service,
which lasted until 1911, introduced the islanders to Western material and non-
material culture, and acquainted them with the workings of the capitalist
economy (Shlomowitz 1985, p. 41). Returned islanders acted as agents of
penetration, bringing with them European trade goods and ideas which altered
traditional societies and created a condition of dependence on Western goods like
tobacco, firearms, and metal implements (Boutilier 1979, p. 47).

The European presence in the islands was minimal at this time. Schooners from
the Royal Navy’s Australian station visited the Solomons occasionally to
investigate outrages associated with the labour trade, but as the archipelago
appeared to have only limited economic potential Her Majesty’s Government was
disinclined to add the Solomons to its list of imperial possessions. The largely
unregulated nature of the labour trade and the likelihood of French territorial
expansion in the southwest Pacific did, however, prompt the British to change
their minds and they declared a protectorate over the islands in 1893.

They did so ostensibly to afford protection to the islanders but, in fact, to
forestall the French. There appears to have been little if any economic motive
involved. British nationals in the Solomons were few and, while they operated in
a hostile environment, they had not agitated—as their colleagues in Fiji had done
20 years before—for the islands to be incorporated within the Empire. In this
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instance, at least, we appear to have a case of trade following the flag rather than
the other way around.

The first resident commissioner, Charles Woodford, arrived in the Solomons in
1896. He had two interrelated priorities: to establish law and order, and to promote
the protectorate’s economy. Not only were activities like headhunting,
cannibalism and raiding repugnant to European sensibilities and dangerous to the
inhabitants of the protectorate, but they created a climate which was not
conducive to European investment. While the vast majority of the islanders were
barely aware that they were now protected subjects of the Crown, Woodford was
answerable to Whitehall and felt obliged to embark on a programme of
pacification (that is to say, the violent reduction of opposition to the British
presence and the imposition of an alien system of values) and commercial
development. Thus Treasury policy, the expectations of the British legal system,
the demands of expatriate residents, and the exigencies of local administration
combined to draw these remote islands deeper into the capitalist system.

Commercial development took place in two stages, and was directly aftected by
the colonial administration’s policies on land and labour. The first stage involved
the acquisition of free or leaschold land by undercapitalized smallholders, while the
second stage involved the acquisition of those lands by three major companies and
the economic marginalization of the original smallholders.

One or two examples will suffice to illustrate the first stage just described. Five
traders bought a total of 22 720 acres of land on the Guadalcanal Plains during
this pioneering period for £171, while Oscar Svenson purchased 2446 acres of
land at Berande on the Guadalcanal coast for 3000 porpoise teeth, some tobacco,
and trade goods worth /5. There was nothing unusual about these acquisitions,
in the sense that they replicated similar examples of land alienation at the same
stage in the imperial penetrative process elsewhere, but they do give an indication
of the relative ease with which a handful of Europeans succeeded in acquiring
potentially valuable agricultural land (Lasaqa 1972, pp. 29, 304).

At the same time the colonial authorities began formulating a land policy
ostensibly intended to prevent land speculation, but in practice designed to divest
the islanders of more and more of their land in order to generate leasechold
revenues. That policy came into effect with the promulgation of the Solomons
(Waste Lands) Regulation of 1900 (and a subsequent regulation in 1904). Central
to that regulation, as the title suggests, was the concept of waste land. This
concept enabled the colonial administration to assume ownership (in complete
defiance of traditional systems of land tenure, which did not recognize the idea of
ownerless land) over ‘all unoccupied lands in the absence of evidence of native
ownership’ (Lasaqa 1972, p. 31), and to lease that land to expatriate applicants.

The era of the major companies

The first major company to invest in the Solomons was Lever Brothers, after
1929 part of Unilever, the giant Anglo-Dutch combine which manufactured soap
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and margarine (Beckford 1972, p. 111). The firm’s involvement in the
protectorate resulted from two unrelated though fortuitous developments: the
end, in the early 1900s, of a twenty-year slump in the world oils and fats market,
and the Pacific Island Company’s (PIC) desperate need for funding to enable it to
invest in phosphate mining on Nauru and Ocean Island. Lever Brothers
established Lever’s Pacific Plantations Ltd (LPPL) in 1902, and in 1906 acquired
roughly 200 000 acres of land from the restructured PIC (1902) Ltd. Shortly
thereafter LPPL acquired a further 90 000 acres, roughly 51 000 acres of which
had previously been owned by Oscar Svenson.

The magnitude of LPPL’s land holdings reflected three conclusions that
William Lever had reached about commodity production: first, that it must be on
the largest scale possible; second, that the profitability of plantations must be taken
one year with another; and third, that:

the overall objective of creating vegetable [coconut/copra] oil plantations
from the standpoint of the industrialist who used them must be to increase
the total supply so as to tilt the balance in his favour rather than to supply
his own factories direct from his plantations (Fieldhouse 1978, p. 459).

The colonial government also had to take a long-term view of economic
development. As Lasaga has noted, coconut plantations require ‘an extensive
initial outlay of capital over a ten year period during which direct financial returns
to the planter are nil’ (1972, p. 34). LPPL paid no rent to the protectorate before
1930 and thereafter its direct contribution to the economy in the form of rents
was slight. The real benefit to the protectorate accrued ‘from LPPL’s investment,
the trade it generated, the duties it paid on imports, the stimulus it would provide
to the cash economy through payment of wages and the encouragement its entry
might give to other potential investors and traders...” (Fieldhouse 1978, p. 463).

The second company to enter the Solomons in the period prior to World War
I was the Australian-based shipping and merchandising firm, Burns Philp (BP).
Concerned that LPPL might dominate the protectorate’s economy, Woodford
encouraged BP to invest in the group. This it did, acquiring a lease in 1908 to
more than 10 000 acres at Muvia on the Guadalcanal Plains, which was
transferred subsequently to its holding company, Solomon Islands Development
Corporation (SIDC). SIDC also purchased Berande estate from Svenson. In
addition BP formed what were to all intents and purposes two subsidiaries,
Shortland Island Plantations Ltd and Choiseul Plantations Ltd, to develop
coconut estates in the western half of the protectorate.

BP’s relationship with the colonial authorities is an interesting one. While
Woodford encouraged the company initially, he was loath to grant them the
concessions they requested for fear of being accused of favouritism by LPPL
(Buckley & Klugman 1981, p. 173). There is an interesting passage in the BP files
which illustrates the way in which island governments could be manipulated by
major firms if need be. It relates to a proposal to allow a Chinese banana
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merchant in Sydney to lease land from BP in the Solomons. While BP, LPPL,
and the Australian firm of W.R. Carpenter (the third company which entered the
Solomons in 1914) avoided destructive rounds of competition by gentlemen’s
agreements, they were particularly nervous about competition from Indian and
Chinese merchants.

If we want them there [Chinese in the Solomons| we can introduce them
without difficulty; if we do not want them we can easily arrange for them
to be restricted. There is power under the Pacific Orders-in-Council to
issue prohibitions, and we could move the Resident Commissioner or
[Western Pacific] High Commissioner to block it or we could get the men
and have them established before the authorities woke up to the position
(cited in Buckley & Klugman 1981, p. 249).

The statistics with respect to freehold or certificate of occupation (lease) land have
to be treated with care. While there were provisions on the books that
empowered the colonial government to reclaim land that had not been developed
within a certain period of time, these regulations were seldom enforced and only
a modest proportion of the vast acreage held by LPPL, BP, and Carpenters was
ever developed. Eight years after entering the Solomons LPPL had only 8000
acres under nuts and only 2000 of those were bearing. By 1920 the firm had 20
000 acres under nuts, but that was the largest area it ever used effectively. LPPL’s
greatest annual production was 7850 tons (1937), and when that figure is set against
the 1 million tons produced globally it reveals that Lever never produced enough
copra to decisively influence the world market price for vegetable oils and fats. In
short, in the words of Unilever’s official historian, Fieldhouse, the mountain gave
birth to a mouse (1978, p. 465).

The factor which, above all others, determined the size and profitability of
company plantations in the protectorate was the availability of labour. Although
the colonial authorities introduced a head tax in 1922 (resisted in varying degrees
by the islanders who felt, quite rightly, that they were getting almost nothing in
return for their money) which had the effect of driving men into the plantation
work force, the maximum number available at any one time was usually about
5000. This was the number LPPL would have required to plant and maintain one-
third of its 300 000-acre holdings. LPPL, however, was not alone in the field.
There were other companies and individuals competing for labour, and the
situation was exacerbated when in 1934 the colonial authorities, faced with the
catastrophic decline in commodity prices occasioned by the Depression, reduced
plantation wages from /24 to £12 per annum. Although it could be and was
argued that this decision was intended to provide hard-pressed concerns with some
relief, it had the opposite effect in practice.

There was, as Buckley & Klugman observe, ‘virtually no proletariat dependent
upon working for wages for its livelihood’ (1981, p. 277). Cushioned from the
economic impact of the Depression by recourse to the traditional subsistence
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economy, the Solomon Islanders withdrew in increasing numbers from the labour
force. The number of plantation workers fell from 6115 in 1927 to 3927 in 1932.
‘What is more, the islanders reduced their own not insubstantial production of
copra from 3000 tons in 1931 to 300 tons in 1932 (Lasaga 1972, p. 42).
Experience suggested that no alteration of wage scales (within the limits of
profitability) or provision of incentives could increase the number of labourers
sufficiently to allow substantial new areas to be brought into production. The
colonial authorities were acutely aware of this problem, but sympathetic as they
were they resolutely refused, decade after decade, to consider any proposal for
recruiting labour from outside the group. Thus, as Fieldhouse (1978, p. 473)
concludes, it was not the miserable returns of the Depression years nor the
ravages of coconut pests but the lack of labour which throttled LPPL.

Things were no better during this period for BP. Their trading stations at
Makambo, Gizo and Faisi were crippled by debt, and a number of smallholders
were obliged to mortgage their plantations to the company and begin managing
their own estates on behalf of their creditors. The average value of copra fell from
a high of $53.96 per ton in 1921 to $5.97 in 1935 (Lasaqa 1972, p. 41). The price
was so low, in fact, that BP decided to forfeit practically all of the profit on copra
in order to encourage continued production.

World War II and reconstruction

The Japanese occupied the western and central Solomons early in 1942. They
advanced as far as Tulagi, the capital of the protectorate, and Guadalcanal. European
residents, with the exception of a handful of planters, traders, administrators, and
missionaries, were evacuated from the group and most of the major plantations
were abandoned. Cattle, which had been introduced in the interwar years to keep
down the undergrowth on plantations (and thereby effect a saving in wages),
were killed or ran wild. The plantation labourers made their way home by a
variety of means, and the economy ground to a halt. The resident commissioner
went into hiding on the island of Malaita and in this way the fiction of unbroken
British rule was maintained.

The Americans began the reoccupation of the Solomons in August 1942,
landing at Tulagi and on Guadalcanal. For the next 18 months the majority of the
fighting took place on plantation lands on Guadalcanal, the Russell Islands, and
New Georgia. Most plantations were rendered derelict, and buildings, wharves,
and other prewar installations were destroyed (Belshaw 1950, p. 81).

The problem of economic reconstruction at the end of the war was enormous.
There was an acute lack of shipping, the British government refused to pay war
compensation, firms like BP decided not to return to the Solomons, and the
administration was deeply alarmed by a popular politicoreligious movement
centred on Malaita known as Maasina or Marching Rule, which lasted from 1944
to 1952.
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The war constituted a major psychological threshold for the islanders. The
myth of white invincibility was shattered, anti-colonial sentiments were imbibed
from the Americans, and service with the Solomon Islands Labour Corps
introduced a large number of islanders to undreamt of quantities of goods or
‘cargo’ (thereby highlighting the apparent niggardliness of the colonial regime)
and wage scales which no postwar employer could hope to match. The war
destroyed the old economic order and acquainted the islanders with the real
magnitude and power of the global economy.

Maasina Rule’s ideology focused on ‘community re-organization, communal
work, political organization in hierarchies of chiefs and their collective bargaining
with the colonial government over the terms of administration, plantation labour
and law’ (Keesing 1982, p. 359). Maasina Rule had short-term and long-term
implications for economic reconstruction. In the short term it created a degree of
political uncertainty which did not encourage new commercial ventures, and it
reduced the flow of labour from the most populous island in the protectorate. In
the long term it marked the growth of a new political consciousness within the
group which altered the colonial government’s economic policies and marked the
beginning of the end of colonial rule.

Postwar development programmes

The government advanced a number of conventional ‘Blue paradigm’
development schemes in the 1950s but it was hamstrung by a lack of assured
transportation, administrative infrastructure, and basic knowledge about the
protectorate’s economic potential. There was no systematic analysis of island
resources until the 1950s, when forestry and geological departments were
established and the colonial authorities attempted to arrive at a comprehensive
picture of traditional land tenure. Adequate knowledge, however, was only part of
the problem. As Hoyle has demonstrated, development schemes tended to be
viewed in ‘partial rather than holistic terms’ (1976, p. 84), and relatively little
thought was given to the fact that new crops like cocoa would have to compete
against much larger and more established cocoa-growing regions nearer world
markets (Belshaw 1950, p. 87).

In the meantime LPPL, buoyed by the high prices enjoyed by copra in the
early 1950s, decided to return to the Solomons and concentrate most of its efforts
on rehabilitating the high-yield, pest-free plantations on the Russell Islands in the
centre of the group. However, by the late 1950s the company was faced once
again with low profitability as a result of falling oil prices and a government policy
of one-year labour contracts. Because this policy militated against the efficient
utilization of labour, the company decided in 1961 to begin divesting itself of
most of its acreage once the holdings had been exploited for their timber reserves.
For its part the government was ‘increasingly aware that it was politically
undesirable in an age of nascent political consciousness among the islanders that an
expatriate company should lock up so much land without making any attempt to
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develop it’ (Fieldhouse 1978, p. 484). The colonial authorities were anxious to
‘eradicate the long-term political and economic consequences of the concessio-
nary policy adopted by the Colonial Office sixty years earlier’ (Fieldhouse 1978, p.
486) and to ensure that the land was returned to the people.

Lever’s Pacific Timbers was established in late 1963, but it took five years of
negotiations before a settlement was reached with the colonial government and
the company agreed to surrender its occupation leases in return for permission to
extract timber without payment of royalties or obligation to replant the land.
Since then several other timber companies have entered the field and timber is
now the Solomon Islands’ second biggest export earner (27% in 1979), with
unprocessed logs—the least valuable form—constituting about 80% of exports
(SPEC 1982; Solomons section, p. 19).

During the 1970s, as the Solomon Islands moved towards independence, the
colonial government embarked on a further series of development schemes
designed to diversify the narrowly-based economy and provide an element of
import substitution. The three most important projects involved joint venture
arrangements with major transnationals or aid agencies. Outwardly at least these
arrangements were very much in keeping with the dependency theory’s predicted
shift from metropolitan to transnational control.

The largest joint venture involved the Japanese conglomerate Taiyo Gyogyo
(the world’s biggest fishing company), and the Solomon Islands government in
1972. Solomon Taiyo Ltd and the various fisheries initiatives that it has given rise
to accounted for roughly 38% of the value of the microstate’s exports in 1979.
The second scheme involved a joint venture between the Commonwealth
Development Corporation and the Solomon Islands’ Government (CDC 70%;
government 26%; and landowners 4%) to establish an extensive palm-oil
plantation on the Guadalcanal Plains in 1971 (PIM 1984, p. 377). The oil is
exported to Japan, Britain and the European Economic Community where it
benefits from a preferential tariff.

The third scheme involved a similar joint venture with one of Hawaii’s ‘Big
Five’ companies, C.Brewer and Co. Ltd, which is a subsidiary of the giant US
conglomerate I.U.International Corporation. The firm which was created,
Brewer Solomons Associates, began large-scale rice production on the
Guadalcanal Plains in the 1970s but sold out to the government in 1982 as a
result of problems caused by ‘overexpansion and a vanished overseas market’ (PIM
1984, p. 376, Howard 1983b, p. 284).

Conclusion

Where does all this leave us in terms of the dependency theory, which postulates
that the centre retarded the periphery’s development by siphoning off its wealth
and drawing it into a consumer economy which it could not afford? Do the
Solomons fit these presumptions with respect to the development of
underdevelopment?



34 DEPENDENCY THEORY

The labour trade of the late 19th century constituted the first real penetration of
Solomon Island societies and their gradual linkage with the world capitalist system.
Queensland became the centre and the Solomons the periphery, with the latter
serving as a reservoir of cheap, tractable labour in accordance with the customary
profile of plantation economies (Beckford 1972, p. 33). Although large numbers
of islanders were involved and indigenous societies, particularly on Malaita, were
altered by the experience, the customary mode of production remained relatively
unchanged.

The British, as we have seen, extended their protection over the Solomons for
political rather than economic reasons in 1893. During the next 10 to 15 years
there was a reasonable amount of land alienation on the part of planters and
traders living primarily on Guadalcanal and New Georgia. Land ‘sales’ were
generally at variance with indigenous visions of ownership and were fostered by
the colonial land policy. Subsequently, the colonial administration encouraged the
commercial involvement of major companies like LPPL and BP. From an
administrative and commercial point of view the Solomons came to lie on the
point of intersection of two peripheral arcs, one centred on Sydney and the other
on London. Burns Philp steamers served as commercial and cultural conduits
linking the protectorate’s economy to Australia, while imperial administrative—
legal links ran from the smallest hamlet via district officers, the resident
commissioner (Tulagi), and the Western Pacific high commissioner (Suva) to
Whitehall and back. Within the archipelago Tulagi was the administrative and
commercial centre for which Guadalcanal, New Georgia, and other locations
acted as the periphery.

All the evidence suggests that the economic history of the Solomons prior to
World War II (when the slate was very nearly wiped clean) does not accord
closely with the basic premises of the dependency theory. It is true that a dual
economy came into existence and that a lopsided ‘modern’ sector was created
which was characterized by near-monopoly control of production, marketing and
sales, but for the most part firms like LPPL, BP, and Carpenters enjoyed meagre
to non-existent returns on their investments. The Solomons simply were not
profitable, least of all in the rapacious way suggested by the theorists. More
money appears to have flowed into the Solomons than flowed out in terms of
company operations. And if we look at the second premise, the impoverishment
of underdeveloped territories by virtue of what Beckford calls the ‘high import
propensity of consumption in plantation society’ (1972, p. 210), the import-
export figures for the period 1919 to 1937 suggest that exports exceeded imports
by roughly 20% in value (£4 937 304 to £3 823 367). To that extent at least the
protectorate was not living beyond its means even during the grim Depression
years.

It could, of course, be argued that those imports were unequally distributed.
This, I think, is beyond doubt. The tiny expatriate community utilized the bulk of
the imports, although it is of interest that 10% of the imports for 193637
consisted of rice, primarily for plantation workers, and 5% of tobacco, much of
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which was undoubtedly bound for the islanders. What is important to note,
however, is that plantation operations did not create land hunger, that food
supplies (in the overall sense) were never in jeopardy, and that the introduced
cattle, far from competing for land as they did in New Caledonia and elsewhere,
had the effect of reducing the demand for labour and thus safeguarding the
traditional agricultural sector.

The labour pool in the Solomons proved to be relatively inelastic. Right up to
the present day 80% of the population supports itself by subsistence agriculture
and has never been reduced to a landless peasantry or a rootless proletariat.
Islanders did provide the labour essential to the plantation economy but they did
it very much on their own terms, withdrawing their services during the
Depression and the period of Maasina Rule.

While sympathetic to big business, government was not always in league with
it as some dependency theory advocates would have us believe. Indeed
government decisions helped destroy the very profits the theory anticipated.
Government labour policies before and after the war undermined big business,
while the administration’s approach to timber extraction did not favour LPPL.
‘On any matter in which the interests of the islanders seemed to clash with those
of LPPL,” Fieldhouse notes, ‘officialdom became resolute. It had no doubt that its
primary obligation was to its subjects rather than to a British multinational...’
(1978, p. 489).

It 1s more difficult to arrive at a balance sheet for the postwar era. For a variety
of internal rather than external reasons economic development was slow and
haphazard in the late 1940s and 1950s. From the perspective of the centre,
London, the Solomons were literally and figuratively peripheral during this
period. As the empire began to disintegrate in Africa more and more British
administrators (so-called ‘Africa retreads’) fetched up in the new colonial capital,
Honiara, bringing with them ‘African’ notions of development and administration.
Development initiatives were orthodox and accorded with the ‘development
equals good” outlook of the early 1960s. The approach was paternalistic and there
was hardly any debate about the larger meaning of development as there was in
Latin America. The University of the South Pacific came into existence in Fiji in
1968 and began educating a handful of Solomon Islanders, but it was an
institution charged with colonial values which did not produce home-grown
dependency theorists. Instead, in the eyes of those theorists, it began producing
members of those élites that were seen to be contributors to the development of
underdevelopment phenomenon.

Roger Keesing and Francis Bugotu were among the few who made tentative
assessments of Solomon Islands ‘society’ on the eve of independence in 1978.
Bugotu chaired an education committee which produced a report entitled
Education for what? (1972), a title which reflected a modest debate on the role of
the individual in Solomon Islands society and the future direction of that society.
This was one of a number of educational policy statements that looked at the
dialectical tension between rural development and urban-based, élite-benefiting
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development. Although rhetorical recognition was paid to rural development by
the education and other ministries, the emphasis, in practice, was on agribusiness
schemes like rice and palm-oil and not on village-level development.

Keesing attacked the native bourgeoisie—limited in number but like all such
élites disproportionately powerful-—nd lamented the way in which ‘the quality,
the texture of Solomons village life has been progressively corroded by the money
economy that has brought greed and acquisitiveness to a society predicated on
sharing...” (n.d., p. 7). His is a standard dependency viewpoint, that ‘colonialism
has produced in the Solomons an economy of exploitation and
“underdevelopment” characteristic of the tropical Third World, albeit on a small
scale’ (n.d., p. 5). Like Howard (1983a, p. 4), he calls for ‘strong collective action’
in order to ‘shape a new world’ (n.d., p. 14), but does not provide a practical
blueprint outlining how this is to be accomplished.

There are those who would argue that nations like the Solomons have
displayed increased sophistication in their dealings with transnational corporations
like Taiyo Gyogyo because they have achieved, among other things, increased
indigenous control, promises of localization, and access to advanced technologies
(Hoogvelt 1976, p. 79). The counter-argument is that a government which offers
a considerable array of inducements to transnational corporations and highlights
‘the relatively calm state of labour relations’ (SPEC 1982; Solomons section, p. 16)
is simply forging fresh bonds of dependence with new centres. There is a good deal
of validity in this second point of view because the Taiyo experience has revealed
that joint-ownership and training schemes for indigenes do not give the Solomon
Islands government access to, or control over, the vital mechanisms of global
marketing. Without these they are almost powerless.

I do not have the data to argue strongly one way or the other whether the
postwar economy of the Solomons fits the development or underdevelopment
model. Superficially it does. Certainly the dominant position of transnationals in
the Solomons economy fits the expectations of the depend ency theory. But
unlike other peripheral regions the Solomons have virtually no industry, have
never been drawn into a ‘branch plant’ economy, have almost no sense of class
consciousness, have no impoverished peasantry in the thrall of landlord-gentry,
and have relatively little foreign debt. In the final analysis it was the Solomon
Islands’ very peripheralness that saved them from the intense inequities which have
characterized centre—periphery relations within the world economy elsewhere.
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The greater Southwest as a periphery of Mesoamerica
RANDALL HMCGUIRE

To the extent that any society must interact with other societies in consumption
and production, it is necessary for archaeologists to consider the larger system of
relationships in an account of its reproduction. This raises both empirical and
theoretical issues in the study of prehistory. How interdependent were prehistoric
societies at different points in time, and how extensive was the larger system of
relationships into which these societies entered? Perhaps more importantly, what
conceptual tools best allow us to understand and account for variability and change
in these relationships? Consideration of each of these issues leads us away from
models for prehistory which treat societies or cultures as hard-bounded objects
explicable in terms of local adaptive processes.

This chapter ponders the theoretical issues of: (a) how we can integrate local
relations of production (adaptation) and long-range interactions in our
reconstructions of prehistory, and (b) how we can incorporate the rdle of
ideology and human action in these reconstructions. The prehistoric Southwest
and its interaction with Mesoamerica provides the empirical context for
considering these issues.

The Southwest and Mesoamerica

The American Southwest' is one of the most intensely studied archaeological
zones in the world. It includes the modern states of Arizona, New Mexico,
southeast Utah, southwest Colorado, and trans-Pecos Texas in the United States,
and the states of Sonora and Chihuahua in Mexico (Fig. 2.1). Archaeologists
usually divide the Formative (Neolithic) Southwest into four major cultural/
spatial units; the Anasazi, the Mogollon, the Patayan and the Hohokam. In this
chapter I am only concerned with the Anasazi and a late manifestation of the
Mogollon at the site of Casas Grandes, Chihuahua.

Anasazi remains occur on the Colorado plateau in Arizona, New Mexico,
Utah, and Colorado and in the Rio Grande valley of New Mexico. The Anasazi
were corn agriculturalists who initially lived in pithouses and later in multi-
storeycd, apartment-like complexes called pueblos. Archaeologists have divided
the temporal sequence for the Anasazi into seven numbered periods, Basketmaker
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Figure 2.1 Map of the greater Southwest and northern Mesoamerica.

II-IIT and Pueblo I-V. The descendants of the Anasazi, the Zuni, Hopi, Keres,
Tewa, and Tiwa, and Towa live today in Arizona and New Mexico.

Mogollon remains occur in a mountainous band that starts in the middle of
Arizona and arches through western New Mexico into Chihuahua. Late in the
Mogollon sequence at about AD 1200 the site of Casas Grandes in northwestern
Chihuahua began developing into a major centre. At its height from AD 1300 to
1400, Casas Grandes was one of the largest settlements in the New World, with a
ceremonial complex including tombs, platform mounds, and a ballcourt and a
series of over 1000 pueblo-like rooms built around compounds. Of all the sites in
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the Southwest, Casas Grandes is the most Mesoamerican-looking and has yielded
the most Mesoamerican artefacts.

Mesoamerica refers to the prehistoric high-culture area of central America, the
home of the Olmecs, Aztecs, Mayas, and Toltecs. The northern boundary of
Mesoamerica shifted through time but at its northernmost extent between AD
1000 and 1520 it extended to the southern edge of the Southwest. There is little
or no evidence of direct contact between the Southwest and the core of highland
Mesoamerica, but items from the northern edge of Mesoamerica (copper bells,
macaws, and ceramics) occur in the Southwest and Southwestern turquoise
occurs in Mesoamerica.

The nature of interactions between the Southwest and Mesoamerica has been a
key point of debate in Southwestern archaeology (see Mathien & McGuire 1986,
Wilcox 1986). Some archaeologists have seen the Southwest as simply the
northernmost edge of Mesoamerica and Southwestern prehistory as explainable in
terms of the ebbs and flows of Mesoamerican prehistory. Others have discounted
the importance of contacts with Mesoamerica for an understanding of
Southwestern prehistory. Many of the advocates of a strong Mesoamerican
influence on Southwestern prehistory have recently adopted Wallerstein’s world
systems theory and these attempts have exhibited both the strengths and
weaknesses of this theory for the study of prehistory.

The world system perspective

The work of Wallerstein (1974, 1978, 1980) and his concept of core and
periphery have had a major impact on how archaeologists currently conceptualize
prehistory. He leads us to examine how the development of cores derives from the
creation of peripheries, shifting our focus from diffusion or adaptation to
interaction and dependencies. There are, however, a number of general
shortcomings to Wallerstein’s theory, and these limit our insights concerning
prehistory. Wallerstein directs us to the right questions, but his work does not
provide us with the conceptual tools to answer those questions in non-capitalist
economies.

In many ways Wallerstein’s theory represents a quantum leap in the study of
prehistory. It allows us to look at regional relationships instead of focusing only on
human—environmental relations in a single river valley or basin. Societies are no
longer bounded objects but dynamic entities defined and transformed by unequal
relationships in a larger system. Core areas dominate this system and forge the
relationships which create the great diversity necessary for linking a region as a
whole.

The theoretical value of the world systems perspective has attracted many
archaeologists. Some, such as Kohl (1979), Whitecotton and Pailes (1986), and
Ekholm and Friedman (1982), have attempted to map Wallerstein’s theory
directly onto prehistory. Other archaeologists have found the world systems



42 THE SOUTHWEST AND MESOAMERICA

model heuristically useful but analytically inappropriate to their prehistoric cases
(Blanton ef al 1981, Upham 1982, Plog 1983).

Wallerstein (1974, 1980) does not present a general theory of cultural evolution
but instead a historical theory for the rise of capitalism. He writes modestly about
the empires that preceded the capitalist world economy and extensively on the
rise of the capitalist world economy. He has, however, only slight concern with
the non-capitalist world economies which characterize most of human existence
and nearly all of prehistory. More importantly, Wallerstein’s theory is historical
and not evolutionary. Wallerstein’s concepts refer to specific developments in the
history of the world and are not generalizable to all times and places.

Wallerstein (1978) identifies four possible modes of production in world
history: reciprocal mini-systems, redistributive empires, a capitalist world
economy, and a hoped for socialist world government. In reciprocal mini-systems
all able-bodied individuals engage in production, and processes of reciprocal
exchange create inequalities favouring senior males. World empires contain a
stratum of non-producers who pre-empt the surplus of others through a tribute
network controlled by a centralized political system. The non-producing capitalist
bourgeoisie secures surplus from the workers via market exchanges. In these
formulations Wallerstein draws his understandings of non-capitalist economics
almost exclusively from Polanyi (1957).

Prehistoric archaeologists have primarily utilized Wallerstein’s concept of world
economy as a mode of production (Plog ef al. 1982, Upham 1982, Plog 1983,
Whitecotton & Pailes 1986). Wallerstein, however, has made no original
contributions to the study of pre-capitalist world economies. When he discusses
world economies he inevitably moves immediately to the discussion of the
capitalist world economy. World economies derive from a functional and
geographic division of labour but differ from world empires in their lack of an
overarching centralized government. Wallerstein indicates that world economies
are inherently unstable and short-lived entities; the capitalist world economy is
anomalous because it has lasted 500 years. Clearly the dynamics of the capitalist
world economy must be markedly different from those of earlier world
economies. Wallerstein does not provide us with discussions of those earlier
dynamics.

Wallerstein’s approach emphasizes how the core subjugates the periphery, but
it does not adequately deal with the unique aspects and developments of
peripheries, or with how peripheries affect the core (Wolf 1982, p. 23).
Archaeological interpreters of Wallerstein identify regional interaction as
important to uneven development, but accounting for how this interaction leads
to particular prehistorical sequences is another matter. We must be able to
interpret the variation in societies that are not cores. Simply identifying all such
societies as peripheries obscures both the variability and the role of these societies
in determining prehistoric developments.

The concept of ‘core and periphery’ itself presents some operational problems
for the prehistorian. It has great heuristic value, helping us to interpret prehistory
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as the result of unbalanced interaction within a region. But how do we decide if a
prehistoric area was a core, periphery, or semi-periphery? There also exists a
problem of scale. In the context of Southwestern prehistory we may wish to
speak of Chaco Canyon as a core; but in terms of the Southwest and
Mesoamerica the entire Southwest must be considered a periphery. These
concepts may function well at the macro-level of explaining the rise of capitalism
as a worldwide phenomenon, but they are too broad and imprecise for
understanding the specifics of development of a region.

A consideration of Southwestern prehistory clearly illustrates these problems.
Several different cores existed in the prehistory of highland Mesoamerica; the
northernmost lay at Tula on the upper edge of the Valley of Mexico. Little or no
evidence exists for direct contact between the Southwest and any Mesoamerican
core (McGuire 1980). The Southwest did interact with the societies of west
Mexico, such as the prehistoric cultures of Durango, Nayarit, Jalisco, and Sinaloa.
Most archaeologists consider this area a part of Mesoamerica only between AD
1100 and 1300 (Weaver 1972). Even during this time-period west Mexico was a
periphery first of the Toltec and then of the world economy that followed. The
Southwest, therefore, was the hinterland of a periphery.

When we step back from our examination of the Southwestern situation to
examine the larger Mesoamerican scheme, we realize that the Southwest was
never more than a very distant and minor part of the Mesoamerican world
system. Identifying the Southwest as a periphery does not fully describe its
position in the system, nor does it reveal the dynamics which link particular
changes in the Southwest to alterations in the larger world system.

Relations of production and exchange

Wallerstein’s is not the only model that directs us to seek answers in the
dependencies that exist between societies and individuals. A number of other
contemporary scholars have advanced equally insightful theories. The French
Marxists have developed an approach to the study of primitive economics based
on the concept of modes of production (Terray 1975, Meillassoux 1981, Godelier
1982). Others have discussed the concept of a prestige-goods economy
(Frankenstein & Rowlands 1978, Gledhill 1978). Eric Wolf’s (1982) penetrating
analysis of the rise of capitalism reveals the global interconnectedness of this
phenomenon, yet manages to do so without relying on the simplistic opposition
of core and periphery. A new formulation can be drawn from a synthesis of these
ideas, with the addition of insights derived from Laclau (1977) and Ollman
(1976).

This formulation focuses primarily on relations of dependency and on how
these relations link and oppose social groups. As long as social units are
independent and self-sustaining, there exists no social mechanism for domination
and exploitation (Marx 1964, pp. 67-120). Changes in depend encies result from
the competition among individuals or groups within and between societies.
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Changes in material conditions affecting production and exchange, such as
population growth, environmental change, and technological change, will confer
advantages on some groups or individuals at the expense of others. Change in the
nature of dependencies and in the structure of societies, however, only occurs if
individuals manipulate these advantages to their own gain. The results of such
competition are not pre-ordained, and failings of human judgement and action
affect the outcome, as do the material conditions that structure the competition.

Two types of relations create dependencies: (a) relations of production and (b)
relations of exchange and distribution. Production and exchange are
interconnected and interdependent processes. Production in a social context
requires the distribution of the product, and exchange cannot exist without a
product to transfer. The existence of one of these sets of relations both determines
and demands the existence of the other; paradoxically, however, focusing on one
often leads to different perceptions of social life than does focusing on the other.

Productive processes create dependencies insofar as individuals must depend on
others for access to the technology, energy, or natural resources necessary for
production. The exact nature of these relations and the magnitude of the
dependencies they create vary greatly in human history.

Relations of exchange and distribution link productive activities to the
biological and social reproduction of households. Both the biological necessities
of human existence and the goods essential for social existence are prerequisites for
reproduction. Relations of exchange determine a household’s access to those
biological and social necessities that it does not itself produce. The greater the
number of such essentials and the fewer the sources for them, the more
dependent households will be on others for their reproduction.

Many researchers have emphasized either production or exchange, subsuming
one relation under the other. While this avoids artificially separating these two
aspects, it raises a false issue of which relation is primary in determining cultural
change. Although it seems reasonable to suggest that in certain cases production
or exchange may be primary, it seems equally unreasonable to assume that one will
always dominate the other as a determinant of social forms. In the following
discussion of production and exchange neither will be considered as necessarily
dominant over the other, but a holistic understanding of their interrelationship
will nevertheless be maintained.

Modes of production

The concept ‘modes of production’ originated in the work of Karl Marx, and
modern scholars interpret it in various ways. Researchers generally include the
means of production (i.e. the materials, energy, human labour, and knowledge
necessary for production) and the relations of production (i.e. the reciprocal
relations between people producing goods) within a mode of production. Marx
and Engels used the concept in an ambiguous manner, sometimes suggesting that
modes occurred in an evolutionary sequence and at other times treating modes as
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generic types following no set pattern of evolution (Wolf 1982, pp. 400-2,
Hobsbawm 1964). Soviet-bloc scholars and the so-called vulgar Marxists have
accepted modes as evolutionary stages (Friedman 1974, Block 1983), while
French researchers analyse modes of production as systems in their own right
rather than as evolutionary stages (Althusser & Balibar 1970, Seddon 1974, Terray
1975, Meillassoux 1981, Godelier 1982).

My use of modes of production follows Wolf’s (1982, pp. 400-2) eclectic
formulation, which incorporates the French view with Ollman’s (1976) emphasis
on modes of production as sets of relations, not sets of dependent variables. In this
manner, a mode of production is ‘a specific, historically occurring set of social
relations through which labor is deployed to wrest energy from the environment’
(Wolf 1982, p. 75). In each mode a distinctive ideology mystifies or obscures the
true nature of these social relations from the participants in the mode.

The value of this concept lies not in the classification of cases but in its
elucidation of the strategic relations which structure social life. Wolf (1982)
defines three modes of production; Marx defined five at one time, seven at
another (Marx & Engels 1947, Marx 1968). There exists no universal list of modes;
the scale of an analysis or the problems being addressed will determine what
distinctions are usefully drawn and how many modes are constituted.

Nor should modes be construed as evolutionary stages. Modes of production
are historically and not evolutionarily related (Wolf 1982, p. 76). There exists no
inherent ordering to modes of production and, more important, multiple modes
may exist at any point of time. This does not mean that any mode may be
transformed into any other but that such transformations do not follow a set
developmental sequence.

It is important to realize that modes of production refer to social relations
between individuals and groups and are not therefore characteristics of a social
unit. Multiple modes of production may exist in a society, or several societies may
be involved in a single mode of production (Wolf 1982, p. 76). Modes of
production create the social units we see; they are not products of these units.

Each mode of production contains within it internal contradictions which are
the basis for transforming that mode into another. Productive relations change
gradually in modes until these contradictions can no longer be obscured by the
existing ideology. The ideological crisis ultimately moves people to action, and
this action transforms the mode (Godelier 1982). Cultural change is, therefore,
gradual and developmental within modes and revolutionary in the transformation
of modes.

Wolf (1982, pp. 77-100) defines three modes of production: the capitalist, the
tributary, and the kin-ordered. Only the last two are potentially relevant to
discussions of prehistoric Southwestern-Mesoamerican interactions.

In the tributary mode of production the primary producer retains access to the
means of production while members of the élite extract surplus from the
producers through the use of political or military means (Wolf 1982, pp. 79-80).
A ruling élite in this mode will be strongest when it controls a key productive
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element, such as irrigation, and some means of coercion, such as a standing army.
Considerable variability exists in the degree of centralized power that can exist in
modes of this type. At one extreme the local élite holds power, producing what
anthropologists have previously called chiefdoms or feudalism. At the other
extreme, power is centralized in one ruling élite, a situation characteristic of the
Asiatic mode of production or empires (Wolf 1982, pp. 80—1). Tributary modes of
production probably characterized the high-culture centres of Mesoamerica, from
the Olmec to the Aztec (Blanton et al 1981, p. 226).

In a kin-ordered mode of production, kinship relations define the relations of
production and are both the locus and the form of the economy (Wolf 1981, p.
52, 1982, p. 91, Godelier 1982, p. 23). ‘Kinship can be understood as a way of
committing social labor to the transformation of nature through appeals to
filiation and marriage and consanguinity and affinity’ (Wolf 1982, p. 91).
Individuals achieve power and prestige through the manipulation of their
lineage’s productive power and by establishing, through marriage, alliances with
other lineages. Over time gains in power can produce real and lasting inequalities
and the ideological ranking of lineages.

The very characteristics that define a kin-ordered mode of production also
limit the extent of inequalities that can exist and the scale of political control
possible. As a leader develops a following through the judicious management of
redistribution and alliance, he reaches a limit in the extent of his power and
influence. This can only be transcended by developing access to production
independent of kinship (Wolf 1982, pp. 95—6). Cumulative conflict can often
exceed the integrative abilities of kin-based mechanisms, leading to a
fragmentation of groups. With no control that transcends kinship, the kin-ordered
mode of production organizes groups like stacks of blocks, which are easily
decomposable into lower-level constituent kin groups (McGuire 1983a, pp. 117-
19).

Even when kinship is the dominant means of establishing rights to resources
and labour, the way in which these rights are established and the extent of
inequalities can vary greatly between groups. Following Wolf (1982, p. 91), kinship
itself works in two different ways depending on the availability of resources and
how people obtain these resources. When resources are generally available and
access to them is unrestricted—a situation characteristic of many hunting and
gathering groups—kinship serves primarily to create relationships between people
and distribute social labour. Kinship in these situations is fluid, incorporating
newcomers and excluding existing members as the dynamics of production
require. Real inequalities evolve based on seniority, sex and pioneer status.
When resources are limited and access to them is restricted—a situation
characteristic of groups that transform nature through mechanisms such as
agriculture—then kinship serves to define rights of access to resources. Kinship
boundaries are drawn tightly around rights to production, including and
excluding individuals from production. Mythological ancestors legitimize
membership in groups, and inequalities arise as a result of the ranking of lineages
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or clans. Many of the societies that anthropologists call chiefdoms lie at the
extreme of this type of relationship.

This conceptualization of modes of production does not parallel traditional
evolutionary classifications used in archaeology. For example, societies that
anthropologists have labelled as chiefdoms include cultural groups involved in kin-
ordered modes of production, tributary modes of production, or some
combination of modes. The emphasis in this analysis is on the productive
relations between individuals and groups, not on the forms of political
organization.

The prehistoric Southwest included both extremes of the kin-ordered mode.
Cultures in the Phoenix Basin (Wilcox & Shenk 1977) and Chaco Canyon
(Grebinger 1973, Judge 1979, Tainter & Gillio 1980) exhibited the levels of
inequality and types of organization that charactcrize chiefdoms within a kin-
ordered mode of production. At no point in the prehistoric Southwest is there
evidence of standing armies or coercive force adequate to infer a tributary mode
of production.

Economic systems

Whereas modes of production refer to the relations that organize production,
economic systems define the relations of exchange that link different sectors of an
economy or different productive units (Laclau 1977, pp. 34-5). Such systems
operate on a local, regional, and even a global scale, as in the case of the modern
capitalist economic system. An economic system may link different modes of
production and societies into a whole, thereby creating a unity without which
those modes and societies would not exist (Laclau 1977, p. 35).

Economic systems should not be confused with the archaeological concept of
modes of exchange (Renfrew 1975). Archaeologists have utilized modes of
exchange as a classificatory scheme in order to pigeonhole societies in an
evolutionary sequence based on the organization of long-distance exchange
(Findlow & Bolognese 1982). Modes of exchange are the mechanisms by which
goods are moved across a landscape and inform only indirectly on the relations
that create dependencies between individuals and groups.

Just as production and exchange each determine and demand the existence of
the other, so too are modes of production and economic systems related. Certain
types of economic systems require the existence of certain modes of production.
For example, a capitalist economic system would not be possible if the only
existing modes of production were kin-ordered modes.

A capitalist economic system, however, incorporates modes in addition to the
capitalist mode of production, including both tributary and kin-ordered modes
(Laclau 1977, Wolf 1982).

Economic systems should not be equated with evolutionary stages. Like modes
of production, economic systems represent specific historically occurring relations
(Laclau 1977, p. 43). There does not exist and could not exist an exhaustive list of
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types of economic systems; the scale of the analysis and the problems at hand will
determine what systems are constituted. Finally, human groups do not pass
through any necessary developmental progression from one type of economic
system to another.

A variety of different economic systems have been constituted in the past,
including the capitalist (Laclau 1977, Marx 1967), the mercantile (Marx 1967, p.
331, Wolf 1982, pp. 83-8), and the prestige-goods (Frankenstein & Rowlands
1978, Gledhill 1978). The last of these types is the most relevant to the discussion
of Southwestern-Mesoamerican interactions.

Prestige-goods economies are based on the association of political power with
control of access to foreign goods, which assume meaning as social valuables. The
concept of such economics is derived from recent work in primitive economics
(Strathern 1971, Sahlins 1972, Schneider 1974), and from the archaeological work
of Frankenstein and Rowlands (1978) and Gledhill (1978). Such economies are
most commonly associated with kin-ordered modes of production and may link
kin-ordered and tributary modes.

In a prestige-goods economy, élites—usually male lineage heads—obtain
power by controlling access to goods obtainable only through external exchange.
Individuals do not require these goods for their physical well-being, but the items
are social valuables essential for the reproduction of the group. Individuals in the
society must have these valuables in order to validate the major social and religious
transitions of their lives, including births, marriages, deaths, and other major life
events. Subordinate individuals become dependent upon lineage heads for access
to these valuables. The lineage heads in turn extract surplus production of both
utilitarian goods and valuables in return for the provisioning of these social
necessities. The lineage heads use this surplus production in status competitions
with other lineage heads, and to obtain more valuables from outside the society.
The relationship is asymmetrical in that the individual has only one source of
valuables, whereas the lineage head can draw surplus production from a variety of
subordinates.

The lineage head must also enter into subordinate relationships in order to
maintain his position in this system. When multiple levels of dependency exist, as
they do in societies labelled as chiefdoms, lower-level lineage heads depend on
higher-level lineage heads to provide them with the goods they need to maintain
their social position. These include valuables for distribution to their followers and
items which symbolically legitimize lowerlevel lineage head status vis a vis their
superiors and subordinates. High-value goods and lesser valuables for distribution
to subordinates are linked at this point in the exchange system so that any
disruption in the supply or flow of one affects the other. Ultimately the
paramount élites must depend on others, outside their society, for the goods that
allow them to maintain the system of dependencies within their own society.

By controlling the valuables required for social reproduction, the lineage head
pre-empts the surplus production of a society. This appropriation derives
primarily from the social meaning of the artefacts involved and not from the use of
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force. This meaning is an integral part of an ideology that serves to deny the
exploitative role of the lineage head and to legitimize the broader system of
inequalities that exist. The artefacts derive their power from ideology, and their
exchange and distribution maintains the ideology. Goods that are rare, that
require unusual skill to produce, or that are associated with more powerful social
systems provide the best candidates for valuables (Flannery 1968).

Inequality increases in this kind of system where lineage heads exploit small
advantages in competition to increase the number of individuals dependent upon
them. Descent groups that have inferior productive resources are disadvantaged in
competition and may become dependent upon the lineage head of a different
descent group for their valuables. In this case the dominant group may compel
the poorer descent group to produce goods that serve the needs of the dominant
group. Lineage heads gain power relative to their subordinates when they come
to control the production or source of the valuables used in the system. The
greater this control the less dependent the lineage heads are on foreign lineage
heads, and the more they are able to monopolize access to valuables. This means
less redistribution to dependents and an increasingly restricted circulation of
valuables, only to those within the élite group (Frankenstein & Rowlands 1978).

The lineage head may exploit distinctions drawn between richer and poorer
descent groups to create real differences in the access to the means of production.
Poorer descent groups may become indebted to richer ones for valuables, and this
may be used as a justification for the dominant group’s usurping of the resources
and labour power of the poorer. The lineage head may also manipulate the
symbolic, mythological, and genealogical differences between richer and poorer
descent groups to create ideologically sanctioned rankings of kin groups.

These processes can ultimately transform a kin-ordered mode of production to
an even more exploitative form, and also transform the economic system. As
lineage heads come to control access to production as well as to the distribution
of valuables, they acquire retainers dependent upon them not just for access to
social necessities but also for their livelihoods. The lineage heads obtain followers
whose allegiance transcends kin obligations. Both internal contradictions and
external dependencies make prestige-goods economies inherently unstable.

The lineage heads’ access to foreign valuables and their ability to compete with
other lineage heads ultimately depend on the productive capabilities of their
dependents. Here we are concerned with the traditional variables of an ecological
archaeology: population size, environment, and technology. The lineage heads
possess a potentially unlimited demand for surplus, but material conditions
ultimately limit the productive capabilities of the society. If the lineage head
attempts to exceed this limitation or coerce greater labour investments than
subordinates are willing to expend, either the economy must collapse or the
producers will overthrow the lineage head. Only if the productive power of the
society increases or the lineage heads obtain a source for coercive force may this
contradiction be overcome and the system transformed to a more exploitative
mode of production.
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The dependency of such economies on external lineage heads contributes to
their instability, since individuals within the society or from competing social
groups may break the lineage heads’ monopoly on foreign valuables, thereby
displacing them. This may be done by establishing new sources of valuables or by
renegotiating social meanings and introducing new valuables. The external trade
connections of the lineage head provide an even greater source of instability. The
supply of foreign valuables normally depends on trade connections which link the
lineage heads to faraway societies, over which they have no control.
Environmental, political, or social perturbations several hundred miles away can
disrupt the flow of valuables to the lineage head.

A prestige-goods economy existed in the Southwest among the Hohokam at
least as early as AD 700 (McGuire 1983b), and such a system clearly existed in the
Chaco by approximately AD 950 (Gledhill 1978, Akins & Schelberg 1981).
Blanton ef al. (1981, p. 250) have argued that a prestige-goods economy existed in
Mesoamerica from 1000 BC until the final two centuries before the Spanish
conquest. This economic system was notably more elaborate than that of the
Southwest, with the movement of many utilitarian commodities, such as
obsidian. According to Blanton et al. (1981, p. 248) a prestige-goods economy
structured this exchange and there is no evidence of regular inter-regional
dependencies for food before the 15th century.

The Pueblo III collapse and the Anasazi katsina religion

The theory presented here attempts to delineate the significant elements at work
in processes of cultural change. It does not seek to specify universal causes, but
rather to identify the key structural relations we should examine in any given
instance of change. Explanation comes from the revelation of the relations and
contradictions that produce change in a specific prehistoric case. To illustrate how
this consideration of production and exchange allows us to understand particular
events in prehistory, I employ the model to analyse the abandonment of the San
Juan Basin and the subsequent appearance of the Anasazi katsina religion.?

One of the most dramatic events in Anasazi prehistory was the abandonment of
Mesa Verde and the San Juan river basin at about AD 1300 and the subsequent
concentration of Anasazi populations in the Rio Grande valley, Zuni, Acoma, and
at scattered locales in northwestern Arizona (Fig. 2.2). The abandonment of
individual sites and river valleys was a common occurrence in Anasazi prehistory,
but the emptying of an area the size of the San Juan Basin was a rare event
(Cordell 1979, pp. 102-3). The Pueblo III to Pueblo IV transition marked the
greatest demographic shift in Anasazi prehistory, and so has been of major interest
to Southwestern archaeologists.

Interestingly, this demographic shift occurred at a time of extreme drought in
the Colorado Plateau (Dean & Robinson 1977, Euler et al. 1979), The
congruence between this drought and the abandonments has not been lost on
Southwestern archaeologists, many of whom cite a general environmental
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Figure 2.2 Map of the Anasazi region with selected sites.

deterioriation resulting from the drought as the cause for abandonment (Hayes
1964, Lister 1966, Dean 1970, Bradfield 1971, Zubrow 1971). Numerous other
researchers have indicated the inadequacy of simple environmental explanations
that do not take into account the internal social dynamics of the societies involved
(Martin & Plog 1973, pp. 318-33, Cordell 1979, p. 150, Tainter & Gillio 1980).
Kelley (1981) points to alternative events that correspond to this period of
abandonment: the exclusion of the Anasazi from a Mesoamerican world system.
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After AD 1200 Mesoamerican goods, such as copper bells and macaws, become
scarce or disappear altogether from Anasazi sites (Schroeder 1966, McGuire 1980).

If we are to explain the abandonment of the San Juan Basin, we must examine
the effects of both environmental stress and the ending of longdistance trade on
Anasazi kin-ordered modes of production, and on the prestige-goods economy
linking societies in the Southwest to each other and to Mesoamerica. For
production, this requires defining the means of production, the limitations to
production inherent in the means of production, and the organization of
production. For exchange, we must consider what was being exchanged, what
were the values of goods, and what were the linkages in the exchange network.
Finally, both kin-ordered modes of production and prestige-goods economies are
maintained not by coercive force but by an ideology embodied in kin relations
and material goods. Events which reveal the contradictions in this ideology move
people to transform these relations, and no such transformation could occur
without a renegotiation of the ideology. The relations of production and
exchange in the late 13th century developed from patterns of organization
inherited from the past, and some discussion of this past facilitates our
understanding of the Pueblo III (AD 1150 to 1350) to Pueblo IV (AD 1350 to
1540) transition.

Production in Anasazi prehistory centred on the cultivation of corn, beans, and
squash. Wild resources, both plants and animals, almost certainly provided a
significant portion of the diet in all periods (Cordell 1979, pp. 67-8). Cordell and
Plog’s (1979) summary of Puebloan prehistory suggests that the Anasazi
dependence on agriculture increased through time, with a marked increase in
agricultural intensification during Pueblo II (AD 900 to 1150). Despite the
importance of wild resources for survival, only corn agriculture provided a basis
for the population aggregation and societal complexity of the Pueblo III period.
Increasing emphasis on corn agriculture, however, ultimately led to an
environmental crisis (Plog 1983, p. 325).

The modern San Juan Basin is environmentally marginal for corn agriculture
because both the rate of summer precipitation and the number of frost-free days
only slightly exceed the minimal requirements for corn growth (Hack 1942, p. 20,
Vivian 1974, Cordell 1979, p. 68, Tainter & Gillio 1980, p. 11). Modern climatic
conditions did not characterize all of Anasazi prehistory, and the key climatic
factors of precipitation and growing season varied through time (Euler et al.
1979). However, because of the marginality of the area, even slight fluctuations in
climate could significantly expand or contract the number of areas suitable for
corn agriculture, and Anasazi populations reacted to these variations by expanding
and contracting their range (Euler ef al. 1979).

These expansions and contractions would have had a profound influence on
the productive relations in a kin-ordered mode of production. With low
population densities such as those that characterize Anasazi populations in the
Basketmaker II to Pueblo I periods (AD 400 to 900) (Cordell & Plog 1979),
expansion would have made a prime productive resource—agricultural land
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more generally available. This increase in access would have weakened lineage
control of resources and, concurrently, the power of lineage heads. On the other
hand, contraction without population loss would have decreased access to the
means of production, strengthening lineage control and the power of lineage
heads. Furthermore, contraction would have revealed an internal contradiction in
this type of mode. While strengthening the power of lineage heads, contraction
also would have increased the chances of conflict, straining the ability of lineage
heads to hold societies together.

The widespread appearance of features designed to concentrate and store water
after around AD 1000 suggests a general intensification of agricultural production
over much of the San Juan Basin (Vivian 1974). The intensification appears to
have been related both to environmental change and to population growth
(Vivian 1974, Cordell & Plog 1979, Euler ef al. 1979). These changes would have
strengthened lineage control of production. The technology required for
production (water-control features) would have become part of lineage lands and
provided lineage heads with greater control of the technology needed for
production.

The grandest and perhaps most complex expression of Anasazi culture occurred
in Chaco Canyon between about AD 1030 and 1150 (Vivian & Mathews 1965,
Judge 1979). The Anasazi built at least 13 multi-storeyed great houses in the
canyon itself and a network of roads linking outlying settlements, scattered across
the San Juan Basin and beyond to a Chacoan interaction sphere (Lyons &
Hitchcock 1977, Altschul 1978, Tainter & Gillio 1980, pp. 98-113, Obenauf
1983, Powers et al. 1983). Most researchers now agree that Chaco society
contained ranked lineages centred on the main towns in the canyon (Grebinger
1973, Altschul 1978, Judge 1979, Tainter & Gillio 1980). The collapse of the
Chaco system at the end of Pueblo II resulted in a reorganization of San Juan
Basin Anasazi populations, with many large pueblos built or expanded, and a shift
in stylistic dominance from Chaco to Mesa Verde.

Production in the late Pueblo III period was organized around widely scattered
large pueblos, usually on major streams with associated water control features.
The preference for locations near major streams and the general aggregation of
population reflects a series of droughts starting in AD 1215 and culminating in the
great drought of AD 1280 (Euler ef al. 1979). This organization coalesced during
the mid-1200s and lasted until about AD 1300. In the Mesa Verde region the
large clift dwellings, including Long House, Clift Palace, Mug House, and Spruce
Tree House, reached their peak in this period, and along the Mancos and other
rivers below the mesa even larger pueblos arose (Rohn 1971, Cattanach 1980).
On the San Juan river the Anasazi reoccupied former Chacoan outliers, including
Aztec and the Salmon ruin (Morris 1919, Irwin-Williams 1972). Near Zuni, at El
Morro, seven pueblos of several hundred rooms each were constructed in the
mid-1200s and abandoned by 1300 (LeBlanc 1978). In the Manuelito Canyon
population increased and large pueblos were built in the mid-1200s and
abandoned by AD 1325 (Weaver 1978). On the upper Puerco the Guadalupe site
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grew during the late 1200s, only to be abandoned by AD 1300 (Pippin 1979).
Around Acoma, on the Cebolleta Mesa, the Kowina ruin grew to over 300
rooms in the late 1200s, but the Anasazi abandoned it by AD 1300 (Dittert 1959,
p- 558). At each of these site complexes there are large pueblos with associated
water-control features, as well as small pueblos which are economically linked to
them.

A commanding centre such as Chaco Canyon did not exist during the late
Pueblo III period. Mesa Verde forms dominated ceramic and architectural styles
but available evidence does not suggest that Mesa Verde controlled an economic
network like Chaco’s or that a single polity united Mesa Verde. Instead of one
centre, there existed numerous competing centres each with its own supporting
area. The relations of exchange in the late Pueblo III period reflect these changes
in the organization of production.

During Pueblo II Chaco Canyon linked an Anasazi prestige-goods economy to
the prestige-goods economy of Mesoamerica. At Pueblo Bonito in Chaco
Canyon, Pepper’s (1920) and Judd’s (1954) excavations recovered the largest
number of Mesoamerican items located from an Anasazi site: 38 macaws, 34
copper bells, and a handful of pseudo-cloisonné items. In addition to these goods
they recovered large quantities of Southwestern prestige goods, including marine
shell, turquoise, painted wood, and ceramic cylinder jars.

In the Chaco interaction sphere Mesoamerican goods have been recovered
only from large canyon towns, while other indigenous prestige goods also occur at
outliers (Tainter & Gillio 1980, pp. 100-13). This suggests that the Mesoamerican
goods were high-value goods used in exchanges between the Chaco leaders and
other leaders of Southwest and west Mexico, and that they provided the material
basis for linkages between these lineage heads and were the legitimizing symbols
for lineage-head status. The linkages maintained by the prestige exchange of
Mesoamerican goods structured the exchange of Southwestern lower-valued
prestige goods, which the leaders distributed as social valuables to their
dependents. The Chacoans probably traded turquoise south for the Mesoamerican
items (Weigand ef al. 1977).

A recent reappraisal and reanalysis of the tree-ring dates from Casas Grandes
suggests that construction began at the site in the beginning of the 13th century
and peaked in the 14th century (Ravesloot et al. 1986).° During the Medio period
(AD 1200 to 1450) Casas Grandes became the major node for Mesoamerican
exchanges and the strongest link to Mesoamerican prestige-goods economies in
the Southwest (D1 Peso 1974). Casas Grandes appears to have controlled the flow
of Mesoamerican prestige goods into the Southwest and indeed some of these
goods, including copper bells and macaws, were produced or raised in the town
(D1 Peso et al. 1974b). The bulk of trade, however, was in Southwestern prestige
goods, including shell and ceramics, exchanged to lineage heads north of Casas
Grandes (McGuire 1980, pp. 19-22).

The distribution of copper bells and macaws in this period suggests that Casas
Grandes interacted primarily with the Mogollon and passed few Mesoamerican
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goods on to the Anasazi of the San Juan Basin. We have located a total of 108
macaws from Mogollon, Salado, and Sinagua* sites dating between AD 1200 and
1450, but only 9 from contemporary Anasazi sites (Di Peso et al. 1974b, p. 185).
Medio period Mogollon sites have yielded over 110 copper bells, with no Anasazi
bells securely dated to this time period (Di Peso et al. 1974a, pp. 508-9).%> Casas
Grandes also appears to have played a predominant réle in the exchange of shell
within the Southwest. During Pueblo III times the Anasazi lineage heads became
dependent upon a foreign centre, Casas Grandes, for their prestige goods and this
centre apparently favoured other groups in its exchange. The supply of high-value
Mesoamerican goods and lower-value Southwestern valuables declined and
became more erratic.

The relations of production and exchange in the prehistory of the San Juan
Basin were quite dynamic, with several major shifts in the nature of these
relations. This discussion only concerns the final and most dramatic shift, the one
that led to the abandonment of the basin. Both events which have been advanced
to account for this abandonment, environmental deterioration and the breakdown
of linkages to Mesoamerica, might have led to the collapse of the late Pueblo III
Anasazi economy. They would have strained the relations of production and
exchange and revealed the contradictions in the ideology which supported these
relations, resulting in a transformation of the mode of production and the
economy.

In the absence of technological innovations to increase production, or of
population decline, environmental deterioration might have created a crisis for a
kin-ordered mode of production. Such deterioration would have deprived
lineages with marginal lands of their means of production and would have
decreased the volume of production even for more affluent lineages. These
changes would have increased the level of conflict within societies, possibly in
excess of the mediating potential of kinship relations. A decrease in production
would have also threatened the prestige-goods economy linking the San Juan
Basin Anasazi societies. Lower rates of production would have forced lineage
heads to moderate their expenditures and lose power, or to become more
demanding in their extraction of surplus from the primary producers. The
existence of many competing communities in the Pueblo III San Juan Basin
would have militated against the first option, and the second could have led the
populace to dispose of their leadership.

The interruption in the flow of precious items resulting from the rise of Casas
Grandes might have created a crisis even in the absence of the productive crisis. The
cut-off of Mesoamerican goods would have deprived the highest-level leaders of
the material symbols they needed to legitimize their status, and of the valuables
they needed to maintain exchange relations with other leaders. Since exchange in
prestige-goods economies tends to be organized from the top to the bottom, this
disruption in the flow of high-level valuables would have disrupted the exchange
of lower-level valuables, effectively denying all lineage heads the means of
enforcing the contributions of their subordinates. Thus, the lineage heads” hold
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over the system of asymmetrical exchanges would have been weakened or
destroyed, leaving the door open for an eftective challenge to the existing order.

The crisis of the late 13th century was not only environmental and social but
also ideological. The resolution of this ideological crisis set in motion the
transformation of Pueblo III society to Pueblo IV forms and the abandonment of
the San Juan Basin. The productive and distributional crises undermined the
sustaining ideology of the San Juan Anasazi to an extent that had not occurred in
the past. The droughts probably resulted in real material hardship for the Anasazi,
perhaps because of population densities greater than any in the past. The loss or
erratic supply of social valuables would have thrown the system of social
reproduction into chaos, requiring people to renegotiate the symbolic exchanges
which legitimized their social lives in terms of a new set of social meanings with a
new set of artefacts. Individuals would have perceived both the material
deprivation and the social chaos as a failure of the lineage heads to fulfil their
obligations, a view reinforced by the lineage heads’ loss of their symbols of power
and legitimization. The contradictions in the existing moral order would have
been laid bare for all to see.

The demystification of a legitimizing ideology creates the necessary prerequisite
for social transformation, the motivation needed before social action can occur. In
prestige-goods economies power derives from the social meaning of valuables
controlled by the lineage head and in a kin-ordered mode of production the
lineage head’s control of production derives from ideologically sanctioned kin
relations. The creation of a new ideology transforms social meanings, destroying
the advantage of the old leadership. The new leadership would be made up of
those who could manipulate the new ideology and transform the system of
dependencies to serve their own ends. Anthropologists commonly refer to such
ideological transformations as crisis cults (LaBarre 1971). I propose that the
appearance, rapid spread, and popularity of the katsina religion among the Anasazi
by AD 1300 can be explained in terms of this concept.

All such cults include prophets who promise a return to the happiness of the past
if people reject the ways of the present and perform certain rituals. The promised
rewards may come in the near future or lie in a foreign land. The ideal moves
people to action and this action transforms reality (Godelier 1982).

Drawing on the anthropological literature concerning crisis cults, we can
identify a number of archaeologically visible characteristics of such cults (Wallace
1956, Worsley 1957, Hobsbawm 1959, LaBarre 1971). Material deprivation and
social disintegration precede the appearance of these cults. They spread rapidly,
especially within the boundaries of cultural systems. The cults integrate existing
beliefs and symbolic forms in new ways, and they borrow elements from other
ideologies, especially those of dominant societies. They commonly incorporate
imitative magic; individuals imitate in ritual and through objects the new and
better world promised by the cult.

The Anasazi katsina religion manifests all of these characteristics. I have already
discussed in some detail the collapse of social order and material stress that
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preceded the cult, and identified the contradictions in the late Pueblo III San Juan
Anasazi world. The mural and rock art of the cult commonly includes warriors
and shields, interpreted by many researchers as evidence of cultural disequilibrium
associated with the cult (Ellis & Hammack 1968, Hibben 1975, pp. 130-2,
Peckham 1981, p. 34, Adams 1983). I will now consider each of the other
characteristics in their turn.®

The katsina religion appeared suddenly among the late 13th-century Anasazi of
southern New Mexico and rapidly spread throughout the Anasazi region, except
for the Taos archaeological district. Rock art associated with the cult manifested
itself abruptly in southern New Mexico by AD 1325 and radiated swiftly to all
Anasazi areas except Taos (Schaafsma & Schaafsma 1974, p. 543, Schaafsma 1980,
pp- 243-301). Archaeologists have reported kiva murals at a number of widely
dispersed Pueblo IV pueblos, including Awatovi (Smith 1952), Pottery Mound
(Hibben 1967, 1975), Kuaua (Dutton 1963), Pueblo del Encierro (Schaafsma
1965), and Gran Quivira (Peckham 1981).

The Anasazi katsina religion incorporates a number of existing ritual features
combined with innovations derived ultimately from Mesoamerica (Adams 1983).
Kivas remained the centres of ritual life and the cult incorporated traditional kiva
features such as the sipapu. Most researchers accept the ultimate Mesoamerican
origin of the basic symbols and features of the cult, including masked rain
dancers, the feathered serpent, macaws, and jaguars (Parsons 1939, Beals 1943,
Brew 1943). The Anasazi began incorporating many of these features and symbols
during the AD 1200s: Ferdon (1955, pp. 8—12) reported a plumed serpent from a
Pueblo III tower in McElmo canyon; macaws occurred in larger Pueblo III sites
(Hargrave 1970), and masked dancers appear in the Southwest both in the rock
art of the Jornada Mogollon, as early as AD 1000 (Schaafsma & Schaafsma 1974,
Schaafsma 1980, pp. 235—42), and on Classic Mimbres ceramics (Carlson 1982).
The Pueblo IV cult was not a totally original phenomenon but a unique
recombination of existing symbols and features, many of which were derived from
Mesoamerica.

Pueblo IV kiva murals depict the rituals of the religion. Masked figures dance
with representations of the lost valuables of the past: macaws, marine shells,
copper bells and tropical bird feathers (Smith 1952, Hibben 1975). The murals
themselves appear to have been part of renewal rituals. Kivas contain from 1 to
100 separate murals painted one on top of the other, as repetitive imitative magic
(Smith 1952, pp. 19-20, Hibben 1975, pp. 30—4, Peckham 1981, p. 34). In the
pueblos, archaeologists find little or no marine shell (Smith 1952, Hibben 1975,
pp- 60, 89, Hayes et al. 1981, p. 163), no copper bells, and rarely macaws
(Hargrave 1970). Instead they recover clay copies of copper bells and
representations of macaws and marine shells on murals and ceramics (Kidder
1932, p. 138, Smith 1952, Lambert 1958, Hibben 1975, pp. 60, 89, Hayes et al.
1981, p. 162). The wealth of the past, no longer attainable because of the collapse
of the earlier prestige-goods economy, lives on on kiva walls, on ceramic vessels,
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and in clay copies—imitative magic to recover the glories of the past and ensure
the cycle of the universe.

The katsina religion spread rapidly to all areas of the Anasazi except the
northern Tiwa around Taos (Adams 1983, Schaafsma & Schaafsma 1974, p. 536).
The modern northern Tiwa lack the religion (Parsons 1939) and there are no
historic accounts of the religion among them (Smith 1952, pp. 75, 92).
Prehistoric kiva murals do not appear in archaeological sites in the region, and
Schaafsma (1980, pp. 285-6) explicitly reports that katsina religion rock art rarely
occurs in the Taos region. If the religion did exist among the northern Tiwa, it must
have been far weaker and less elaborate than in the other pueblo groups.

According to most researchers the Tiwa were the original inhabitants of the
Rio Grande valley and the split into northern and southern groups occurred long
before the early 1300s (Ford ef al. 1972, p. 30). The northern Tiwa probably lived
in the Taos area by AD 1000 and the archaeology of this region shows far greater
continuity in occupation and style than any other region in the Rio Grande
(Wetherington 1968, Ford et al. 1972). The only area in the Anasazi range where
the Pueblo IV katsina religion was absent or very weak was also the area least
affected by the stresses and migrations of the late 13th century. Considering that
this was a crisis cult, it is not surprising that it apparently failed to take hold in the
area where a crisis had not occurred.

Conclusion

I have proposed a complex scenario integrating material, social, and ideological
factors to account for the transformation of Pueblo III Anasazi society. First,
drought strained the Anasazi’s productive capabilities. Given the population
densities of the late Pueblo III period, this would have challenged the
organizational capabilities of the Anasazi lineage heads to mitigate conflicts
between competing lineage groups. Though Anasazi societies had survived
drought in the San Juan Basin before, this time the rise of Casas Grandes
interrupted the high-level exchange networks linking the Anasazi to west Mexico.
Through the AD 1200s lineage heads would have had increasing difficulty
sustaining the prestige-goods economy which maintained social reproduction in
the region and the ideology that supported it. Anasazi populations faced real
material deprivation and cultural breakdown. The stage was set for the rise of a
crisis cult to transform the social and ideological order. Prophets of a new religion,
incorporating some features familiar to the people and new features derived
ultimately from Mesoamerican models and proximally from the masked dances of
the Jornada, promised a better life. A utopia lay to the east with much rain and a
tertile river valley; the people should go there and dance to ensure the cycle of
the world and perform magic to recover the wealth of the past.

My purpose in this chapter has been to examine how we might come to a new
understanding of Southwestern prehistory; an understanding that does not treat
social units as self-contained billiard balls spinning off each other; an
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understanding that gives weight to both local adaptations and interactions in a
field greater than a single river valley or even the Southwest; an understanding
that does not invoke the spectre of Mesoamerican domination of the Southwest or
deny the connectedness of the two regions. I have reviewed the application of
Wallerstein’s theory to this issue and found it limited in the insights it gives us. In
its stead I propose that we must integrate considerations of production, exchange,
and ideology. An examination of the Pueblo III to Pueblo IV transition illustrates
how this approach allows us to link changes in the Southwest to changes in
Mesoamerica without overly simplistic appeals to Mesoamerican domination of
the Southwest. Equally important, it allows us to speak of prehistoric cultural
change in terms of the interaction of material, social, and ideological forces
without reducing any of these factors to epiphenomena.
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Notes

1 The use of the term ‘Southwest’ for this region is somewhat problematic because
the area is the southwest of the USA but the northwest of Mexico. At this time no
other label for the region has been widely accepted and more descriptive
expressions such as the Mexican-American west are awkward when used in text.
For these reasons the parochial use of ‘Southwest’ has been continued in this
chapter.

2 The katsina (kachina) religion of the Southwestern pueblos is characterized by the
public performances of masked dancers, or katsinas. It is an aesthetic religion that
requires its practitioners to make material sacrifices and regularly perform the rituals
of the religion. The rituals function to maintain the cycle of the world necessary for
agriculture and the continuance of all life.

3 This new dating for the Casas Grandes Medio period shifts the period from AD
1150-1350 to AD 1200-1400. Because of the new dates, I had to rethink my
previous interpretation of the P IIT to P IV transition (McGuire 1986a, 1986b).
Through a re-examination of the data I realized that Mesoamerican goods stopped
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appearing in Anasazi sites in the AD 1200s, not at AD 1300, suggesting that Casas
Grandes should be seen as a blockage to Anasazi exchange and not a facilitator. The
change also caused me to decide that the processes of ideological transformation
would have had to have occurred in the 13th century and not the 14th.

4 Sinagua and Salado refer to archaeological complexes that occur in the mountains of
Arizona and western New Mexico. Some researchers treat them as manifestations of
a late Mogollon culture and others regard them as separate cultures.

5 The number of sites excavated in the Anasazi area for this time period exceeds the
number excavated for the Mogollon. It is highly unlikely that the relative
frequencies of macaws and bells result from excavation bias.

6 Adams (1983) provides a detailed consideration of the spread and variability of the
katsina religion in the ethnographic and prehistoric pueblos. His discussion differs
from my own most notably in terms of its scope. Whereas Adams seeks to explain
the variety and detail of the religion, my emphasis is on accounting for those
similarities that unify the religion. I primarily wish to answer the questions of why
the religion appeared when it did and why it gained popularity and spread so rapidly.
Researchers seriously interested in the Pueblo katsina religion should consult
Adams’s work for a more in-depth consideration than I have presented here.
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3
Explaining the Iroquois: tribalization on a
prehistoric periphery
DENA E.DINCAUZE and ROBERT J.HASENSTAB

Given the complexity and particularity of economic, social, and
ideological interaction, any analysis must be historically
contextualized. Tension, and the resolution of tension within a given
society, cannot be understood except in terms of its specific historical
trajectory. [SJome element of Wallerstein’s “World System’ has to be
incorporated in the analysis (Bender 1985, pp. 53—4).

The cultural uniqueness of the Iroquoian-speaking peoples of northeastern North
America was obvious at contact, and its explanation has remained a focus of
Iroquoianist research through the current century, with many different
hypotheses proffered. We present here a preliminary version of an historical-
contextual explanation of that uniqueness, which posits the Iroquois as part of a
socio-economic system larger than has been considered previously by Iroquoianist
scholars.

The problem and some suggested explanations

Although the Iroquois are presented in introductory texts and survey volumes as
the quintessential exemplars of northeastern North American native cultures,
Iroquoianist scholars at least since Parker (1916) have been burdened to explain
the uniqueness of the Iroquois, whom they perceived as exotic elements in the
greater Northeast, where hunters and gatherers and small homestead farmers
otherwise dominated. Both lifeways and language set the Iroquois apart.

Most of the Iroquoian-speaking peoples of the Northeast were sedentary to
semi-sedentary maize horticulturalists living in nucleated, palisaded villages or
towns. Their social organization was based on extended family and lineage
coresidence in longhouses, with wider linkages through clans that had political as
well as social functions. Iroquoian religion contains ritual elements that
correspond with the religions of sedentary farmers in the continental interior as
well as others that echo those of their hunter-gatherer neighbours (Fenton 1940).
They were involved heavily in raiding warfare (Fenton 1978, Tuck 1978). The
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Figure 3.1 Location map of eastern North America. The northern Iroquoianspeaking
homeland is generalized for the late prehistoric period, within a region dominated by

Algonquian-speaking populations. The languages to the west and south of Iroquoia are

poorly known for the period.

bellicosity culminated in the 17th-century fur trade wars, in which the ‘League’

Iroquois south of Lake Ontario destroyed the Iroquoians to the west of them.

The Algonquian-speaking northern neighbours of the Iroquois were essentially

hunter-gatherers who raised little maize or other cultigens and who did not live in

nucleated, semi-permanent settlements. To the east and south were Algonquian-

speaking farmers who were more mobile and less socially integrated than the

Iroquois. To the south and west were farming peoples whose material culture, at

least, resembled aspects of the culture of the Iroquois, whose languages were

mostly Eastern Siouan (Fig. 3.1), and who were rapidly removed from the stage
of history before the 17th century (Trigger 1978a, pp. 802—4).
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Figure 3.2 The upper Mississippi and Great Lakes drainage basins during the late
prehistoric period. The locations of key archaeological sites and cultures as discussed in the
text are shown with the major rivers. The Ontario and New York Iroquois cultures
occupied either side of the lower Great Lakes Basin, and together comprised the northern
Iroquoian-speaking peoples of Canada and the United States, respectively. Average canoe-
travel times to Cahokia are indicated by concentric arcs, the inner representing 15-20
days’ travel and the outer 3040 days’ travel (from Little 1987).

The ‘remarkable concordances’ (Fenton 1940, p. 199) of Iroquoian culture over
the span of territory they occupied in what is now southern Ontario province of
Canada, western New York state, and extreme northeastern Ohio (Fig. 3.2) have
been acknowledged by scholars since Morgan, among them archaeologists
studying prehistoric ‘Iroquoia’. Those widespread similarities have helped to
define a cohesive realm of Iroquoianist scholarship during this century, and the
dominant problem was early defined as the need to explain Iroquoian uniqueness.

Explanations

Early in the 20th century a migration hypothesis became widely accepted because
of its parsimony in accounting for the presence of exotic traits in the Northeast,
including the Iroquoian languages. Parker (1916) elaborated the migration
hypothesis into its classic form. In Parker’s scenario, the Iroquois brought their
horticultural subsistence base and village life from an ancestral home near the
mouth of the Ohio River (confluence with the Mississippi).
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By mid-century, opposition to the Iroquoian migration hypothesis was
mounting, as migration hypotheses in general lost favour in North America.
MacNeish’s  (1952) demonstration of ceramic continuities through several
centuries in many areas of Iroquoia was eventually accepted as a refutation
(Ritchie 1961). If there were no late prehistoric discontinuities in the culture
history of the region, then a migratory origin of the Iroquois was considered
disproved. As researchers tested MacNeish’s ceramic continuities, and established
others in house forms and successive village relocations (Wright 1966, Tuck
1971, Ritchie & Funk 1973, Pendergast 1975), the in situ hypothesis became the
reigning explanation of Iroquoian culture history: development in place.
However, neither migration from elsewhere nor development in place actually
explains why a particular culture has the characteristics it displays; explanation
must be sought in different spheres of understanding.

Understanding of the special character of Iroquoian culture has recently been
sought in environmental or social factors, and explanations proliferate. An
important contender for lead hypothesis, appearing in many versions, sees
population growth, social complexity, village nucleation, and intensifying warfare
as responses to maize horticulture in benign environments (e.g. Gibbon 1972,
Noble 1975b). The appearance of maize and other semitropical cultigens in the
Northeast is known to coincide roughly with the climatic amelioration centred
around ad 1000, and it is argued that the cultigens diffused because people wanted
them and the climate had warmed to the point that the plants could be grown in
the region. Horticulture thus becomes a historic given, and it was argued that
social development proceeded apace as cultigens, which can be multiplied to
meet increasing need and which can be stored as well as or better than most wild
foods, relieved some of the environmental pressures restricting population
density. With increased sedentism, populations can grow to the extent that they
can protect their stores from competitors and can acquire the resources of land
and labour to provide for themselves. With growing population, and larger stores,
sedentary village life becomes both an amenity and a necessity. The development
of coresidential lineages out of extended families can be expected when labour
must be mobilized to till soil and harvest crops. In sedentary communities, social
pressures against fission will necessitate the development of some hierarchical
mechanisms of social control, thus the clans and the confederacies.

However, this ecological-social argument cannot explain the uniqueness of the
Iroquois, since knowledge of and access to maize and other cultigens spread
throughout the Northeast to the apparent environmental limits within a few
centuries. The issue of why the farming Algonquian speakers failed to converge
culturally with the Iroquois, or vice versa, remains as unexplained as ever.

The Iroquois strategy of intensification seems fraught with risk for several
reasons (see Hayden 1978). Dependence upon a limited number of non-
indigenous plant foods near their climatic limits places the communities at risk
from climatic and biological disasters (droughts, frosts, fires, blights, pests, etc.).
Established villages and extensive stores are vulnerable to attack by human
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enemies as well as by non-human competitors such as rodents and insects.
Population nucleation creates crowding stress and increased contflicts, while the
possibility of social fissioning diminishes with the amount of labour invested in
facilities. The Algonquian farmers, on the other hand, developed in a different
direction, maintaining a mixed economy, seasonal mobility, and lower population
densities. Thereby they diverged less from their older cultural patterns of
subsistence and society than did the Iroquois. How are we to understand the
contrast?

Seeing Iroquoian warfare as central to the uniqueness of the culture, Wright
(1966) and Hayden (1978) have separately offered hypotheses based on the need
for defence to explain many other aspects of Iroquoian culture. The need for civil
defence is seen as explaining the palisaded villages. Other aspects of Iroquoian
culture, such as matriclans, can also be related functionally to intensifying warfare
(Divale 1984). The threat that initiated the need for defence is either unspecified
or located in the early historic period, when trade competition developed along
the St. Lawrence River and its tributaries (Hayden 1978). The chronology of
several of the traits related to the defence hypothesis fails to support these
arguments very well; palisaded villages occur before ad 1000 in Ontario, inter-
group and interpersonal hostility becomes a salient aspect of the archaeological
record by ad 1400 (Tuck 1971, Pearce 1984), and the origin of clans cannot yet
be related to either of the other traits (Whallon 1968).

Recently, Ramsden (1978) and Hayden (1978) have proposed control of trade
and commodity flows in the Great Lakes Basin as the source of Iroquoian strength
and the explanation for their social cohesiveness. Ramsden elaborated an
argument explaining how key elements of Iroquoian culture could have
developed in response to the economic and social pressures engendered by
successful monopolies on the transport of furs and other commodities to
European traders in the Saint Lawrence Valley. Hayden (1978), noting that many
of the traits implicated appear in the archaeological record prior to the 16th
century, proposed some prehistoric trade monopolies as crucial factors in the
formation of Iroquoian culture, but does not specify the time or the direction of
this earlier trade.

Being convinced by the series of functionalist arguments summarized above that
there are only a few key features that need explanation, we now set about
explaining the historical or processual causes of selected features of Iroquoian
culture. These may be defined as the complex of Iroquoian tribalization, intensive
maize horticulture, and warfare (Hasenstab 1985) or, alternatively, the anomalous
degree of social integration displayed by the Iroquois, whose society lacked any
marked social stratification (D.F.D.). Believing that historical factors have played a
larger réle in shaping Iroquoian culture than it is currently fashionable to suggest,
we call attention to the larger, regional, social and economic arenas in which
Iroquoian culture may have been shaped (Fig. 3.2).
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Table 3.1 Comparative chronologies at American Bottom and in the Northeast, AD 900—
1500. Data compiled from various sources (see text). Note that separate columns may have
different entities labelled.

Year Cahokiaarea Cahokiasite Northeast Periphery  Greater Iroquoia

(AD) periods phases sites — E phase

1500

1400 Oncota Marictta  Chance
Sand Prairie

1300 Mississipian Middleport, Oak Hill

Kincaid, Angel

Moorchead

1200
Stirling Aztalan Glen Meyer, Owasco
Lohmann

1000

Emergent

900  Mississiplan

Cahokia: core and periphery

At the confluence of the Mississippi and Missouri rivers, not far above the
confluence of the Ohio, the site of Cahokia sits in the American Bottom,
commanding the major water routes from north and west, and within easy reach
from the south and east. The largest prehistoric site in America north of Mexico,
it was at the height of its size and influence between ad 900 and 1300. It is here
that we look to see what forces might have impinged upon the proto-Iroquoian
peoples and helped to define their cultural development in such particular ways.
The phenomenon that was prehistoric Cahokia was in the right place at the right
time to play such a defining rdle (Fig. 3.2; Table 3.1). One has only to be open to
the possibility that the influence of an expanding chiefdom or city-state which was
also a religious centre and trade nexus could have been felt 950 km to the
northeast, to begin some productive speculations about processes at the interface
between complex societies and village farmers.

The literature on Cahokia is contentious, revealing argument about almost
every aspect of interpretation of its size and complexity. There is no consensus on
whether it represented a city (e.g. Fowler 1974), although estimates of the resident
population at its height range from 10 000 to 38 000 within its 1336 ha (Fowler
1974, pp. 6, 25). Despite the scale of its public works, there is only argument
about the possibility of its having been a state (O’Brien 1972, Gibbon 1974, Harn
1975, Iseminger 1980). There is no agreement about its representing an advanced
chiefdom (Steponaitis 1978). It is hard to deny that the rich and complex
interments in Mound 72, which include retainer sacrifice on a large scale,
represent a hierarchy of social statuses; at least three, and probably four, levels of
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ranking are indicated by the differences in burial treatment. Data are inadequate
to test whether the four-level site hierarchy posited by Fowler (1974, pp. 27, 32)
existed at one time. There are, however, in the site scales and monumental
architecture of the area, a number of suggestive parallels to Late Formative site
hierarchies in Mesoamerica (cf. Wright 1977, p. 384).

The scale of the monumental earthworks is truly impressive. Monks Mound is
the largest earthen structure north of Mexico; it covers roughly 6 ha of ground and
rises to 30 m in height (Fowler 1974, pp. 6, 7). It is the largest of a complex of
over 100 mounds, of smaller size and many shapes, that stood on the American
Bottom near the present cities of St. Louis and East St. Louis. The core of the
site, in its waning years, was enclosed by a bastioned palisade that required 15 000
trees to build, and was rebuilt four times between ad 1150 and 1300 (Iseminger
1982, p. 11).

The subsistence base was a horticultural economy founded upon domesticates
such as maize and squash raised in gardens distributed among individual
farmsteads around the American Bottom (Fowler 1974, pp. 3, 33—4, Bareis &
Porter 1984, p. 185). Agricultural-scale production has not been well
demonstrated, and some researchers insist that small growers in the environs of
the major site were self-sufficient and not producing for a city (Bareis & Porter
1984, pp. 185-6). Wild foods and minor domesticates such as goosefoot,
maygrass, knotweed, sunflower and nuts supplemented the vegetable diet. Beans
are not well attested in the American Bottom, so that animal protein must have
been important for nutrition; local meat sources included deer, birds (especially
waterfowl), and fish (Bareis & Porter 1984, p. 185). The self-sufficiency of the
Cahokia area in food has been called into question on several counts, most
impressive among those being the poor nutritional state of some of its satellite
populations (Goodman ef al. 1985, Harn 1986, pp. 34-5).

The population aggregation was surpassed by no other known archaeological
complex of its time north of Mexico. The site appears to have drawn population
from surrounding areas, and perhaps from farther away as well. That there were
expensive people to spare at the site is evidenced by the elaborate retainer
sacrifices accompanying the young male buried in Mound 72, one of the smaller
and earlier mounds at the site (Fowler 1974). The nature and quantity of
imperishable objects found at Cahokia, and echoed in related sites along the rivers
to the north, south, and east, indicate that Cahokia was also a nexus of
commodity trade, attracting many kinds of raw materials and producing some
specialty artefacts in large numbers (Parmalee 1958, O’Brien 1972, Prentice 1983,
Yerkes 1983). Raw materials were drawn from the Gulf and Atlantic coasts and
widely from within the midcontinental region. Spindle whorls imply cloth
production, at a scale not yet estimated. It seems possible to infer that, like most
early cities, the Cahokia area was a population and energy sink, drawing people
and foodstufts from a larger region.

Whatever its status of political organization, Cahokia functioned for a few
centuries as the centre of a large political-economic network, by mechanisms
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unknown but probably functionally similar to tribute. In the language of world
systems theory, Cahokia had many of the attributes of a core, although it certainly
did not represent a capitalist or mercantile state (Hopkins & Wallerstein 1977,
Wolf 1982). For the argument developed here, it is unnecessary to place the
Cahokia phenomenon into any rigid taxonomic or evolutionary framework, and
it is probably helpful not to do so (Gamble 1986).

During the centuries in which it dominated the continental interior, Cahokia
stood at the apex of a ranked series of smaller settlements spread out along the
alluvial plains of the main rivers (Fowler 1974). These sites ranged in size from
major mound—plaza centres, surrounded at some time by extensive palisades, to
smaller centres with a few mounds and a plaza, hamlets with or without palisades
but lacking plazas and mounds, and individual farmsteads. In the north-east
quarter, the sites tend to be smaller as distance from Cahokia increases. They are
related to Cahokia by the site form and included structures, by artefactual
similarities sometimes amounting to identity (special ceramics, stone hoes, beads,
rarer items), and by ceremonial items and the rituals that those imply. The earliest
of the distant mound-plaza centres was established far to the north at Aztalan
(Fig. 3.2), early in the developmental period of Cahokia. Other major sites were
later established on the Ohio, progressively farther east and upstream from the
Mississippian confluence. Major sites for which some data are published include
the Kincaid site on the Black Bottom of the Ohio (Muller 1978), with mounds, a
plaza, and a bastioned stockade; Kincaid was founded sometime around ad 1200
and lasted about two centuries. Farther upriver on the Ohio is the Angel site, poorly
dated but thought to be the northeasternmost site founded during the duration of
Cahokia.

As Cahokia weakened as a centre, after ad 1300, the Ohio Valley sites
flourished but appear to have dominated support areas much smaller than that of
Cahokia (Fowler 1974). These sites, and others located in the modern states of
Mlinois, Indiana, Ohio, and Kentucky, may have been founded initially as
‘gateway’ sites for Cahokia’s commodity procurement network (see Hirth 1984);
situated as they were at the confluences of major streams, they could have
controlled river traffic. The Fort Ancient centres along the upper Ohio River
contain foreign lithic and ceramic materials suggestive of involvement in
commodities trade (Clay 1976, Essenpreiss 1978); a role as bulk-breaking facilities
in the transport of commodities can be supported by archaeological data (Clay
1976, Baker 1984). They seem not to have dominated very large settlement
spaces around them, but nevertheless to have maintained élite persons and
perhaps ceremonial functions that would originally have reflected the Cahokian
source of both social ranking and the ceremonies that supported and validated it.
The pattern of increasing site size downriver toward Cahokia is supportive of this
interpretation. These secondary or peripheral centres gradually impinged upon
Iroquoia after ad 1300, perhaps from a power base at Marietta near the divide
between the Lake Erie/Ohio Valley drainages (Fig. 3.2; Essenpreis 1978, pp. 162—
3).
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We are proposing that the Ohio Valley sites (like others along other major
river valleys, cf. Gibbon 1974) constituted a ‘periphery’ for Cahokia, and that
they functioned, initially at least, to funnel commodities and other valuables
towards the centre. The system may be thought of as a pump, drawing energy
(foodstuffs and captives), possibly additional population, commodities (hides, furs,
shells, and minerals), and probably information into the heartland from a large
region around it. The heartland, in turn, sent out manufactured goods (hoes,
beads, possibly cloth, other precious items), ceremonial information (probably
related to calendrical rites and scheduling), and some degree of political control.
The presence of ‘dependency élites’ in the initial stages of these peripheral sites
remains to be demonstrated, but it is strongly implied by the world systems model
(Wallerstein 1974, Schneider 1977, Paynter 1982).

The expanding periphery appears to have superseded the centre sometime after
ad 1300. At Cahokia, the century of the Sand Prairie phase was a time of stasis
and then of retraction. It has been noted that this period of contraction coincided
with an episode of climatic cooling (Baerreis & Bryson 1965) that may have
stressed the agricultural base of the economy, reducing the influence of the élites
as their ability to ‘guarantee’ good crops and to predict the turn of the seasons
diminished. Among other processes potentially relevant to the end of Cahokia
could have been the evolution of ‘development’ élites at the distant sites; these
may have decided to risk insubordination, retain the benefits of the exchange
networks nearer to home, and become leaders of settlements that were centres in
their own right (Paynter 1982). Their ability to do so would have depended upon
Cahokia’s power being attenuated either by distance or by weakness developing
within Cahokia itself, so that insubordination could not be eftectively quenched.
We are a long way from being able to identify the independent variables in this
system, but the reasons for suspecting a systemic breakdown seem good enough in
theory to allow us to proceed to examine the implications for Iroquoia.

Iroquoia as margin

Iroquoia was never part of the Cahokia periphery; societies there remained always
outside of direct involvement in the expansion of the Mississippian socio-
economic system. The absence of exotic goods in the archaeological record
between ad 1200 and 1400 is strong testimony to the absence of élites, and to a
buffered involvement, if any, in the exchange network at that time. However,
Iroquoia was among those regions affected by events in the midcontinent. It
received the Mississippian cultigens and, probably with them, some of the
Mississippian ceremonials that supported the hoe horticulture. People within the
area later to be Iroquoia adopted Mississippian ceramic technologies to the extent
of creating thin-walled and smoothsurfaced globular pots that derive from ceramic
traditions alien to the northeastern woodlands. Hunting weapons reflected stylistic
norms characteristic of the Ohio Valley Mississippian periphery (small triangular
‘Madison’ points). Although house construction in Iroquoia was typically
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northeastern in style, with longhouses developing from oval wigwams (Tuck
1971), there are enough wall-trench structures to imply familiarity with
Miississippian domestic architecture (Kapches 1980).

The systemic relationships among nucleated villages, maize horticulture,
fortifications and warfare or raiding, and lineage and clan organization have been
briefly alluded to above. These relationships, which are so important in defining
the uniqueness of the Iroquois in the Northeast, are repeatedly observed both
within and just beyond the Mississippian social periphery. This cluster of traits
extends beyond the Cahokian sphere in all directions—up the Missouri River to
the west, up the Mississippi and Illinois rivers and their tributaries to the north,
and up the Ohio and its tributaries to the east and south-east (e.g. Gibbon 1972,
Harn 1978, 1986). To the south and south-west, the cluster may precede in time
the rise of Cahokia (Nassaney 1984). The trait cluster is at the foundation of all
the hypotheses proposed to explain the emergence of the Iroquois in the
Northeast, and we accept it as a historical given. Only the initiating variable and
the emphasis given to the other variables differ from one model or scenario to
another.

Developmental scenarios

We propose that the proto-Iroquoian peoples had a number of possible options
available to them as they faced the encroachment of the Mississippian socio-
economic system. We present some of them here in the form of scenarios that
will be analysed and tentatively tested. As marginal peoples they could have
become suppliers for peripheral middlemen, contributing to the flow of materials
and people heading toward the heartland. They could, on the other hand, have
declined to participate in the network, and might have succeeded if they were
able to defend themselves from outside pressures either by withdrawal or by
militancy. They could have done all of these things at different times.

Our first scenario begins with the proto-Iroquois under pressure to provide
food or other valuables (hides or furs, minerals, shells, captives) to the core sites
farther south-west, with the initial destinations likely to be one of the gateway
communities along the Ohio or its tributaries. We can postulate that they may
have given in and provided, or agreed to provide, the materials demanded.
Capitulation or involvement of this sort would probably have entailed
intensification of maize horticulture, in order to provide a surplus for export, or
goods to exchange with more marginal groups for hides or minerals. Alternatively,
if the men were engaged in resource extraction activities at a new level of
intensity, maize horticulture might have substituted for foodstuffs no longer
provided by males to the home communities. Nucleation of settlements,
horticultural intensification, and matriclans might be expected to result from such
an involvement in external exchange. The society might have seen itself
benefiting from calendrical ceremonialism and some stabilization of food supplies
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as a consequence of involvement with the Mississippian system at its margins,
even in the absence of effective force to ensure that involvement.

A second scenario accounts for Iroquoian militancy. If the initial efforts at
intensification of horticulture proved inadequate to supply needs, the Iroquois
might have attempted to shift the burden of producing exchange goods onto their
neighbours to the north and east. In this scenario it would be postulated that the
mode of doing so would have been related to that described by Sahlins (1962) as
the expansion of segmentary lineages. The communities develop a warrior ethic,
and undertake raids on communities outside of their own kin networks. They
capture goods and people, and pass those on towards the cores. To do this
effectively, they would need to safeguard their rear by firm alliances with those
identified as kin. Clan organization would help here, and if Divale (1984) is
correct about the efficient organization of clans in support of warriors regularly
away from home, those would be matriclans. The fortification of the home
villages would be a prudent course for the kin of absent warriors, as would
nucleation into settlements larger than those of their victims. Large storage
facilities would be granaries for the people at home as well as for the warriors
away.

A third, defensive, scenario posits that, under coercion to become involved in
the exchange networks of their neighbours to the south, marginal people might
have refused to participate. Given that they were al