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in the service of archaeological research and education
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Preface

Explaining and appreciating others, as goals of
an anthropological archaeology that strives to be,
at once, scientific and humanistic in outlook, are
reconciled in the detailed study of local peoples
in their local and broader cultural and natural
contexts. Through the rich description of a local
people and their ideas, practices, and environ-
ments, the possibility arises for the researcher to
come to know those people and their ways in
terms of their own self-images, roles, practices,
values, and beliefs, rather than his or hers, to
glimpse their aspirations and motivations, and to
begin to understand them. Detailed, personalized
observation of a people, and situating oneself in
their midst, lay the groundwork for a deeper ex-
perience of them, and open the door to true hu-
manistic appreciation and faithful comparative
study and explanation.

In this light, finding the faces, actions, con-
sequences, and motivations of past peoples as
individuals, as social persons who constructed
and played out varying social roles, and as larger
social formations with social raisons d’étre—
thickly describing past peoples—is vital to a fully
realized archaeology that is scientific and human-
istic. This calling is especially salient when an
archaeological landscape is richly endowed with
culturally expressive material remains at multi-
ple scales, as is true of Hopewellian landscapes
over the Eastern Woodlands of North America.

Within the verdant valleys of the Wood-
lands, Hopewellian peoples of 2,000 years ago
built truly monumental, often complexly de-
signed earthworks for their ritual gatherings and
burying their dead, masterfully worked glis-
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tening metals and stones acquired from long,
dangerous travels afar into elaborately embel-
lished symbolic forms, and honored many of
their dead in meaningfully rich and laboriously
expensive mortuaries. Multicommunity, earth-
enclosed ceremonial grounds of many tens of
acres, aligned precisely to the solstices, equinox,
and rising moon; ceremonial, three and four-
tone panpipes sheathed in silver and copper and
sometimes used in rites of passage; smoking
pipes sculpted with creatures that provided per-
sonal connections to power; figurines of elite,
shaman, and commoners in ritual and ordinary-
life routines; tombs of oaken logs and cremation
basins filled with dozens to hundreds of gifts of
copper axes, copper breastplates, quartz crystal
points, or galena cubes by community leaders,
elite sodality members, and shaman-like divin-
ers or healers—such expressiveness of lives past
makes Hopewellian material records among the
most socially and personally vocal archaeologi-
cal remains on the North American continent.
In this book, twenty-one authors in inter-
woven efforts immerse themselves in this vi-
brant archaeological record and guide the
reader through it in order to richly document
Hopewellian life and to develop new, more in-
tricate understandings of Hopewellian peoples,
who have intrigued and mystified professional
archaeologists and laypersons for now more
than two centuries. By assembling and ana-
lyzing deep and broad archaeological data on
an unprecedented scale, the authors offer de-
tailed views of the practices, ideas, and motiva-
tions of Hopewellian peoples in their local and
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interregional cultural and natural contexts in east-
ern North America. It would be possible, instead,
to simply imagine how various expressive mate-
rial remains and practices of Hopewellian peo-
ples might have figured into their lives, or to place
them in some generalized, theoretical frame-
work from an outsider’s perspective (e.g., eco-
logical, neo-Darwinian, symbolic—structuralist),
but these efforts would bring us only alittle closer
to Hopewellian peoples themselves. Rather, by
thickly describing local Hopewellian life, in per-
sonalized, contextualized, ethnographic-like de-
tail to the extent archaeologically feasible, the
authors here lay a strong foundation for knowing
Hopewellian peoples in their own terms, and for
appreciating and explaining them and their works
in a manner that is sensitive to their voices.

The twenty chapters of this book intro-
duce the reader to many previously unknown
aspects of the social, political, and ceremonial
lives of local Hopewellian peoples, especially
those in the northern Woodlands of Ohio, Indi-
ana, and Illinois. Diverse leadership roles with
sacred and secular bases of power; the develop-
ment of institutionalized, multicommunity lead-
ership positions from classical shamanism over
time; the animal-totemic clans of local societies
and their relative wealth, size, networking, and
access to leadership positions; the simplicity of
social ranking and its low priority for symbol-
ing; gender distinctions and relationships as seen
in the access of the sexes to leadership posi-
tions and sodality membership, day-to-day tasks,
workload, and health; the possible recognition
of a third gender; patrifocal and matrifocal kin-
ship structures; ceremonial societies/sodalities
with overlapping membership; earthwork ritual
gatherings, their sizes, social-role compositions,
foreign participant levels, and functions, and
changes in these characteristics over time; inter-
community alliances and their changing means,
formality, and size over time; and the correlation
between alliance development and leadership
form—each of these features of Hopewellian
social, political, and ceremonial life is defined
empirically for local Hopewellian peoples. Nec-
essarily, these features are also resolved and un-
derstood in the context of the ceremonial—spatial
organizations of local Hopewellian communities,
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including ceremonial sites of differentiated ritual
functions, the use of singular ceremonial sites
by multiple communities, and the triscalar orga-
nization of residential, local symbolic, and de-
mographically sustainable kinds of Hopewellian
communities.

In order to come to know local Hopewellian
peoples more closely—to personalize and hu-
manize Hopewellian material records—many of
the authors of this book emphasize identifying
the social and ritual roles of actors: public cer-
emonial leader, ritual greeter of foreigners, di-
viner, healer, corpse processor, and such. Roles
are cultural models that guide the actions and in-
teractions of persons by defining or suggesting
their relative rights, duties, actions, responses,
and tasks in a given social context, and are me-
dia that facilitate creative social expression of
actors. As such, roles are closely associated with
the social action of individuals. Roles bring a
dynamism to archaeological records that struc-
tural studies of social identities, personae, and
positions, which have been a mainstay in mod-
ern mortuary archaeology, do not. Roles also give
a personal quality to archaeological studies, but
at a level of abstraction above the individual and
more archaeologically resolvable than the indi-
vidual agent and his or her specific social actions
and effects, which are popular yet debated foci
in anthropological archaeology today.

It is from the detailed views of the lives of
local Hopewellian peoples that their interre-
gional travels, long-distance procurement of
materials, far-flung social-ritual interactions,
and spread of ceremonial practices, ideas, raw
materials, artifact classes, and material styles
are understood here in Hopewellian terms.
Interregional-scale Hopewellian practices and
connections are shown to have been motivated
by, and aspects of, local social, political, and
ritual practices and foundational beliefs. Once
thought to have been a relatively coherent ex-
change system fueled by local subsistence risk
and/or demands for social status markers, interre-
gional Hopewellian connections empirically turn
out instead to have been very diverse in form,
and commonly spiritually focused. Vision and
power questing, pilgrimages to places in nature,
the travels of medicine persons and/or patients
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for healing, the buying and spreading of religious
prerogatives, pilgrimage to a ceremonial center,
personal travel to a ceremonial center for tute-
lage in religious knowledge and ceremony, and
occasional cases of long-distance spirit adoption
or intermarriage each had a part in creating the
web of interregional Hopewellian connections
seen archaeologically in widespread shared or
analogous practices and material culture. Fun-
damental religious emphases on transformation,
light and darkness, the tripartite universe and its
creatures, power, and the acquisition and man-
aging of power, which are revealed here through
material-symbolic studies, are found be among
the important local impetuses for long-distance
Hopewellian activities.

Writing thick, interwoven descriptions of
the lives of local Hopewellian peoples and their
interregional ventures—personalized, contextu-
alized, ethnographic-like accounts—was made
possible at this time by the convergence of many
significant empirical advances in Hopewell ar-
chaeology. A number of very large data sets rel-
evant to diverse, specific features of Hopewellian
social, political, and ceremonial life were as-
sembled or reconstituted between the mid-1990s
and the present: systematized museum data from
19th through early 20th century excavations of
Hopewellian sites, detailed laboratory analyses
of artifacts and skeletal remains, and new exca-
vations and surveys of habitation sites and earth-
works (esp. Romain, Chapter 3, Appendix 3.1;
Ruby and Shriner, Chapter 15; Cadiente 1998;
Carr and Haas 1996; Carr and King n.d.; Carr
and Maslowski 1995; Case and Carr n.d.; Dancey
and Pacheco 1997b; Penney and Carriveau 1983;
Ruby 1997a—e; Ruhl 1996; Spence and Fryer
1996; Turff 1997; and see summaries in Ruby
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et al., Chapter 4). Each potent in its own right,
the meeting of these empirical advances gave a
special synergy and jump-start to the thinking,
analyses, and interpretations of the authors of
this book. Also critical to our writing fine-grained
descriptions have been recent refinements in ar-
chaeological, middle-range theories that are use-
ful for identifying and sorting out the various
social and other cultural dimensions reflected in
mortuary practices and styles of artifacts, which
comprise a good bulk of the information studied
here. Finally, recent anthropological, theoretical
developments in the study of community orga-
nization, shamanism, gender, alliance develop-
ment, and long-distance journeying for social and
religious reasons have aided our efforts to reveal
Hopewellian peoples and their ways. These ar-
chaeological and ethnological theories are sum-
marized, and in some cases further developed
here, as the Hopewellian records to which they
are relevant are explored.

Many of the large, raw data sets analyzed
here are reproduced in the CD Appendices listed
at the back of this book. Some of the interpre-
tive, anthropological potential of these data sets
has been brought forward here, but more patterns
and insights remain for others to reveal. We hope
that these hard data, and the authors’ rich, per-
sonalized renderings of the practices, ideas, and
motivations of Hopewellian peoples in their local
and interregional settings, will serve professional
archaeologists well in their future strides to know,
faithfully explain, and appreciate Hopewellian
life.

CHRISTOPHER CARR
D. TRoY CASE
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Dedication to Stuart Struever

On alazy, flowing Illinois River, in a country val-
ley nestled in a quiet, wispy fog of early morning
and then drenched in sparkling dew as the sun
grows higher, a ferry from times gone by pas-
sengers vehicles of archaeologists and students
across the waters toward their day’s adventures
in an earthen past. Hopewell burial mounds plen-
tifully dot the bluff crests above, reminding the
crews of along-gone yet present humanized land-
scape, of a valley community of Hopewellian
peoples, whom the archaeologists hope to come
to know a little better by the end of the day.
Kampsville, 1960-2002: a simple and pleasing
scene, yet in that garden was planted and grew
and ripened one of the most critical, success-
ful, and complex experiments in modern Amer-
ican archaeology—the formalizing of multidis-
ciplinary, regional-scale archaeological research
as an academic and economic institution.
Organization building is a phrase easily as-
sociated with Stuart Struever for those who know
him even remotely. Nearly all of his life, from his
22nd year to the present, at age 72, he has been
laying the fiscal and interpersonal foundations
for realizing deep, rich, regional-scale archaeo-
logical research and education. He has person-
ally raised more than $40 million in support of
archaeology and built two multidecade archaeo-
logical research and education centers: the well-
known Center for American Archaeology in Illi-
nois and the Crow Canyon Center in Colorado.
And archaeological work through these centers
has pivotally changed our knowledge and views
of Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian peo-
ples from 7200 B.c. to A.D. 1400 in the eastern

United States and of Puebloan peoples from
A.D. 500 to A.D. 1300 in the Four Corners area
of the American Southwest.

What is not so well understood is Stuart’s
broader vision of archaeology as a mature, sci-
entific, anthropologically targeted, multidisci-
plinary intellectual endeavor, his commitment as
a prehistorian and theorist to fine-grained, lo-
cally focused research at the scale of past hu-
man societies, and how he saw archaeological
institution building as fundamental to realizing
these potentials. Also not recognized are his
broader intellectual impacts evident in the scores
of now professional archaeologists and literally
tens of thousands of high schoolers, undergrad-
uates, graduate students, elementary and high
school teachers, and laypersons who were trained
through his programs in Illinois and Colorado.

Indeed, it is within the expanse of Stuart’s
vision and passion for a multidisciplinary, fine-
grained, locally focused anthropological archae-
ology that the most basic cornerstones of this
book are laid. The close, long-term, team ef-
forts of the authors to interweave their research,
and the emphasis here on humanizing the past
by richly documenting local peoples, their ideas,
practices, and cultural and natural environments,
with diverse and deep data—what I call thick
prehistory—have their roots in Stuart’s train-
ing ground. For five field seasons and a win-
ter in Kampsville, from 1972 through 1977, 1
was immersed in archaeological research with
and for the center that Stuart constructed, where
these views and ways of doing archaeology were
instilled through classes, long-night talks, and



practice. My interest in Hopewellian peoples also
sprang from those days and the solid foundation
of research on Hopewell that Stuart and his col-
leagues had laid during the previous two decades
in the Illinois valley: it was Stuart who selected
a Middle Woodland habitation site for me to ex-
plore in my doctoral dissertation.

This dedication is written, with much
thanks, from my experiences in Kampsville and
from a six hour, in-person interview and a half-
dozen long telephone conversations with Stuart
from spring through autumn 2003. It also ben-
efits from several long discussions with Mike
Wiant, of the Illinois State Museum, who was
a student and employee of Stuart’s and has had
a long-standing relationship with him. Mike also
helpfully wrote down many thoughts that added
to this dedication.

Stuart’s career is an inseparable inter-
weaving of several passions that he has pur-
sued with sustained focus for now more than
five decades: prehistory; team-based, multidis-
ciplinary archaeological research at the regional
scale in response to the demands of theoretical
and methodological developments in post-1960
Americanist archaeology; building and funding
of organizations to provide a stable fiscal and
personnel basis for such expensive and lengthy
research; and education of the public both as
an engine for funding research and for human-
itarian reasons. In Stuart’s clear, self-knowing
words,

There are three things I see myself as hav-
ing that, together, other archaeologists seldom
have: first, a vision to do archaeology on a big-
ger, different level, through a different organi-
zational way, as I laid out in 1965 [Streuver
1968d]; second, my immense passion to achieve
the goal I set. This passion was caught by
others from whom I sought funds and made
me a successful fund-raiser for archaeology.
The ability to light the imaginations of oth-
ers is essential to be a successful fund-raiser;
and third, endurance—an unwillingness to be
turned aside by things that might discourage
many individuals. I would not be put off by
persons who did not understand the vital link-
age between deep archaeological research and
institution building.
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With these unique personal qualities and visions,
Stuart remade and is remaking significant sectors
of American archaeology in its understandings of
prehistory, its form of intellectual interaction and
work, and its service to society.

Born in the rural, upstate Illinois town of
Peru, and the son of a local industrialist of means,
Stuart was surrounded from birth by the curiosi-
ties of the archaeological record and the know-
how of leaders of large-scale organizations. This
environment, his natural, precocious attraction to
the archaeological past, and his strong intuition
for how to go about archaeology set the direction
of his life career. Stuart’s passion for archaeol-
ogy was sparked by his first find of a projectile
point on a neighbor’s farm at the age of nine on
Easter Sunday, 1940. Holding the point in his
hand, he was mesmerized by the thought of what
it might tell him about some unknown person
of antiquity. Soon after, he discovered that his
family’s farm on the Vermilion River had arti-
facts. He surveyed it, finding several habitation
sites, and meticulously picked up all the artifacts,
charcoal, and burned clay he could find, keep-
ing the remains from different habitations and
even concentrations within them separate from
each other. Thereafter, he expanded his research
to neighboring farms and, after getting his drivers
license, made a total, systematic survey of a four-
mile stretch of the lower Vermilion River val-
ley, numbering and naming sites, mapping them
on U.S. Geological Service (USGS) quads and
plat books, curating the remains by site, and dis-
playing them in a little museum that he made
on his grandparents’ sunporch—all without
instruction.

After entering Dartmouth and meeting his
first professional archaeologist, Elmer Harp,
Stuart, at age 19, began his formal instruction
in fieldwork, his forging of lifelong colleague-
ships with key Illinois archaeologists, and his 30-
year career in Illinois valley prehistory. He dug
at the French fort in Starved Rock State Park un-
der Richard Hagen in 1950, near his natal home,
along with James Brown, with whom Stuart later
would come to teach for many years at North-
western University and the Center for American
Archeology, and to jointly explore Illinois valley
prehistory. After a field school in New Mexico,
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Stuart excavated and field supervised at an 18th-
Century Illiniwek village at the mouth of the
Kaskaskia and across the river from Modoc rock
shelter. There, he met Melvin Fowler, who di-
rected excavations at both sites, and Howard
Winters, who was a field supervisor at Modoc.
Stuart and Howard tented together that summer
of 1952, brainstorming about Illinois archaeol-
ogy, and became close friends, with Howard to
have continuing influences on Stuart’s anthropo-
logical thinking for much of their lives. Earlier,
in June, on his way to Illiniwek from Dartmouth,
Stuart made an impromptu visit to Ann Arbor
to visit James B. Griffin, whose article on Illi-
nois Woodland ceramic typology and chronology
(Griffin 1952a), and especially the Hopewellian
materials, had caught Stuart’s eye. There, at the
Ceramic Repository in the Museum of Anthro-
pology, Griffin graciously gave Stuart a personal,
hands-on seminar on [llinois ceramics for four or
five days and greatly impressed him with the need
tounderstand ceramic chronology in depth to cul-
turally order archaeological records. “That was
the first time I touched Hopewell artifacts” and
also “built a close relationship between Jimmy
Griffin and myself, which carried on for most of
our lives.”

Stuart graduated from Dartmouth in 1953
and, after a brief year of graduate school in an-
thropology at Harvard University, was drafted for
the Korean War and then released in early 1955.
Uncertain about what to do with his life, and lov-
ing archaeology, he turned to excavating a Mid-
dle Woodland habitation site, Kuhne, in the upper
Illinois valley near the town of Henry for three
summers, with the help of high school students.
To support himself and the excavations, and to
find volunteer diggers, he gave public lectures
on archaeology at high schools and colleges. He
gave his first in March of 1955, and soon real-
ized that he was a strong public speaker. Within
a year, Stuart was lecturing in a six-state area
and had hired a booking agent for his business.
Also, in order to attract tax-deductible donations
from the local wealthy—and on the advice of
his father, Carl, and with his help—Stuart estab-
lished a not-for-profit foundation, Archaeologi-
cal Research, Inc. Thus at age 24 began Stuart’s
long career combination of archaeological field
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research, lectures to the public to fund it, train-
ing of laypersons in the field, and archaeological
organization building. The venture was success-
ful. Archaeological Research, Inc. later became
the Foundation for [llinois Archaeology, and then
the Center for American Archaeology—a major,
national research and education institution.

Realizing through his work at Kuhne that
he did not know how to analyze archaeologi-
cal remains and draw inferences solidly in an
anthropological way, Stuart applied for grad-
uate school in anthropology at Northwestern
University in 1958. His plan to focus there on
African archaeology was short-lived. In May,
1958, Stuart’s fascination with Hopewell was
broadened and his work in the lower portion of
the Illinois valley was initiated by serendipity
when, driving through the area, he saw Kamp
Mound 9—a flood plain Hopewellian burial
mound—beginning to be bulldozed by the cu-
rious landowner, Pete Kamp, the grandson of the
founder of Kampsville. Stuart felt compelled to
rescue the mound, and Mr. Kamp agreed that
he would leave it alone if Stuart would exca-
vate it professionally, which he did, beginning
in August, with the help of high school stu-
dents from the Chicago area, undergraduates
from several colleges, and graduate students from
Northwestern.

The Kamp Mound 9 excavations set in
motion a number of events that solidified Stu-
art’s career as a Hopewell archaeologist and
his investment in the lower Illinois valley. The
excavation became the subject of his master’s
thesis and his first detailed, anthropological ar-
chaeological analysis. Kamp 9 also fascinated
Howard Winters, who came to visit Stuart many
times over the two years of its excavation,
deepening their friendship and colleagueship.
Brainstorming sessions between the two archae-
ologists widened Stuart’s perspective on Illi-
nois Hopewell, especially relative to the Ohio
Hopewellian record, and ultimately led him to
write his 1965 American Antiquity article on the
subject—still one of the few systematic compar-
isons of the two regional traditions. Likewise,
Stuart’s Kamp 9 excavations attracted the atten-
tion of Joseph Caldwell, Curator of Anthropol-
ogy at the Illinois State Museum, who played



an especially important role in Stuart’s intellec-
tual development. Specifically, Stuart’s Kamp 9
work and master’s thesis were conceptualized in
the single-site, normative perspective popular at
the time. Caldwell forcefully encouraged Stuart
to instead widen his perspective and reconsider
Illinois Hopewell using Caldwell’s concept of the
“Interaction Sphere.” In 1959, while Stuart was
visiting Caldwell at his excavations at Dickson
Mounds, he asked Stuart to prepare a paper on his
Kamp 9 work from this new Interaction Sphere
vantage for presentation at in A. R. Kelly’s orga-
nized session at the 1961 American Anthropol-
ogy Association meeting in Philadelphia. Stu-
art undertook the challenge and spoke about his
work, but just as significantly, he intently ab-
sorbed much new information that was surfac-
ing on Hopewellian traditions elsewhere in the
Eastern Woodlands through the research of Don
Dragoo, Olaf Prufer, James Brown, and Edward
McMichael. The insights that Stuart gained re-
sulted in his seminal 1964 article, “The Hopewell
Interaction Sphere in Riverine—Western Great
Lakes Culture History,” in which he linked areas
of Hopewellian development to specific climatic
and geomorphological conditions that were op-
timal for growing Eastern Agricultural Complex
cultigens. Stuart’s argument for the development
of Hopewellian cultures in the area was at once
ecological, demographic, and social—lines of
thought he learned from Robert Braidwood and
Lewis Binford (see below), and a major change
from his earlier, normative thinking. In the arti-
cle, Stuart also laid out his “mud-flat horticulture
hypothesis” of the independent origins of agri-
culture in the Riverine—Great Lakes area, initiat-
ing a decade-long period of his career when he
would publish and become well-known for his
contributions to thought and data on the origins
of agriculture, generally (Struever 1971; Struever
and Vickery 1973).

The period between 1959 and 1964 for
Stuart was a rich and continuous stream of teach-
ers and anthropological theoretical ideas, deep
discussions with colleagues, and immersion in
the Hopewellian archaeological record of the
lower Illinois valley, all of which congealed in
his research there. During the fall quarter of his
second year at Northwestern, in 1959, Stuart
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participated in a joint University of Chicago—
Northwestern University graduate seminar on
subsistence and settlement patterns offered by
Robert Braidwood and Creighton Gabel. Braid-
wood’s concept of the subsistence-settlement
cultural domain and his ideas about ecology and
the origins of agriculture absolutely fascinated
Stuart, as did Braidwood’s views on multidisci-
plinary research. Stuart had begun to systemat-
ically survey the lower 70 miles of the Illinois
valley, from Meridosia to Grafton, in 1958, and
readily saw Braidwood’s subsistence-settlement
view of landscapes manifested in the lower Illi-
nois as he continued surveying there from 1959
through 1961. After completing his master’s de-
gree on Kamp Mound 9 (Struever 1960), Stuart
transferred to the doctoral program in anthropol-
ogy at the University of Chicago in the summer of
1960, to work with Braidwood. With the intellec-
tual foundation laid by Braidwood, and Stuart’s
now-deepening view of the lower Illinois valley
archaeological landscape, Stuart was well pre-
pared to absorb the ideas of Lewis Binford, who
taught at Chicago from 1961 through 1964 and
became Stuart’s mentor. Through Binford, Stu-
art learned the theoretical frameworks of cultural
evolution and systems notions of ecology, the
goal of elucidating cultural process in contrast
to culture history, the distinction between sub-
sistence and settlement patterns, on one hand,
and subsistence-settlement systems on the other,
the question of how subsistence and settlement
change systemically over time, the ideas of activ-
ity areas and tool kits, and sampling excavation
strategies. Through the classroom, informal gath-
erings of U of C students with Binford in Stuart’s
apartment kitchen in Hyde Park, and Binford’s
trips from Carlyle Reservoir to visit Stuart in the
field, Binford played an active role in cementing
the ideas of the soon-to-become New Archaeol-
ogy into Stuart’s Hopewell research, especially
the analysis of subsistence-settlement systems.
Stuart notes, “Binford was constantly provoking
me to try to develop a typology of sites of differ-
entiated function and from that to try to evolve an
interpretation of what kind of cultural system was
going on” in the lower Illinois during the Middle
Woodland. At the same time, at the Illinois State
Museum in Springfield, Stuart was also mulling
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over Illinois Hopewell and Hopewell across the
Woodlands in broader terms with Joseph Cald-
well, Robert Hall, Howard Winters, and James
Brown, with Binford’s ideas liberally salted in.
Winters and Brown were finishing their degrees
at Chicago, and Caldwell, Hall, Winters, and
Brown all had offices at the museum at various
times during the period. Finally, Stuart’s concep-
tion of the Havana Hopewellian record was much
enriched by years of discussions in the field with
Gregory Perino, who excavated Middle and Late
Woodland burial mounds in the lower Illinois
for the Gilcrease Foundation, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
from the early 1950s through the late 1960s, and
then for the Center for American Archaeology
from 1971 through 1976. Perino knew the archae-
ology of the lower Illinois valley better than any
amateur or professional archaeologist, having
grown up in the area, and naturally thought about
it in regional-scale, cultural terms. He helped
Stuart greatly in learning the geographic distri-
butions, internal spatial structures, and contents
of Hopewellian mortuary and habitation sites
throughout the lower valley. Stuart and Perino
first met when he paid Stuart a visit at his Kuhne
site excavations in 1955, and they came to cement
along professional relationship and friendship as
Stuart dug Kamp Mound 9 and surface surveyed
the lower Illinois valley. One substantial result of
all of this synergy was Stuart’s (1968a) article on
“Woodland Subsistence-Settlement Systems in
the Lower Illinois Valley,” in New Perspectives in
Archaeology, which yet stands largely correct as
amodel of Early Woodland Black Sand and Mid-
dle Woodland Havana Hopewellian subsistence-
settlement systems in the lower valley. The ar-
ticle realized Binford’s urging: it documented
both of the systems in terms of sets of differen-
tiated settlement types defined by their microen-
vironmental locations, sizes, forms, and internal
structures, artifact contents, and deduced func-
tions; mobility patterns among sites were also
inferred. Stuart also integrated Caldwell’s lead
that the development of primary forest efficiency
over the Woodlands continued in certain eco-
logically favored, restricted locations, and pro-
posed in the article a model for Early to Middle
Woodland subsistence-settlement change that in-
volved the development of “intensive harvest col-
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lecting” of select, high-yielding natural foods,
including members of the Eastern Agricultural
Complex, at such locales. The rise of Havana
Hopewell social complexity was linked by Stu-
art to increases in economic productivity and
population. This model, empirically well sup-
ported, came to replace Griffin’s earlier projec-
tion that Hopewellian cultural florescences were
based in maize agriculture.

From 1962 through 1967, in order to docu-
ment such subsistence-settlement change and for
the completion of his dissertation, and continu-
ing in 1968, Stuart intensively excavated Middle
Woodland habitation sites and an Early Wood-
land site in the lower Illinois valley: Apple Creek,
Snyders, Macoupin, Peisker, and others. This
work, in turn, led to three lines of innovation to
which Stuart made absolutely critical contribu-
tions to Americanist archaeology: first, multidis-
ciplinary cultural-ecological research anchored
in the natural sciences; second, the conceptual-
ization of rich, detailed archaeological work on
local cultural systems within a defined research
universe; and third, the building of independent
archaeological research and education centers.
Each of these three contributions is now consid-
ered.

Stuart was highly impressed with the mul-
tidisciplinary team of natural scientists that
Braidwood had assembled to tackle the issue of
the origins of agriculture in Iraq and Iran, and
had some experience with the approach him-
self. Early in his career, while excavating the
Kuhne site, Stuart had enlisted one vertebrate bi-
ologist, Paul Parmalee, of the Illinois State Mu-
seum, to identify faunal remains and had found
the documented species very insightful: he could
determine in a general sense the microenviron-
ments around Kuhne that its inhabitants had ex-
ploited for food. For his Apple Creek work, and
later his Macoupin excavations, Stuart cast his
net wider, to include Parmalee, fisheries biol-
ogist Andreas Paloumpis, mammalogist Robert
Weigel, and herpetologist Alan Holman, the lat-
ter three from the biology department at Illinois
State Normal University. Paloumpis, in particu-
lar, gave Stuart fine-grained information on the
microenvironmental zones that Middle Wood-
land peoples were using and affirmed for him the



utility of the multidisciplinary team approach to
an ecologically oriented, cultural-processual ar-
chaeology. It was also at Apple Creek that Stuart
and his wife Alice developed water separation
and chemical flotation methods for freeing and
capturing small faunal and floral remains from
soils (Struever 1968c), augmenting the need for
botany and malacology experts on archaeolog-
ical teams. Stuart nurtured these developments,
also recognizing that they antiquated the lone-
scientist model of archaeological research and
placed new demands on team building.

As his ecological orientation deepened
through the 1960s, Stuart came to formally de-
fine a 2,800-square mile, 70 x 40-mile research
universe encompassing the lower Illinois valley
and its upland surroundings, and an “Illinois Val-
ley Archaeological Program” dedicated to its ar-
chaeological and ecological study. The area was
mapped botanically, and later geomorophologi-
cally, and changes in vegetation and landforms
over prehistory were reconstructed. A focus on
revealing the rich details of local cultures in their
local environments emerged—a theme carried
forward in this book. Stuart, like I, was strongly
influenced by Walter Taylor’s (1948) emphasis
on establishing context in detail as a basis for
reconstructing a past culture.

Stuart’s central insight about the neces-
sity for fiscally independent, long-term, multi-
disciplinary archaeological research institutions
emerged early during his graduate studies and
became stronger as his own research in the lower
[llinois valley became theoretically and analyti-
cally more complicated. In Room 310 of the Ori-
ental Institute of the University of Chicago, in
1961 and 1962, Stuart would gather for lunch
with his fellow graduate students, Frank Hole,
James Brown, Patty Jo Watson, Kent Flannery,
and others, and, along with Braidwood, talk
about their research. There, Stuart had the oppor-
tunity to see Braidwood repeatedly express his
frustrations in trying to continuously fund his ar-
chaeological work in Kurdistan. Stuart observed
that although Braidwood was a world-famous ar-
chaeologist and was receiving some of the largest
grants awarded by the National Science Foun-
dation at the time, they were nevertheless not
enough and not regular enough to fund his long-
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term, multidisciplinary project, and required him
to run around to wealthy Chicagoans to piece to-
gether sufficient support. Stuart saw the grow-
ing disparity between the increasing scientific
demands of anthropological archaeology and its
organizational structure. In particular, he came
to understand within a few years that the shift in
theory to a concern for cultural process and ecol-
ogy, the regional-systems scale of research that
theory required, the paleo-environmental recon-
structions and three-phase excavations at mul-
tiple sites that were integral to detailed, locally
contextualizing analysis, the concomitant phys-
ical and natural scientific analyses of the exca-
vated remains, and the multidisciplinary teams
of researchers required to achieve these tasks
greatly exceeded in cost the amount of fund-
ing available to any American archaeologist. He
also saw that the continually expanding array
of physical, chemical, and biological techniques
applied to archaeological research were too
costly to be used with regularity. Thus, although
theory, problems, and methods had become
more sophisticated in American archaeology,
their potentials were seldom being realized. On
this basis, Stuart argued that single-investigator-
focused departments of anthropology at universi-
ties and museums lacked the institutionalized or-
ganizational means for expanding archaeology’s
horizons, and that independently funded centers
dedicated to the long-term fiscal and person-
nel requirements of archaeology were needed.
This message Stuart first delivered in 1964 at a
meeting of the Anthropological Society of Wash-
ington, by invitation from Kent Flannery, then
at the Smithsonian, and subsequently published
(Struever 1968d).

Once Stuart’s vision of an ideal organiza-
tional infrastructure for archaeology and its theo-
retical and methodological justification was clear
to him, he acted on it boldly. In 1964, after
Lewis Binford left the University of Chicago,
Stuart was invited to serve as lecturer in Binford’s
place. Braidwood liked the work on subsistence-
settlement systems that Stuart was doing in the
Illinois valley. However, when Stuart discussed
with Braidwood the matter of developing an in-
stitute of archaeology at Chicago in order to fa-
cilitate work in the Illinois valley, Braidwood
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was discouraging. He had seen the financial dif-
ficulties that James Henry Breasted had had in
maintaining the Oriental Institute, and that Faye
Cooper-Cole had had in running his central I1li-
nois valley archaeological program at the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and feared the same plight for a
lower Illinois valley center. Determined in his vi-
sion, in 1965, Stuart left his plush academic job
at Chicago—a hotbed of archaeological devel-
opment for several decades—to take a position
at Northwestern University, which was removed
from the mainstream of academic archaeology.
There, to Stuart’s liking, Paul Bohannan, who led
the hiring, and other faculty in the department,
expressed no resistance to Stuart’s idea of build-
ing an institute of archaeology. The department
was small, was not entrenched in archaeology,
and had no preconceptions about how archaeol-
ogy ought to be done or organized.

In 1968, after completing his dissertation at
Chicago, on Hopewell in Eastern North Amer-
ica (Struever 1968b), Stuart began building a
permanent field research and teaching center in
Kampsville, an old river town on the banks of
the Illinois River, to house his now long-term, re-
gional, multidisciplinary Illinois Valley Archae-
ological Program. His efforts began modestly,
with the securing of a donation of $4,000 to pur-
chase the old hardware store he had been rent-
ing in Kampsville as a field laboratory and the
renaming of Archaeological Research, Inc., as
the Foundation for Illinois Archaeology, in or-
der to emphasize its Illinois focus. By 1981, the
center had expanded to 39 buildings and had
an annual operating budget of over two mil-
lion dollars. During its height in the 1970s and
early 1980s, the center came to continuously sup-
port scholars from eight academic disciplines. It
had dedicated laboratories for zoology, botany,
malacology, geomorphology, human osteology,
artifact analysis, flotation, central data process-
ing of field records, and computer analysis.
Out-of-town specialists in pollen analysis, phy-
tolithic analysis, geology, and geomorphology
completed the multidisciplinary team of col-
laborating scientists. The remote computer lab
was humidity, temperature, and dust insulated,
and truly novel for its time. A research library,
exceptional biological comparative collections,

extensive housing and dining facilities and per-
sonnel that could provide for up to 100 students
and staff, a fleet of field vehicles, a supply ware-
house, a public museum, and, eventually, a col-
lections facility filled out the research center. In
any given field season, typically multiple exca-
vations were in progress at once, producing huge
quantities of data, often collected with pioneering
technologies and analytical designs. The flota-
tion laboratory alone processed hundreds of half-
bush sediment samples per day, the carbonized
plant remains and small animal bones from which
were analyzed by the botany and zoology labo-
ratories. Innovation in archaeological methods,
with technology and information transfer from
the physical and natural sciences, was a regular
part of Kampsville archaeological life and a de-
fined mission of the center.

Kampsville during the summer-through-fall
field season was as intellectually vigorous as
any graduate school—"an unparalleled, extraor-
dinary milieu of discovery, expertise, informa-
tion, and opportunity that influenced a genera-
tion of archaeologists, many of whom are widely
recognized in the profession today” (M. Wiant,
personal communication). With large numbers
of professional archaeologists and members of
supporting disciplines in town, as well as vis-
iting scholars, there were many long nights of
intellectual discussions to be had by the aca-
demically curious. More than a dozen college
courses were taught on-site, in laboratories and
the field, with credit offered through Northwest-
ern University. Lectures were regularly given two
or more nights of the week by resident professors,
natural science laboratory directors, and profes-
sional staff, who were at the cutting edges of the
field: David Asch, James Brown, Jane Buikstra,
Bruce McMillan, Bonnie Styles, Joseph Tainter,
Michael Wiant, and others. Students and fac-
ulty were frequently given unique vistas of con-
temporary archaeological thought and research
through the guest lectures given by archaeolo-
gists who visited the operations. The most current
of Americanist archaeology was debated on the
lecture hall floor. Binford gave his seminal “Wil-
low Smoke and Dog’s Tails” article seven years
before it appeared in print (Binford 1980), and
in greater scope. Griffin disagreed with Struever



and Houart’s (1972) economic formalization of
the Hopewell Interaction Sphere and spoke about
the latest understandings of Hopewellian obsid-
ian procurement. Lectures by Karl Butzer, Robert
Whallon, Frank Hole, Charles McGimsey, Dan
Morse, Patrick Munson, Howard Winters, Gre-
gory Perino, and other senior academicians, as
well as by researchers who were innovatively
applying techniques and methods from the phys-
ical and natural sciences, provided a forward-
thinking and creative milieu for the ongoing re-
search at Kampsville. Through all this daily,
rich intellectual interaction, Kampsville became
a honing ground for new visions of archae-
ology, theories, and laboratory and field tech-
niques, for resident and visiting scholars alike.
The Foundation for Illinois Archaeology, later
renamed the Center for American Archaeology,
also sponsored three special think-tank retreat-
seminars on current topics in anthropologi-
cal theory, archaeological theory, and regional
prehistory for professionals, and maintained a
substantial publication stream of monographs,
books, and well-prepared contract survey and ex-
cavation reports, in joint efforts with the Illinois
State Museum or Northwestern University, and
independently.

Stuart’s realization of archaeology’s struc-
tural need for multidisciplinary, stable, finan-
cially independent research centers and his
founding of one at Kampsville depended closely
on concepts and insights he had obtained from
Braidwood and Binford, and on putting those
ideas into practice with his intensive Middle
Woodland archaeological research in the lower
Illinois valley. The success of the center at
Kampsville came, in part, from the intersection
of Stuart’s upbringing and the fortuitous discov-
ery of the Koster site at just the right time in his
career trajectory.

Stuart’s upbringing gave him two strong
qualities that were critical ingredients to building
Kampsville: an understanding of using teamwork
among specialists to efficiently create a product,
and the confidence to take financial and career
risks. Regarding the first, between the ages of 5
and 12 or so, on Sunday mornings, Stuart would
tour his family’s industrial plant in Peru with his
father.
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“He’d tell me how the production of his
company was the result of many specialists
in product development, sales, advertising,
purchasing—all the different elements of a
manufacturing corporation. By all those spe-
cialized elements working together, a valuable
product could be made efficiently, at a profit.
The key was that each of the persons in the dif-
ferent departments had to work as a team. ...
SoIlearned the idea of specialists being brought
together in integrated research teams, integrated
production teams if you want to call them that,
when I was a boy.”

And Stuart did know how to organize and moti-
vate the Kampsville team and make it run. The
field and laboratory components of the Koster
project in the 1970s operated like a production
line, from the removal of artifacts and ecofacts at
the site, to their washing and gross inventory, to
their detailed analysis by specialists. Even within
the excavation, screened back dirt was brought
by conveyor belt out of the block excavation to a
holding location.

Significantly, Stuart’s conception of team-
work in archaeology was not limited to fieldwork,
as often was the case then, with individual spe-
cialists and laboratories producing their own re-
ports. Teamwork to Stuart extended to the entire
research spectrum, including organized, think-
tank dynamism before, during, and after field-
work, through analysis and publication. I recall
Stuart saying many times that the most difficult
aspect of multidisciplinary research is not the
gathering of specialists and crews and the collec-
tion of data, but the integrated analysis, write-up,
and publication of the data. The latter can involve
both personal and financial challenges, including
the sometimes conflicting ideas and egos of spe-
cialists and the paucity of fiscal support in the
governmental and private sectors for the unglam-
ourous tasks of writing and publication. This
commitment to full-spectrum, multidisciplinary
research Stuart impressed on me in the early
1970s and is represented in this book of richly
coauthored chapters, as well as by publications
from the Kampsville seminar series (Farnsworth
and Emerson 1986; Whallon and Brown 1982).

Stuart’s upbringing gave him not only
an understanding of teamwork by integrated
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specialists, but also a strong confidence in set-
ting a course into uncharted fiscal and profes-
sional territory. Growing up in a wealthy fam-
ily with great economic stability, Stuart did not
worry about taking risks with money. “I never
worried about money . .. it just seemed deep in
my soul that there would always be enough to
take care of me, even though I was a kid during
the Depression . . . . I was reared with a mentality
that’s quite ready to take risk. ... I have always
been able to risk. And that allowed me to try new
ways of organizing archaeology without appre-
hension.” The career risks that Stuart took when
he left the University of Chicago for Northwest-
ern to start an archaeological institute, and later
when he resigned from Northwestern to build the
Crow Canyon Archaeological Center, reflect the
confident outlook that his family instilled in him.

The opportunity for Stuart to take
Kampsville to a much larger scale came after a
heavy night’s rain, when Alec Helton, a local
farmer, paid his usual visit to Stuart and Frank
Rackerby at their excavation of the Macoupin
site in the lower Illinois valley. Laying a dozen
and a half whole and broken projectile points
on the hood of his pickup, Mr. Helton said,
“Look what I found after the storm.” The points
dated all the way from Middle Archaic through
Mississippian times, and seeing that, Stuart
knew a special find was in the making. He
accompanied Mr. Helton to a cornfield in a small
creek valley on the farm of Theodore Koster
and located the site of Koster. Initially, Stuart’s
attraction to the site came from its largely
pure early Late Woodland Whitehall surface
component, which offered the opportunity to
extend his study of the origins of agriculture
from Early and Middle Woodland times into
subsequent centuries. Few purely Whitehall
features had been excavated at the time; sub-
stantial Whitehall habitation remains at Apple
Creek were mixed with Hopewellian ones. After
digging test pits into Koster in summer 1969
and finding it to be deeply stratified, Stuart at
once recognized the greater value of the site: for
exploring the origins of agriculture and culture
process in the Midwest on a long time scale,
and for serving as a centerpiece for expanding
the nascent, multidisciplinary research institute

at Kampsville. Here, Stuart’s archaeological
interests incited by Braidwood and Binford and
his family-rooted intuition for and rapport with
matters of finance coincided. For the entire next
decade while Koster was excavated, Stuart’s life
was dominated by the twin anthropological and
institution-building opportunities it afforded.

The spectacular nature of Koster was essen-
tial to Stuart’s obtaining sufficient private funds
to build the archaeological center in Kampsville
into the incredible research and education pro-
gram it became. Koster drew publicity in a way
that the center itself could not and did not previ-
ously, and opened doors to donors. Stuart became
masterful at harnessing the media. He was inter-
viewed on the Today show in New York and a
dozen other programs on NBC, ABC, and CBS,
and had major stories on Koster published in Time
magazine, Newsweek, The New York Times, The
Wall Street Journal, Reader’s Digest, Smithso-
nian magazine, Natural History, and many more
serials. This massive media campaign resulted
in contributions by more than 80 corporations
to help the Koster project and the Kampsville
infrastructure, and made the dynamic academic
life in Kampsville possible.

Stuart attributes much of his success as an
organization builder during that era to Robert
Lemon, then CEO of NBC’s Chicago radio and
television network, and to Gaylord Freeman,
chairman and CEO of the First National Bank
of Chicago, both of whom befriended Stuart
and took him on as a protégé in developing the
Kampsville center. Prior to meeting them, Stu-
art had never known an institution builder. He
knew from his family business how a corporation
should operate, but not how to build one. Lemon
taught Stuart the power of the press and arranged
for his appearance on the Today show and other
programs. Freeman taught Stuart the culture of
philanthropy among the elite of Chicago and con-
tinuously gave Stuart feedback on his philan-
thropic strategies and work.

In 1972, Stuart saw that he no longer could
play the roles of field archaeologist and institu-
tion builder well simultaneously. He hired Bruce
McMillan to run the day-to-day field operations
of the Koster dig and set full pace toward de-
veloping the research, education, and facilities
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components of the Kampsville center. This shift
was a difficult one for him, he said, given his,
by then, 32 year passion for archaeology, but
had its rewards through the students who were
funded by him and carried on his Hopewellian
and other research programs. Though I doubt he
knew it at the time, many of the graduate stu-
dents from Northwestern University and else-
where who were supported by his philanthropic
efforts fondly, and in awe, called him “Uncle
Stuart.”” My own methodological experimenta-
tion with resistivity surveying at the Hopewellian
Crane site during 1974 and 1975, which became
the basis for my doctoral dissertation, was fully
supported by Stuart to the cost of several tens of
thousands of dollars when we could not obtain
substantial grant support for the project, given
my beginning Master’s student status. For Stu-
art’s help I will always be thankful, and I know
others feel the same way about how he supported
their work.

After excavations at Koster ended in 1979,
Stuart found it increasingly difficult to raise the
funds necessary to maintain the Kampsville re-
search and education center, which had been
renamed the Center for American Archaeology
(CAA) just the year before, with hopes for expan-
sion. Looking back at the era from the knowledge
of organization building that he now has, Stuart
recognizes that he made a number of critical mis-
takes in the Kampsville venture. First, although
he built a strong board of trustees, it was not com-
prised of enough people of wealth—those who
would donate to the organization and connect
him with other large donors. Second, he did not
build an endowment to solidify the financial base
of the center. Third, he did not recognize that cor-
porate and individual support for the center was
so singly tied to Koster and that it would evap-
orate when the project ended. He expected that
the fiscal momentum and network that he had cre-
ated would continue in response to the more fun-
damental messages of the work at Kampsville.
Fourth, just prior to 1980, when the Center began
undergoing financial difficulties, Stuart’s vision,
in the form of a Center for American Archaeol-
ogy, was expanding to a three-campus institute,
with one campus at Kampsville, focused on Ar-
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chaic and Woodland archaeology; a second at
Crow Canyon, near Cortez, Colorado, focused
on the rich Puebloan record of the Four Corners
area; and a third in New York City, to cover his-
toric, urban archaeology. The Crow Canyon cam-
pus was realized in 1982 with the purchase of 70
acres of land and some facilities—an overhead
for the CAA without returns through donor sup-
port and student tuitions substantial enough to
balance its cost. Finally, Stuart tried some laud-
able but expensive experiments that could not be
afforded, such as the Early Man magazine for the
public.

These fiscal mistakes that Stuart made in his
first attempt at organization building he learned
from and quickly corrected in his second attempt,
at Crow Canyon—today a very vivacious and fi-
nancially stable research and teaching center. In
1984, Stuart made a bold move to secure Crow
Canyon, just as he had in 1965 to start build-
ing the Kampsville center. With the help of Ray
Duncan, an oil entrepreneur in Denver and friend
since their birth in the same home town, Crow
Canyon was purchased from the CAA, and Stu-
art resigned from both the presidency of the CAA
and the faculty at Northwestern University and
became President of the Crow Canyon Archae-
ological Center. He shared the decision making
with Mr. Duncan as Chairman of the Board and
CEO, and Ian Thompson as Executive Director
of campus operations, to ensure that organiza-
tion building stayed on goal. A board of wealthy
and generous people was established, with only
one academic—William Lipe—and an endow-
ment was set up, which grew to $3.4 million
by the time Stuart left the presidency in 1992.
The mission of the Crow Canyon center was
kept pinpoint focused on research and education
for the public, without admixing the complica-
tions of culture resource management contracts
or other tangential projects. By the end of Stu-
art’s presidency, Crow Canyon served more than
4,000 people per year in its various education
programs, including elementary, junior high, se-
nior high, college undergraduate, and graduate
students, as well as teachers and adult layper-
sons. The campus had 13 buildings. Today, the
Crow Canyon center has an annual budget of
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$3.5 million, with $400,000 to $600,000 ear-
marked annually for research in the Four Corners
area. In 1999, Stuart launched a $9 million en-
dowment campaign, over $7 million of which has
been raised as of this writing, as well as a $1.5
million dollar bricks-and-mortar campaign. Stu-
art hit his mark, fully by organizational means,
without the aid of one centerpiece archaeological
site.

Over the course of his academic and
institution-building career, Stuart’s commitment
to the educational aspects of archaeological field-
work, especially public education, grew very
deep. Early on, at Kuhne, Kamp Mound 9, and
Apple Creek, Stuart had excavated with high
school and college students in order to secure
the labor necessary to the projects, and educa-
tion was loosely coupled with fieldwork. This
changed in 1970, when Mrs. Genevieve Mac-
Dougall, a seasoned junior high school teacher
from Winnetka, Illinois, convinced Stuart with
her single-minded persistence to take 15 junior
high students on the Koster dig and demonstrated
to him that they could do professional excavation
work, and would provide tuition income on top
of that. Although Stuart’s “original motivation
was, in truth, the need to greatly expand finan-
cial support for research . .. as time went on, the
educational programs [at Kamspville and Crow
Canyon] evolved their own independent mis-
sions” (Struever 2004). Today, beyond teaching
excavation, the Crow Canyon center has semi-
nars and workshops on Anasazi prehistory and on
historic and contemporary Puebloan and Navajo
culture. An active program for Native Americans
engages more than 500 Puebloan, Navajo, and
Ute students a year at the center. Perhaps most
satisfying to Stuart is seeing Native American,
ghetto black, and affluent suburban youth inter-
mingle at the campus while focused on a com-
mon research cause, breaking down stereotypes,
bridging ethnic groups, and building a healthy,
pluralistic American society. And this valuable
service has not been at the price of draining
resources from archaeological research. On the
contrary, Stuart points out that beyond bringing in
tuition, the synergistic, experiential-based, edu-
cational environments created at Kampsville and
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Crow Canyon for young students attract the do-
nations of parents and other adults. While uni-
versity administrators and the American public
generally place archaeology low on the pole of fi-
nancially worthy investments, because its social
payoffs are unclear, adults in America are very
concerned about the education of their young
and generously support education enhancement.
Thus, after decades of hard work, Stuart found a
fiscally sustainable infrastructure for American
archaeology—the combination of professional
research and public education through private or-
ganization.

Today, and over the last six years, Stuart has
gone beyond building the financially sustainable,
independent, archaeological research and educa-
tion center at Crow Canyon to building a “cul-
ture” of institution building within its leadership,
which will help to secure the center. As a mem-
ber of the Executive Committee of the Board
of Trustees for the center, he actively mentors
President Ricky Lightfoot and the Committee,
one on one, in the priorities for successful in-
stitution building. He also is in the process of
constructing a strong department of institutional
development that will support the President’s
and Board’s efforts. No longer in the day-to-day
stream of demands of the presidency, Stuart has
had the time to reflect on and define the most fun-
damental elements of sustainable, not-for-profit
institutions—a stimulated Board of Trustees, a
substantial endowment, a strong presidency, and
a sophisticated development department—and to
instill these values in the center’s staff: the final
cornerstone to sustainability beyond the lifetime
of one institution builder.

Stuart has held many positions that mark his
intellectual and professional achievements and
standing. He has served as President of the Soci-
ety for American Archaeology, President of the
Illinois Archaeological Survey, member of the
National Science Foundation’s Research Grant
Committee for Anthropology, member of the
National Endowment for the Humanities’ Grant
Committee on Basic Research, member of the
Chicago Academy of Science’s Board of Scien-
tific Governors, editor of the Society for Amer-
ican Archaeology’s Memoire series, editor of
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Academic Press’s Studies in Archaeology series,
and Chairman of Northwestern University’s De-
partment of Anthropology. In 1995, he received
the Society for American Archaeology’s Distin-
guished Service Award. His most seminal writ-
ings on prehistory and other topics are cited in the
bibliography below. In each of these ways, Stuart
has contributed strongly to the making and op-
erating of contemporary American archaeology.
His premier gifts to the profession, however, have
been the Kampsville and Crow Canyon centers,
which he built through incredible vision, energy,
and commitment, and the intensely creative re-
search and educational experiences the centers
have embodied. For these experiences, a huge
American public, and scores of now professional
archaeologists who passed through his programs,
are deeply thankful to Stuart.

Christopher Carr
January 8, 2004

TIME LINE OF STUART
STRUEVER’S CAREER

1931 Born in the upper Illinois valley,
in Peru, Illinois, on August 4, in a
rural landscape rich in archaeolog-
ical remains, to a family that under-
stood money, of a father who was
an industrialist and knew how to
harness the teamwork of special-
ists.

Age 8. Learned that creating prod-
ucts efficiently requires combining
the expertise of many specialists,
through Sunday walks with his fa-
ther through the family metal plat-
ing company, American Nickeloid.
Age 11. Began actively collecting
prehistoric artifacts from plowed
fields surrounding Peru. Cata-
logued the finds and created a small
museum of them in his grandpar-
ent’s house.

Age 15. Surveyed four miles of the
Vermilion River for archaeological
sites, self-trained. Mapped, num-

193947
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1946-49

1949

1950

1951

1952

1952

1953

1955

1955-57

1958

1958
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bered, and named sites on USGS
quad sheets and plat books.

Age 18. Entered Dartmouth Col-
lege and met first professional ar-
chaeologist.

Age 19. Worked on first profes-
sional excavation, at Starved Rock
State Park, Illinois, under the direc-
tion of Richard S. Hagen.

Age 20. Attended University of
New Mexico Field School at
Feather Cave, under the direction
of Professor Paul Reiter.

Age 21. Met James B. Griffin
and learned concepts of ceramic
chronology through a one-week,
one-on-one, hands-on session with
the type collections in the Ceramic
Repository, Museum of Anthro-
pology, University of Michigan.
Age 21. Met Melvin L. Fowler and
Howard Winters as a field supervi-
sor on the 18th-Century Illiniwek
village site excavations under the
direction of Fowler, and through
work at neighboring Modoc Rock
Shelter under the direction of Win-
ters.

Received B.A. in anthropology
from Dartmouth College.

Age 24. Founded his first not-for-
profit, tax-exempt corporation, Ar-
chaeological Research, Inc. (later
renamed the Foundation for Illi-
nois Archaeology), to receive pri-
vate contributions in support of his
archaeological research in the Illi-
nois valley.

Age 24. Organized, led, and funded
the first excavation of his own: a
Middle Woodland habitation, the
Kuhne site, in the upper Illinois
valley.

Age 27. Met and had long talks
with Lewis Binford for the first
time, at the University of Michi-
gan.

Age 27. Began graduate work
in archaeology at Northwestern
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1958-59

1959

1959

1960

1960-69

1961

1961-62

University, Department of Anthro-
pology.

Age 27. Began the Lower Illinois
Valley Archaeological Program, in
a 40 x 70 mile research universe
centered on the valley, with excava-
tions of the Kamp Mound Group,
a Middle Woodland mortuary and
habitation site, for his Master’s
thesis.

Age 28. Learned the concepts
of long-term, multidisciplinary
archaeological  research  and
subsistence-settlement  systems
from Robert Braidwood (Univer-
sity of Chicago) at an “Origins of
Agriculture” seminar held at the
Field Museum of Natural History.
Age 28. Asked by Joseph Cald-
well to apply Caldwell’s “Interac-
tion Sphere” concept to Hopewell
in a paper for a symposium at the
American Anthropological Asso-
ciation meetings.

Age 29. Received M.A. in anthro-
pology from Northwestern Univer-
sity.

Age 29. Lower Illinois Valley Ar-
chaeological Program continued
with Stuart’s annual excavation
of Middle Woodland habitations
(Apple Creek, Peisker, Snyders,
and others) and building models
of Middle Woodland subsistence-
settlement systems.

Age 30. Began doctoral work
at University of Chicago, where
he learned many theoretical and
methodological concepts from
Lewis Binford.

Age 30. Recognized the infras-
tructural problem with sustaining
long-term, regional-scale, mul-
tidisciplinary archaeological re-
search programs and conceived
of building an independent, pri-
vately funded archaeological re-
search center with staff, facilities,
and budgets necessary for the task.

1963

1964-65

1965

1968

1968

1969-79

1970

1970

1972
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His observations of Robert Braid-
wood’s difficulties in obtaining a
continuous funding stream con-
vinced Stuart of this.

Age 32. Completed residency for
Ph.D. in anthropology at the Uni-
versity of Chicago.

Age 33. Worked as Instructor, De-
partment of Anthropology, Univer-
sity of Chicago.

Age 34. Colleagues at University
of Chicago discouraged him from
building a privately funded archae-
ological research center, motivat-
ing his move to the Department of
Anthropology, Northwestern Uni-
versity, as Instructor.

Age 37. Received Ph.D. in an-
thropology from the University of
Chicago. Launched a permanent
field research and teaching cen-
ter to house the long-term Lower
Illinois Valley Archaeological Pro-
gram with the purchase of a first
building in Kampsville, Illinois.
Joint Northwestern University—
Foundation for Illinois Archaeol-
ogy venture.

Age 37. Appointed Associate Pro-
fessor of Anthropology, North-
western University.

Age. 38. Excavation of the Koster
site led to nationwide funding of
a multidisciplinary research team
of scholars and major expansion of
the Kampsville center.

Age 39. Appointed Professor of
Anthropology, Northwestern Uni-
versity.

Age 39. Became a protégé and
friend of Robert Lemon, then CEO
of NBC’s Chicago operations, who
taught Stuart how to work with
the press to finance Koster and the
Kampsville center.

Age 41. Became a protégé and
friend of Gaylord Freeman, chair-
man and CEO of the First Na-
tional Bank of Chicago, who taught
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1975-78

1978

1982

1983

1984

1985

1985-92

Stuart the do’s and don’ts of philan-
thropy among the elite of Chicago
and all aspects of building a non-
profit organization.

Age 44. Served as Chairman, De-
partment of Anthropology, North-
western University.

Age 47. Foundation for Illinois Ar-
chaeology renamed the Center for
American Archaeology.

Age 51. Center for American Ar-
chaeology purchased 70 acres near
Cortez, Colorado, to launch its
Crow Canyon campus, and con-
struction began.

Age 52. First junior and senior high
school students (400) participated
in Crow Canyon research excava-
tions.

Age 53. Resigned from the faculty
of Northwestern University and the
Presidency of the Center for Amer-
ican Archaeology. Worked with
Raymond T. Duncan, a Colorado
businessman, and two others to buy
the Crow Canyon campus from
the Center for American Archaeo-
logy.

Age 54. Crow Canyon Archaeo-
logical Center established as an in-
dependent, not-for-profit Colorado
institution, with Raymond Dun-
can as chairman of the Board of
Trustees, Stuart as President, and
Ian Thompson as Executive Di-
rector of the center’s operations,
benefiting from what Stuart had
learned about organization build-
ing at Kampsville.

Age 54. Annual student and adult
lay participation at Crow Canyon
grew from 450 to 3,500, includ-
ing elementary school, junior and
senior high school, college un-
dergraduate, and college gradu-
ate students, with Native American
student participation reaching 350
annually. The campus grew to 14

buildings and had an annual oper-
ating budget of over $3,200,000.
1992 Age 61. Resigned as President of
the Crow Canyon center.
1993-96 Age 62. Became the first recipient
of the Crow Canyon Chair for Re-

search.

1998 Ricky Lightfoot named President
of the Crow Canyon center.

1999 Age 68. Launched a $9 million en-

dowment campaign for the Crow
Canyon center, with $7 million
raised as of September 2003 and
a projected total of $12 million for
2004.

1999-2003 Age 68. Chaired the $10.5 mil-
lion capital campaign for the Crow
Canyon center and named Chair of
the Development Committee of the
Board of Trustees.
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Chapter 1

The Gathering of Hopewell

CHRISTOPHER CARR AND D. TRoY CASE

It is through finding and richly describing people in an archaeological landscape
that we come to know a people and their culture—
and perhaps,
begin to understand them
and to realize archaeology as both a science and one of the humanities.

Hopewellian geometric earthworks, burial
mounds, and fine artworks of the North Amer-
ican midcontinent, which date to the beginning
of the first millennium A.D., have fascinated
both the public and academic archaeologists
since these works were first discovered by
early travelers and settlers more than three
centuries ago. The truly monumental nature of
Hopewellian earthworks and some mounds, the
beautiful designs and minerals that Hopewellian
artists mastered, and the wide distribution of
these remains across the Eastern Woodlands
have each caused a deep curiosity about who the
Hopewell were, how they lived, and how they
achieved and spread their material legacy.

Yet despite the richness of Hopewellian ar-
chaeological records and their goodly excava-
tion, and for all the modern, scientific studies
that have been made of them, we still do not know
much about Hopewellian society, those who con-
stituted it, and their social and ritual lives. For ex-
ample, a number of Ohio Hopewellian artworks
depictelite, their costumery, marks of social posi-
tions, and sometimes their activities (e.g., Dragoo
and Wray 1964; Fowke 1902:592; Moorehead
1922:128; Shetrone 1936:122; Willoughby and
Hooton 1922:plate 15). Representations such as
these have been described individually or in
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various subsets but have never been evaluated as
a whole corpus to compose an integrated picture
of the social personae, roles, and groups within
Ohio Hopewell communities. Likewise, the
Hopewellian mortuary records of Ohio and Illi-
nois are plentiful, very telling of social roles,
and well documented, yet in the past 30 years,
these remains have been systematically explored
for merely one aspect of Hopewell social life—
whether or not Hopewell societies were orga-
nized by principles of rank (e.g., Braun 1979;
J. A. Brown 1981; Buikstra 1976; Greber 1976,
1979a). Little has been inferred from either the
art or the mortuary records of Hopewellian peo-
ples about their leaders and other persons of
influence—their sacred, economic, and/or demo-
graphic power bases, their specific roles in public
functions and more intimate, client-oriented ritu-
als, the formality or centralization of their roles,
and whether their domains of power were limited
to a local community or spanned multiple com-
munities. Nothing of which we are aware has
been written about gender relations in Hopewell
society—differential prestige, the roles open or
closed to genders, or whether third genders
were recognized. What clans, phratries, moi-
eties, sodalities, or other possible horizontal so-
cial divisions may have constituted Hopewellian
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societies remain unknown empirically and the
subject of speculation (e.g., Byers 1996; De-
Boer 1997). The sizes and social constitutions
of ritual gatherings at Hopewellian mound and
earthwork centers, and the distances from which
participants came, have been very roughly sug-
gested from the sizes of burial populations, the
scale of earthworks, and the diversity of artifact
styles within mounds (e.g., Buikstra and Charles
1999), but not formally estimated. There has been
little systematic reconstruction of Hopewellian
ritual beyond disposal of the dead (e.g., Baby
1954; J. A. Brown 1979; Magrath 1945; Mills
1916), although shamanic and other ritual para-
phernalia from which specific Hopewellian ritual
practices might be inferred (e.g., crystals, mir-
rors, rattles, conch shells for drink, panpipes)
abound and are well contextualized in burial as-
semblages across the Eastern Woodlands. Topics
such as these must be addressed if “Hopewell”
is to be more than a faceless enumeration of
the material accomplishments of past peoples,
whether for professional anthropologists or the
lay public.

The impetus for this book on Hopewell
comes from three sources. First is our goal to hu-
manize the Hopewellian material record, accom-
panied by our realization that the material records
of many Hopewellian societies are quite adequate
for reconstructing their personnel and ceremo-
nial activities in detail. In this book, systematic,
empirically based, scientific attempts are made to
begin to reveal aspects of Hopewellian social and
ritual life such as those just mentioned, and which
have captured the imagination of western Euro-
pean Americans over the centuries. We do so by
consciously following three guiding approaches
to research. First is to personalize Hopewell with
social actors in active, on-the-ground, social and
ritual roles (Firth 1951; Goffman 1959, 1969;
Goodenough 1965; Linton 1936; Nadel 1957:26,
35,41; J. Turner 1991:426; R. Turner 1962)—to
provide Hopewell a social substance beyond its
known material expressions. Thus, the authors
of this book discuss Hopewell women and men;
leaders in roles of various kinds; ritual gather-
ings of a diversity of sizes, role compositions,
and goals; and rites of passage, to name a few
topics. Dynamic views of social “organization”
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in operation in daily life and special ceremonial
occasions (see references just cited)—the action
and interaction of individuals and groups within
roles—serve as the framework for the research of
this book, rather than static, structural, normative
models (e.g., Blau 1970; Evans-Pritchard 1940;
Murdock 1949a:1-112; Radcliffe-Brown 1952a;
Radcliffe-Brown and Forde 1950), which can be
quite removed from social content, practice, and
meaning, as well as from the individual social and
personal actor (e.g., Greber 1976, 1979a).

The second research approach used here is
to contextualize that which is Hopewell by fo-
cusing on the “thick description” of local soci-
ety (social personae, groups, roles, and relations),
local culture (practices and ideas), and local his-
tory, as a first phase of research. This is done
prior to interregional comparison and the study of

Figure 1.1. Terra cotta figurines of a woman and man
from the Havana Hopewellian tradition, Illinois. From
Mound C°8, Knight site, Illinois (Griffin et al. 1970:71-
88, plates 69, 73); casts at the Newark Earthworks Mu-
seum, Ohio, from originals at the Milwaukee Public Mu-
seum, Wisconsin. (A) The woman has hair topknots and
earspools, marking high prestige, and holds two ‘“foot-
like” (McKern et al. 1945) items—foot trophies or grind-
ing stones? (B) The man has earspools and shaved hair
around the ears, marking high prestige. He rests his head
on an atlatl, has his eyes closed, and sits in thought or
trance. Photo by permission of Pictures of Record.
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interregional procurement and social interaction,
but with an eye toward these most common
subjects of Hopewell archaeology. Our concern
with local society and culture contrasts with the
strong emphasis that has often been placed aca-
demically on interregional Hopewellian inter-
action and its evidence in material similarities
and sources across the Eastern Woodlands. We
would argue, filling out the more partial views
of some of our predecessors (e.g., Ford, 1974;
Struever 1964), that the causes of interregional
Hopewellian interaction are to be found in lo-
calized ideas and practices, and localized con-
ditions, needs, and idiosyncratic events. Thus,
socially, culturally, and historically rich recon-
structions of multiple local pasts are needed as a
basis for understanding the interregional dimen-
sions of Hopewell. Such local reconstructions
seem reasonably feasible, given the vocality of
Hopewellian material records (e.g., Buikstra and
Charles 1999).

The third approach taken by the authors
of this book is to generate interregional
Hopewellian interaction and material similarities
from local scenes—in particular, from the actions
and practices of social actors in social roles, who
were motivated by local conditions, local social
demands, and individual needs to travel afar for
materials, knowledge, ceremonial rights, power,
and such and to engage socially with others inter-
regionally. Thus, in this book, broad-scale inter-
action is described and understood in a grounded
manner, in terms of motivated social persons such
as power and vision questers, pilgrims, those
seeking to buy prerogatives to ceremonies, and
burgeoning local leaders wishing to learn esoteric
knowledge from prestigeous leader—teachers
afar. These descriptions place Hopewellian in-
teraction in the hands of people and provide sub-
stance to more removed, structural descriptions
(e.g., Seeman 1979a; Struever and Houart 1972)
and ecological-functional (e.g., Ford 1974)
and neo-Darwinian (e.g., Braun 1986; Dancey
19964a) interpretations, as much as these views
are informative and a part of the picture.

In all, we call our personalized, contextual-
ized, and generative approach to exploring ar-
chaeological records thick prehistory. Our ap-
proach attempts to create a “thick,” detailed view
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of past societies, constituent social actors, and
their motives at the local level, with implications
for broader regional and interregional organiza-
tion and change over time.

The second impetus for this book is our re-
alization that headway on fine-grained topics of
the locally contextualized and personalized kinds
mentioned cannot be made without the assembly
of relatively large and systematic data sets that
pertain to the social roles and actions of a good
sample of individuals who comprise a society.
For example, to evaluate the nature of leadership
roles in a society, the degree to which they were
centralized, and which particular roles were reg-
ularly combined (i.e., institutionalized) requires
more than a single or a few elaborate burials in
log tombs. Many instances of leaders, spanning
multiple generations and buried in the multiple
mounds used by a society synchronically and di-
achronically, are required. Interregional compar-
isons of leadership roles require even larger data
sets. Fortunately, in recent years, comprehensive
data sets relevant to fine-grained social recon-
struction have been assembled and studied by a
number of the researchers of Hopewell archaeol-
ogy. The fruits of the descriptive and analytical
labors of many of these researchers are reported
in the chapters in this book.

The third rationale for this book is the long-
standing belief of ours and others that anthro-
pology, including archaeology, has the potential
to be a science, a humanity, and a historical dis-
cipline, and is at its best when it combines the
goals and viewpoints of these disciplines (see
also Carr and Neitzel 1995a:10, 15; Flannery
1972:409; Hall 1977, 1997; Hawkes 1968:255,
260-262; Hodder 1987; Hogarth 1972:304;
Wheeler 1950:128-129). The locally contextual-
ized, personalized, and generative approach ad-
vocated and used here for reconstructing and
understanding past Hopewellian peoples, their
practices, their ideas, and their material remains
helps to define an intersection of the scientific,
humanistic, and historical viewpoints. By hing-
ing especially on social roles in local context, our
approach encourages the study of persons and
motivations, as do the humanities, but within lo-
cal and more broadly shared cultural and natural
conditions and demands, and the structural and
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processual regularities that those conditions and
demands may produce, as studied by scientific
method. The approach also affords the opportu-
nity to see historical change as generated through
personal actions and motives that are constrained
by and interact with local factors. In these ways,
the approach balances and integrates the ends and
values of the humanities, science, and history.

TOPICAL AND EMPIRICAL SCOPE

Local Hopewell

The chapters in this book address Hopewell in
both its local and its interregional guises. Lo-
cal societies, rituals, and ritual interaction within
primarily four northern Hopewellian regional
traditions are discussed: the Scioto and Miami
traditions of Ohio, the Mann phase of the Crab
Orchard tradition in Indiana, and the Havana tra-
dition in the lower Illinois valley. Seven core as-
pects of society and ritual are explored for one
or more of these regions. First, the ceremonial—
spatial organization of Hopewellian communi-
ties is examined. By this is meant the system of
multiple ceremonial sites of differentiated ritual
functions used by a community and situated over
its landscape, as well as the use of certain special
ceremonial sites by multiple communities. This
differentiated form of community organization,
documented here, contrasts with some previously
offered models that envisioned single communi-
ties focused on single ceremonial centers (e.g.,
Dancey and Pacheco 1997a; Prufer 1964a). In
addition, differences in the scale and ceremonial—
spatial complexity of Hopewellian communities
in different regions, the various degrees to which
these communities segregated domestic and pub-
lic ceremonial spaces, and diffences in sedentism
are related to fundamental contrasts in the biotic
richness and spatial structure of the regions’ natu-
ral environments. Chapters 3,4, 7, and 13 address
various facets of these topics.

Second, the nature of Hopewellian leader-
ship is investigated. Many features of leadership
are revealed, including the range of roles played
by leaders, the sacred or secular nature of their
power base and especially their development
from classical shamanism, the degree to which
leadership roles were centralized in the hands of
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one or a few persons or segregated among many,
changes in role segregation and power bases over
time, the extent to which such roles were institu-
tionalized, the recruitment of leaders of various
kinds from specific clans, and the differential ac-
cess of men and women to leadership roles of
particular kinds. These subjects are discussed in
Chapters 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 11.

Third, the question of whether Illinois
and/or Ohio Hopewellian societies were orga-
nized by principles of ranking is rethought in
Chapters 6 and 7. Although this issue was inves-
tigated heavily 20 to 30 years ago (e.g., Braun
1979; J. A. Brown 1981; Buikstra 1976; Greber
1976, 1979a; Tainter 1975a, 1977), contradic-
tory conclusions were reached by different re-
searchers. The topic is more tractable today, in
light of recent advances in archaeological the-
ory on the determinants of mortuary patterning,
which are used here. Other seminal frameworks
that are harnessed to solve the problem are eth-
nological theory that acknowledges the diverse
range of ranking structures found in societies of
midlevel complexity; conceptual disaggregaton
of ranking, achieved leadership, ascribed lead-
ership, wealth, and achieved prestige as distinct
social dimensions and separation of their archae-
ological correlates; and a regional rather than
site-specific analytical approach, which recog-
nizes that different segments of a community
may be buried in different cemeteries rather
than just one. Chapters 6 and 7 deal with these
issues.

Fourth, the animal-totemic clans of
Hopewell societies in Ohio are reconstructed.
The aspects of clan organization that are covered
include the eponyms of most if not all clans
that had animal totems; regional variation in
clan composition; the lack of institutionalized
geographic localization of specific clans; the
access that members of different clans had to
key roles of leadership and social importance;
differences among clans in their wealth, degree
of social networking through sodalities, and
size; and the dependence of a clan’s success in
recruitment to key social roles upon its wealth
and degree of social networking. These topics
are taken up in Chapter 8.

Fifth, gender distinctions from local
Hopewellian perspectives are defined and used
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Figure 1.2. The Pricer mound within the Seip earthwork, Ohio. Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois Hopewellian earthwork
and mound sites varied widely in their scales and ceremonial functions, and served single to multiple communities of
varying sociopolitical composition. Photo by permission of the Ohio Historical Society, Columbus.

as windows to explore a variety of sociological
features. These matters include similarities and
differences in the range of day-to-day, utilitarian
tasks undertaken by men and women; the kinds
of social and sociopolitical roles to which men
or women did or did not have access, including
many shaman-like and other forms of leadership;
access to sodality membership; rights to manu-
facture certain kinds of ritual paraphernalia and
to participate in graveside rituals; variations in
personal prestige; what gender patterns tell about
the reckoning of kinship; the possibility of third
genders related to shaman-like practices; differ-
ences in these sociological features among re-
gions; and the definition of ethnic distinctions
across regions based on such differences in gen-
der patterns. Additional, biological topics that
are investigated are the health, overall workloads,
and specific physical stresses of men and women,

and the degree to which men and women in im-
portant social positions were sheltered from dis-
eases and strenuous work. These topics are intro-
duced to Hopewellian studies in Chapters 9, 10,
11, and 18.

Sixth, the nature of ritual gatherings at
Hopewellian ceremonial centers is explored. The
sizes of such assemblies, the social roles of those
who congregated, the social segments with which
local participants were affiliated (e.g., lineages,
clans, dual divisions), and the distances and re-
gional cultural traditions from which external
participants came (e.g., traditions in the deep
Southeast) are estimated. Gatherings of differ-
ent nature and functions are defined, considering
whether they were focused on the deceased; if
so, whether rites of separation or liminality (van
Gennep 1960) are suggested; whether the gath-
erings were predominated by a homogeneous or
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heterogeneous set of social roles; and the parti-
cular spectrum of roles represented. Chapters 12
through 15 are devoted to these topics.

Seventh, the nature of alliances among
neighboring Ohio Hopewellian communities
is investigated. Studies of both the spatial—
ceremonial organization of Hopewellian com-
munities and the nature of their ritual gatherings
contribute to defining the nature of the alliances.
Mechanisms of alliance, including economic
and social forms of exchange among individual
dyads from different communities; multicommu-
nity cooperative and/or competitive ceremonial
gift-giving and display orchestrated through lo-
cal leaders; burial of the dead from multiple com-
munities together in each other’s charnel houses;
and the involvement of increasing numbers of
communities in such joint burial ceremonies are
each documented and tracked as a sequence
of development through time. These shifts in
how alliances were achieved among communi-
ties are shown to correlate with the social roles—
personal roles, shaman-like leadership, and more
secular leadership—around which mortuary cer-
emonial gatherings were focused and the overall
size of the gatherings, which changed through
time. These studies are presented in Chapters 3,
4,7,13, and 14.

Interregional Hopewell

At the interregional scale of the Eastern Wood-
lands, Hopewellian travel, procurement, and so-
cial and ritual interaction are considered for three
topics. Each pertains to the relation of such in-
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terregional activity to local conditions and the
personal and social motivations they may foster.
First, the specific social and religious forms in
which interregional travel, procurement, and in-
teraction took place are identified and discussed.
The forms were many and varied in the geo-
graphic scales at which they operated. They in-
clude vision and power questing, pilgrimage to
a place in nature, travels of medicine persons
or patients for healing, elite exchange of valu-
ables, pilgrimage to a ceremonial center, travel
to a ceremonial center of learning, buying and
spreading of religious prerogatives, spirit adop-
tion, and intermarriage. These mechanisms, and
the personal, social, and sociopolitical motives
and ideologies that they imply, are quite distinct
from earlier views of interregional Hopewellian
interaction as material exchange in some form
and based primarily in local subsistence and/or
demands for social status markers. The mecha-
nisms are defined in Chapter 16, and specific in-
stances of their occurrence are inferred and doc-
umented there and in Chapters 11, 15, and 17
through 20.

Second, the receptivity of certain local tra-
ditions to extralocal ideas, practices, and raw ma-
terials is documented. If ideas, practices, and raw
materials obtained from other societies or natural
environments through long-distance travels were
to become important in a local society, spread
throughout it, and made archaeologically visi-
ble, that society must have been open to cultural
innovation, and the imported features must have
been valued or made valuable by some of the
society’s members and coordinated with other

Figure 1.3. Images and headgear of shaman-like Hopewellian leaders that impersonated animals. (A) Copper head-
plate in the form of a bird’s feather (Shetrone 1926:37, 176, fig. 104). From an unnumbered burial, Mound 7, the
Hopewell earthwork, Ohio. (B) Mica cutout of a bird impersonator (note nose/beak) with a three-layered, turban-like
headdress (Willoughby 1922:plate 15). From the Central Altar, Mound 3, Turner earthwork, Ohio. Object courtesy
of the Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University, acc. no. 30002. (C) Stone carving of a
cat impersonator (Shetrone 1936:122, fig. 66; Squire and Davis 1848:244, fig. 142). From the altar, Mound 8, Mound
City earthwork, Ohio. (D) Copper headplate with cutout of a cat’s paw and claws (Shetrone 1926:176, fig. 105). From
Burial 4, Mound 25, Hopewell earthwork, Ohio. The paw design is possibly comprised of a pair of bird heads as
typically stylized in the Adena tablets and Ohio Hopewell art (Webb and Baby 1957:83-101). (E) Copper headplate
with elk antlers (Willoughby 1916:489-500, plate 4a; Moorehead 1922:107-108, plate XLIX; see also Greber and
Ruhl 1989:99). From Burial 248, Mound 25, Hopewell earthwork, Ohio. (F) Copper deer racks for attachment to a
headdress (Mills 1922:545). From Burial 4, Mound 13, Mound City earthwork. Photographed objects by permission
of (A, D) the Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, OH; and (B) the Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology,
Harvard University. Photographed by Christopher Carr.
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of their ideas and practices. Such susceptibilities
and values are reconstructed here for some local
Hopewellian societies by investigating the stylis-
tic diversity or homogeneity of certain artifact
classes within those societies, and the distribu-
tions of the styles across regional traditions. Also
telling are the varying sources from which certain
raw materials were or were not systematically ob-
tained, sometimes despite higher economic costs.
Chapters 11 and 20 examine these issues.
Third, the similar or different social and
philosophical-religious meanings given to raw
materials and ceremonial paraphernalia in dif-
ferent regional Hopewellian traditions and in dif-
ferent local societies are teased out. Hopewellian
artifact classes with wide, interregional distribu-
tions, such as panpipes, earspools, and celts, are
argued to have been useful for metaphorically
communicating very basic social and/or religious
principles and meanings among distant peoples
who wished to interact, yet spoke mutually un-
intelligible languages and probably considered
each other something other than human and/or
dangerous, if cross-cultural tendencies apply
(Helms 1976, 1988; Seeman 1995). The mean-
ings include the humanness and sentience of indi-
viduals revealed through multinote panpipes that
resembled the human voice in song and speech;
an individual’s personal access to power in pos-
sessing an artifact of copper, power being cop-
per’s most basic common denominator semanti-
cally over the historic Woodlands; and the dark
and light duality of the cosmos, expressed in the
ringlike highlights and shadows of earspools with
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undulating profiles. These fundamental, interre-
gional Hopewellian concepts contrast with the
more specific social and philosophical-religious
meanings that were attached to panpipes, ear-
spools, and celts within regional Hopewellian
traditions and that varied among traditions. Such
semantic variations are evident in the different
social roles, ages, and sexes with which each of
the artifact classes were associated across tra-
ditions and in certain stylistic dissimilarities in
these artifacts across regions. In the case of silver,
the difference in sources (Cobalt, Keweenaw)
used by different regional traditions is shown not
to depend on the least-effort factor of geographic
distance from source; instead, it is suggested to
relate to the natural, singular occurrence of silver
or its combination with copper at these sources,
the varying ritual acceptability of these two forms
of silver, and the differing potentials they had for
being interwoven with stories of personal long
journeys to acquire silver and with a concept of
the personhood of silver. Finally, the ethnograph-
ically unlikely proposal that breastplates varied
in their sociological meaning among the closely
neighboring communities in the Scioto Hopewell
tradition (Greber 1979a) is refuted. This is done
in part by tying differences in breastplate fre-
quencies and artifact associations among cere-
monial centers and burials not to sociologically
distinct meanings but, rather, to differences in
cemetery function, variations in community ma-
terial wealth and prestige, and the use of breast-
plates to mark sodality membership for persons
varying in other social roles and prestige. These

Figure 1.4. Images and costumery of non-shaman-like Hopewellian leaders and elite. (A) Human head with face
painting, tattooing, or scarification, carved on a pipe bowl (Greber 1983:33). From the Edwin Harness mound, Liberty
earthwork, Ohio. (B) Human head with face painting, tattooing, or scarification, carved on a pipe bowl (Squire and
Davis 1848:244, fig. 143). From Mound 8, Mound City earthwork, Ohio. (C) Human head with face painting, tattooing,
or scarification; terra cotta. From the village area of the Mann earthwork, Indiana. (D) Wild cat jaw pendant painted
black, white, and yellow, probably worn by a clansperson or clan leader (see Thomas et al., Chapter 8). From Burial
10, the Pricer Mound, Seip earthwork, Ohio (Shetrone and Greenman 1931:382-383, 346, fig. 60a). (E) Bear claws
from a necklace, effigy carving of wood, probably worn by a clansperson or clan leader (see Thomas et al., Chapter
8). From the Conjoined Mound, Seip earthwork, Ohio (Shetrone and Greenman 1931:382-383). (F) Fox chief and
member of the bear clan (left), and interpreter dressed in Fox style (right), about 1899. Note bear claw necklaces
on both and the interpreter’s turban (as in Figure 1.3B). Photographed objects by permission of (C) Mr. Charles
Lacer, Evansville, IN, and (D, E) the Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, OH, acc. nos. 957/44 and957/283, respectively.
Photographs by Christopher Carr. (F) Photograph by permission of the University of Oklahoma Library, Western
Historical Collection, Norman, OK.
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issues of sociological and religious meaning are
addressed in Chapters 7 and 17 through 20.

Historical Perspectives, Ethnological
Theory, and Ethnographic Analogs

Historical reviews of the contributions made by
previous researchers of the Hopewell material
record to the above topics of inquiry—when they
have been investigated—are presented in Chap-
ters 2, 3, 12, and 16. These chapters consider
studies of both local Hopewellian expressions
and interregional travel, procurement, and inter-
action.

Ethnological theory is neither built nor
tested in this book. It did, however, play a key
role in guiding the range of questions we asked of
the Hopewellian archaeological record. Because
ethnological theory is, among other things, a con-
cise summary of cultural features and processes
across many societies, it, along with ethno-
graphic analogs from the historic Eastern Wood-
lands, provided insights into the specific kinds
of sociological phenomena one might find in
middle-range societies like those of Hopewell
peoples, and prompted our search for whether
such phenomena were aspects of Hopewellian
societies. The anthropological theories that were
especially critical in these ways concern the so-
cial and ideological definition of communities,
including residential, sustainable, and symbolic
communities, and the natures of their organi-
zation (e.g., Mahoney 2000; Murdock 1949a;
Preucel 2000; Varien 1999) (Chapter 4); the na-
ture of the classical shaman and the differenti-
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ation and development of supralocal leadership
roles from local shamanic positions (e.g., Netting
1972; Winkelman 1989, 1990, 1992) (Chapter 5);
cross-cultural variations in principles of social
ranking (e.g., Fried 1957, 1960; Rosman and
Rubel 1971) (Chapter 6); regularities in the se-
quential development of alliances among com-
munities in “tribal” societies (e.g., Carr 1992a;
Slobodkin and Rapoport 1974) (Chapters 7, 13,
and 14); the relationship among the social dom-
inance of males or females, their roles in reli-
gious systems, and kinship configurations (e.g.,
Sered 1994) (Chapter 10;); the seminal, func-
tional position of gender variance in shaman-
ism and shaman-like spiritual traditions (e.g.,
Nanda 2000) (Chapter 10); and the relationships
among long-distance traveling, power, and the
sacred in societies of middle-range complexity
(e.g., Helms 1976, 1988) (Chapters 16 and 20).
Ethnographic information from the historic East-
ern Woodlands was particularly useful to us in
determining the characteristics of Hopewellian
clans and sodalities (Chapters 7 and 8), the pos-
sible social and sociopolitical roles filled by
Hopewellian women and their relative prestige
(Chapters 9 through 11), the credibility of our
estimates of the sizes of Hopewellian gather-
ings at ceremonial centers and our inferences
about participants from afar (Chapters 13 and
14), the sociological roles in which many kinds of
Hopewellian ceremonial paraphernalia and elite
items were used (Chapters 5, 17, and 18), and the
philosophical-religious meanings of copper and
silver (Chapter 18).

Figure 1.5. Parphernalia of Hopewellian shaman and shaman-like practitioners. (A) Copper effigy turtle carapace
rattle, one of eighteen sewn on a leather belt, each with twelve holes in the four semicardinal or solstice directions.
Ethnohistorically, turtle shell rattles and other Kinds of rattles were used in ceremony and to induce trance. From
Burial 12, Mound 7, Mound City (Mills 1922:494-496, 549-552, figure 74). (B) One of two known Hopewellian effigies
of mushrooms, which may have been ingested to induce trance. From the Middle Woodland component of the Fort
Ancient earthwork, Ohio.The second mushroom effigy is from Burial 9, Mound 7, Mound City (Mills 1922:489-491,
547-548, figures 31, 32, 71; Romain 2000:212-216). (C) Quartz crystals, used ethnohistorically in divination and
healing. From Altar 1, Mound 25, the Hopewell earthwork, Ohio (Moorehead 1922:113). (D) Mica mirror, useful for
divination. From the Mound City earthwork. (E) Copper boatstone filled with white and pink quartz pebbles, useful in
divination and/or gambling (Mills 1916:285, 366—367, figure 96). From the Great Cache in the Tremper mound, Ohio.
(F) Cones, copper and hollow, milky quartz and solid, limestone and solid, similar to ones used ethnohistorically in
divination and gambling. From the Great Cache in the Tremper mound, Ohio (Mills 1916:285, 367-368). Photographed
objects by permission of (A, D) Hopewell Culture National Historical Park, National Park Service, Chillicothe, OH,
acc. n0s.2687 and 1927; (B, F) the Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, OH, acc. nos. 1039/, 125/, 125/125, 125/136; and
(C) the Field Museum of Natural History, acc. no. 56555. Photographs by Christopher Carr.
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Diverse Media

Social and ritual aspects of local and inter-
regional Hopewell are addressed in this book
through the description and analysis of a great
variety of material media. The media that domi-
nate discussion include earthworks and mounds,
burial artifactual assemblages, human skeletal
remains, smoking pipes, ceramic vessels, terra
cotta figurines, other artistic representations of
Hopewell people and supernaturals, the power
parts of animals that symbolized clans, metallic
celts, panpipes, and earspools, and silver in raw
and artifactual form. The technologies, styles,
frequencies, contexts of deposition, material as-
sociations, geographic sources of acquisition or
manufacture, and/or local and regional distribu-
tions of these artifact classes and raw materials
are evaluated. In addition, information on the ge-
ographic sources and distribution of a number of
other “Interaction Sphere” raw materials beyond
silver is systematized and interpreted.

Exploring multiple material media is vital
to personalizing the Hopewellian material record
and was considered so from the inception of plan-
ning this book. This is the case because differ-
ent media are employed in the different roles
played out by the members of a society or a
broader social network and, thereby, give in-
sight into those roles and various sociocultural
and other processes. Media differ in their func-
tions, visibility, rarity and accessibility, aesthetic
features, malleability, durability, and portability
and many other qualities that affect how they are
used socially and ritually and by whom (Carr
1995a:249).

Regarding interregional Hopewell, many
kinds of artifacts and raw materials have been
identified as being somehow essential to a mate-
rial definition of it (e.g., Seeman 1979a; Struever
and Houart 1972). Following the above logic,
these different media can be expected to reveal
different specific and multiple forms of interre-
gional Hopewellian ritual interaction. In order
to investigate the diverse mechanisms of inter-
regional Hopewellian interaction, this book fo-
cuses on metallic panpipes, earspools, and celts,
terra cotta figurines, and raw silver. These media
have been selected because they are fairly widely
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to very widely distributed across Hopewellian
traditions over the Eastern Woodlands, and they
vary in their geographic scales of distribution
and the forms of interaction they possibly re-
flect. Panpipes, earspools, celts, figurines, and
raw silver have been found in five to all eight of
the regional Hopewellian traditions of the East-
ern Woodlands studied by Seeman (1979a), and
the first three classes are known from a great
many sites compared to other interregionally dis-
tributed Hopewellian artifact and raw material
classes. At the same time, panpipes, earspools,
figurines, and, to some extent, celts are techno-
logically and stylistically complex enough, and
differ enough in these regards across space, to
provide sociologically significant insights. Terra
cotta figurines, although limited in the number
of Middle Woodland sites from which they are
known, have the additional advantage of directly
depicting persons, often with role markers. Also,
they, along with Hopewell ware, are the only pre-
served Hopewell Interaction Sphere items that
were made of plastic media and, by ethnographic
analogy, were likely produced by women rather
than men. All other Interaction Sphere goods
are made of hard media more likely worked by
men (Keller and Carr, Chapter 11; Murdock and
Provost 1973). Figurine styles thus are used here
to reveal patterns and kinds of gender-specific
interaction at the local and interregional scales.
Two other raw materials—copper and galena—
have been found in many Middle Woodland sites
and have broad geographic distributions, which
have been defined and reported previously (Goad
1978, 1979; Walthall 1981; Walthall et al. 1979,
1980). Their distributions are reinterpreted here
sociologically, in Chapter 16.!

New, Comprehensive, Well-Focused
Empirical Foundations

To address the detailed, on-the-ground issues
that are the subjects of this book has required
more than a change in conceptual orientation
to local context, social actors, and their local
and interregional affairs. It has also required the
collection, systematization, and analysis of very
large data sets on very specific, socially relevant
kinds of material remains from individual local
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Hopewellian expressions and across multiple re-
gional traditions over significant space. Our past
views of local and interregional Hopewell have
remained generalized to a considerable degree
for the lack of assembly of the detailed local
and geographically wide-ranging data necessary
to answer questions about the topics enumerated
above. Where great strides have previously been
made in understanding Hopewell, such as Buik-
straand Charles’s (1999) reconstruction of the di-
chotomous ceremonial organization of lower Ili-
nois valley peoples, or Seeman’s (1979a) inquiry
into the structure of the Hopewell Interaction
Sphere, deep and wide empirical coverage has
stood at the foundation. Many of the chapters in
this book offer such coverage as well.

The empirical contributions of this book are
of three kinds. First is the systematization of vast
amounts of data on material remains that were
collected from Hopewellian sites in primarily
the 19th and early 20th Centuries over eastern
North America. This effort has involved exten-
sive work by several of the authors with archaeo-
logical collections, museum catalogs, field notes,
and older publications in an attempt to inven-
tory and provenience archaeological remains, in
preparation for their social analysis. Resolving
conflicting information and associating particu-
lar objects with particular reports of them were
major, time-consuming tasks that took many field
seasons. The data sets that have resulted from
this work, and the chapters in the book that an-
alyze them and that reference appendices with
the data sets, are as follows. (1) The grave good
associations and tomb forms of almost all ex-
humed Hopewellian skeletal remains in Ohio for
which records exist, along with their ages and
sexes where determined, numbering 854 indi-
viduals in 33 sites (Case and Carr n.d.), are in-
vestigated in Chapters 5, 7, 8, 10, and 13. (2)
Nearly all ceremonial deposits of artifacts ex-
cavated from mounds in Ohio, numbering 65
from 14 sites (Case and Carr n.d.), are analyzed
in Chapters 8 and 13. (3) The site and/or intr-
asite proveniences, raw materials, and stylistic
characteristics of almost all Hopewellian metal-
jacketed panpipes in eastern North America, to-
taling 105 panpipes from 55 sites (Turff 1997),
are studied in Chapter 18. (4) The site and/or
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intrasite proveniences, lengths, and widths of
Hopewellian copper celts in eastern North Amer-
ica, totaling 217 of 332 celts from 47 sites, are
considered in Chapter 17. (5) The site prove-
niences and artifact morphologies of the majority
of extant copper earspools, numbering 686 from
64 sites in the northern Scioto, Havana, Goodall,
Crab Orchard, and Trempeleau Hopewellian tra-
ditions and the southern Copena, Miller—Porter,
and Marksville traditions (Carr and King n.d.;
Ruhl 1996) are studied for their styles and tech-
nologies in Chapter 19. (6) The site and/or in-
trasite proveniences and stylistic traits of most
whole or largely whole terra cotta figurines from
the Havana, Mann, and Scioto regions, number-
ing 148 figurines from 10 sites, are analyzed in
Chapter 11.

Summary tabulations of these data sets are
provided in the texts of the chapters, while the
raw data themselves are reported in the com-
pact disk appendices to the book for all but the
Ohio Hopewell burial assemblages and ceremo-
nial deposits. The latter, very bulky informa-
tion is being fully documented for the benefit of
other researchers in a separate monograph, cur-
rently in preparation (Case and Carr n.d.). Paral-
lel efforts to systematize old data on Hopewell,
but not reported in this book, include Lane
Beck’s (1990) compilation of Depression-era ex-
cavations of mortuary sites in the Tennessee
Copena region and Seeman and Branch’s (n.d.)
mapping and comparison of the distributions
of Adena and Hopewell mounds in the central
Scioto.?

The second kind of empirical contribu-
tion made by this book is the reporting of de-
tailed laboratory analyses of artifacts and human
skeletal remains. (1) Spark source mass spec-
trometry, flame atomic absorption spectropho-
tometry, and inductively coupled plasma mass
spectrometry determinations of the geological
sources of raw and artifactual silver from most
Hopewellian sites over eastern North America
that have yielded silver, totaling 54 specimens
from 25 sites, are investigated in Chapter 20. (2)
Instrumental neutron activation analytic determi-
nations of the geological sources of the pipe-
stones used to manufacture some of the smok-
ing pipes found at the Tremper earthwork, Ohio
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(Penney and Carriveau 1983, 1985) are studied
in Chapter 14. (3) Petrological, x-ray diffraction,
and scanning electron microscopic determina-
tions of the geological sources of some of the
clays and tempers used to manufacture utilitar-
ian and fancy ceramics at the Mann earthwork,
Indiana, are analyzed in Chapter 15 (see also
Ruby 1997). (4) Osteological determinations of
the ages, sexes, health, and activity stresses of
individuals buried at the Turner site, Ohio, are
made and interpreted in Chapter 10.

The third form of empirical contri-
bution made here is the documenting of
newly completed field excavations and surveys.
(1) Excavations of habitation locales, neighbor-
ing and distant to earthwork ceremonial centers
in the Scioto—Paint Creek area of Ohio, are sum-
marized in Chapter 4. (2) Field measurements
and mathematical assessments of the astro-
nomical orientations of earthwork architecture
in Ohio, which are pertinent to the organization
and historical development of ritual landscapes,
are reported in Chapter 3.

The assembling of data sets with the local
detail and geographic breadth presented in this
book is essential if the nature of Hopewell soci-
eties, their rituals, and their ritual interconnec-
tions are to be understood. Local detail is re-
quired, if on-the-ground actors, individually and
as groups, are to be identified and defined for
their social positions, roles, actions, and rela-
tionships. Geographic breadth is necessary be-
cause some of those same actors ventured out to
neighbors and more distant lands and peoples and
steered the courses of their own societies and lo-
cal practices in light of what they experienced and
brought home. To take a locally contextualized,
personalized, and generative approach to under-
standing Hopewell requires information at the
very scales at which Hopewellian societies once
operated.

The title of this book, Gathering Hopewell,
encapsulates this view. The title reflects not only
our topical emphasis on the social-ceremonial
life, gatherings, and other social interactions
of Hopewellian peoples, but also the compre-
hensive gathering and systematizing of data on
Hopewellian remains that have allowed such in-
terpretations. The title embraces both a human-
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ized, peopled view of Hopewell and an empirical,
scientific one.

POINT OF VIEW:
THICK PREHISTORY, AGENCY,
PRACTICE, AND ROLES

This book is foremost about past Hopewellian
peoples and the rich archaeological data by which
one can come to know them today. However,
to better understand the goals and nature of the
chapters to come, some words about our theoret-
ical approach are necessary, and specifically its
logical place relative to contemporary anthropo-
logical and archaeological theory.

The personalized, locally contextualized,
and generative approach to the archaeological
record that is taken in this book, which we call
thick prehistory, follows broad trends in Anglo-
American archaeology over the past 20 years to
invest views of the past with people, to evoke
their intentions and decisions from material re-
mains, and to explore the richness of the con-
tent of particular cultures contextually and his-
torically (e.g., Conkey and Spector 1984; Do-
bres and Robb 2000b; Gillespie 2001; Hodder
1982a, 2000; Marcus and Flannery 1996; Miller
and Tilley 1984; Pauketat 2000, 2001a, 2001d,;
Robb 1999; Tringham 1991). Like other cur-
rent attempts to humanize the archaeological
record, thick prehistory is an active counterbal-
ance to the attention given in earlier decades
to formulating abstract, functional, and/or struc-
tural models of cultural systems comprised of
mathematical variables and relationships among
them (e.g., Clarke 1968; Flannery 1972; Has-
san 1977; Keene 1981; Redman 1977; Thomas
1972), to classifying prehistoric cultures into ho-
mogenizing evolutionary—societal types and ex-
ploring system-level development from one type
to another (e.g., Braun 1977; J. A. Brown 1981;
Clay 1992; Flannery 1972; Ford 1974; Voss
1980), and occasionally to openly ridding ar-
chaeological interpretations of human actors and
intentionality by applying some narrow brands
of neo-Darwinian selectionist logic (e.g., Braun
1995).3

At the same time, we wish to clarify
that our thick prehistory viewpoint contrasts in
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fundamental ways from some recent, popular,
humanizing approaches in archaeology that fall
in the spectrum of studies focused on “action,”
“agency,” “practice,” and “praxis” (e.g., Dobres
and Robb 2000a, Dornan 2002; Pauketat 2001a,
Ortner 1984; and references therein). The pri-
mary lines of difference in approach are in both
goals and foundational assumptions. These are
discussed below. Differences in goals involve:
(1) the balance of emphasis placed on identifi-
cation in distinction to interpretation; and (2) the
diversity of anthropological topics addressed and
the range of interpretive theoretical frameworks
harnessed. Differences in assumptions include:
(3) the degree to which competition is seen as
intrinsic to human nature and social life; (4) the
concept of the self; (5) the place of culturally de-
fined “persons” beyond living humans, such as
the deceased and spiritual beings, in sociolog-
ical interpretation; and (6) the nature of social
roles and the utility of the role concept in so-
cial analysis. The thrust of our discussion is that
while the thick prehistory approach and action—
agency—practice—praxis framewoks all attempt to
personalize the past, thick prehistory logically
precedes the other frameworks in the analytic
process, and also is broader and more robust in
its goals and assumptions.

Agency and Practice

In anthropology and sociology, recent agency
and practice approaches to studying humankind
are part of a long historical stream of Western
thought concerned with the individual and
the collective, their interrelationships and
formation, and social transformation. Vari-
ous social scientists and schools of thought,
as noted in detail,* have emphasized the
individual/actor/agent/micro or the collec-
tive/system/structure/macro or their intrinsic
interrelationships in determining the nature of
social life and social change; and the theoretical
pendulum has swung among these alternative
viewpoints multiple times (Ortner 1984; Ritzer
and Gindoff 1994; Turner 1991). Agency and
practice frameworks today in anthropology and
archaeology encompass a very diverse array of
individual-oriented and integrative viewpoints
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that derive from these streams of thought
(Dobres and Robb 2000a:9, table 1.1; Dornan
2002; Ortner 1984:127, 144, 146).

An especially significant variation in con-
temporary agency and practice frameworks that
is significant here is the contrast between agents
who produce social effects that largely are con-
sciously intended, strategic, and based in self-
interest, and agents who produce social effects
that are primarily unintended through their un-
conscious, routinized, or habitual actions. Self-
interested agents tend to be modeled as “some-
what aggressive, rational, pragmatic” and some-
times “maximizing” individuals who “rationally
go after what they want, and what they want is
what is materially and politically useful for them
within the context of their cultural and histori-
cal situations” (Ortner 1984:151). This view has
been the dominant approach taken in archaeol-
ogy and anthropology to studying political be-
havior and the development and reproduction of
social inequity (Dobres and Robb 2000a:6, 8,
10), but also very common generally in archaeol-
ogy and anthropology (Gillespie 2001:74; Ortner
1984:151; Saitta 1994:203), in works both ex-
plicitly Marxist and not (e.g., Blanton et al. 1996;
Boehm 1993:239; Clark 2000; Earle 1997; Hod-
der 1982a, 1982c¢; Johnson 2000; Joyce 2000;
Joyce and Winter 1996; Leone 1986; Marcus and
Flannery 1996; Miller and Tilley 1984; Pauke-
tat 2001b:12—13; Price and Feinman 1995; Saitta
1994; Sahlins 1968, 1972; Spriggs 1984; Tilley
1982). In Hopewell research, the viewpoint is
found in the works of James Brown (1981:36)
and Buikstra and Charles (1999:205, 215), who
spoke of “ostentatious, competitive displays” of
social wealth and power among groups “vy-
ing with each other for highest prestige,” as
well as Seeman (1995:138), who perceived “in-
creased competition for leadership roles, [which]
seems to have fostered a greater demand for dis-
tant valuables. ...” The stance emphasizing the
largely unconscious, routinized, or habitual na-
ture of the actions of agents and the unintended
consequences of those actions are the views of
Bourdieu (1977, 1990) and Giddens (1984). For
Bourdieu, institutions, relationships of power
and domination, and beliefs beyond the con-
scious awareness or direct control of agents are
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both created by them and structure them through
taken-for-granted daily routines, which he calls
habitus, and in light of practical, nondiscursive
knowledge, which he calls doxa. For Giddens,
structure is reproduced by day-to-day routines
of interaction, which ensure trust in others at an
unconscious level, and is transformed through
the largely unintended consequences of people’s
actions. In the case of both authors, structure is
internal to the agent and is both constraining and
enabling. Faithful archaeological uses of Bour-
dieu’s and Giddens’s frameworks are rare (Gille-
spie 2001:79) and perhaps most successfully ex-
emplied in Pauketat’s (2001a, 2001c) attempts
to explain the making and changing of cultural
traditions.

In the following discussion, the goals of our
thick prehistory approach are compared to the
general goal of agency and practice frameworks
at large, while the assumptions behind the thick
prehistory approach are necessarily compared to
those of the more particular variants of agency
and practice frameworks, which differ from one
another in their conceptual foundations.

Differences in Goals

Thick prehistory and archaeological applications
of practice and agency approaches, which share
their concern for personalizing archaeological
records, nevertheless differ substantially from
each other in their basic goals. Thick prehistory
aims most essentially at identifying aspects of
the past as a precursor to explaining or interpret-
ing them, whether explanation or interpretation
be in light of practice, agency, or other general-
izing frameworks. Thick prehistory answers the
basic questions who, what, where, and when in
great detail, and only then turns to consider how
and why. Who were the players, including both
individuals, to the extent knowable, and social
groups? What social roles did they fill and re-
create? What events happened, and when and
where did they occur? What beliefs and basic
philosophies did the players have? Thick prehis-
tory has the goal of making fine-grained descrip-
tions of past societies and cultures over relatively
short time spans, approaching ethnographic and
historical description. Thus, for example, this
book documents for Ohio Hopewellian societies
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the names of clans, their relative sizes, the social
roles that each fulfilled, and their degree of lo-
calization. Two or more sodalities and a wide
array of leadership roles are identified. Ritual
gatherings of varying specific social composi-
tions, sizes, and purposes are defined. In con-
trast, practice and agency frameworks, coming
primarily from sociology and psychology, start
with the assumption that such players and aspects
of social “structure” are already observable and
identified, and focus more directly on the peren-
nial sociological and anthropological issues of
the relationship of the individual to the collec-
tive, and how social continuity and change oc-
cur. Thus, a thick approach to prehistory encom-
passes both the explicit resolution of past social
actors, groups, events, and ideas—the develop-
ment of basic sociological, cultural, and histor-
ical data—and their interpretation in some way
that involves the individual, whereas practice and
agency frameworks deal more narrowly with in-
terpretation and explanation.

The most basic aim of thick prehistory, to
identify past persons, groups, events, and ideas,
is achieved with the full arsenal of contempo-
rary archaeological theories, methods, and tech-
niques that are now available: middle-range theo-
ries, taphonomy, forensics, specific ethnographic
analogy, the direct historical approach to anal-
ogy, cross-cultural regularities, material science
techniques, and such. In this book, one finds the
use of middle-range theories about artifact style
and mortuary practices (Chapters 6,7, 9, 11, and
17 through 19), depositional studies of domes-
tic sites (Chapter 4), the identification of ritual
artifact functions through specific ethnographic
analogy (Chapters 5, 7, 8, 17, and 18), the deter-
mination of religious meanings of shamanic art
and artifacts with cross-cultural near-universals
(Chapter 5), petrography (Chapter 15), and neu-
tron activation analysis (Chapters 13 and 20), to
name a few of the tools we have used to identify
persons, social groups, events, and ideas. How-
ever, tying these tools together are two overrid-
ing concerns: one for the context of archaeologi-
cal remains and contextual relationships, and the
second for the local scene, within a society. These
foci, of course, were stressed by Taylor (1948)
in his “conjunctive” approach to archaeology,
which he contrasted with approaches that sought
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to understand the archaeological record in terms
of external relationships among societies. Focus
on the local and the within when developing thick
prehistories is deserving of emphasis, particu-
larly in the case of Hopewell archaeology, which
was heavily invested from the 1960s through the
1980s in trying to understand the nature of exter-
nal relationships among Hopewellian societies
across the Woodlands (Carr, Chapter 2).

The fundamental goal of thick prehistory—
to form a foundation of rich, ethnographic-like
and historical-like information on who the play-
ers were and what they did and believed when
and where—points out a recurring problem with
some recent archaeological applications of prac-
tice and agency frameworks, particularly those
applications of Bourdieu and Giddens. These the-
ories are psychologically and sociologically so-
phisticated and detailed, and require fine-grained
sociological, cultural, and historical reconstruc-
tions of past people, groups, events, and ideas
to be employed even approximately. Too com-
monly in archaeology, such fine-grained identi-
fications are not or cannot practically be filled out
adequately prior to applying practice and agency
frameworks to make an interpretation. These
empirical deficiencies, of course, lead to surfi-
cial, generalized, homogenizing, and rote appli-
cations of the frameworks, and to interpretations
that gloss over cultural and historical unique-
ness, variability, and richness—pictures of the
past assembled with terms and phrases such as
agency, practice, resistance, negotiation, con-
testation, domination, power, fields of struggle,
masked social tension, consensual co-optation,
symbolic capital, strategies, practical conscious-
ness, unconscious motivation, rationalization of
action, habitus, routinization, reflexivity, the un-
intended consequences of intentional actions,
and so forth, but without definitive empirical ev-
idence of these (e.g., Pauketat 2000:122, 124;
2001a:81-86; Sassaman 2000:161-163; but see
Joyce 2000). This is the error of laying a theoret-
ical viewpoint upon data rather than deriving in-
terpretations from data in light of many possible
theories (see Dobres and Robb [2000a:3, 4, 13]
and Gillespie [2001:88] for their same concern)’
and does not bring the researcher closer to know-
ing and understanding a past people (Carr 1991;
see also the quote beginning this chapter). Prac-
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tice and agency approaches demand not only very
rich archaeological data, as Pauketat (2001c:253,
255) and Sassaman (2000:164) have emphasized,
but also rich ethnographic-like and historical-like
identification of the past players and events prior
to the application of theory—the thrust of doing
thick prehistory.

A second distinction in the goals of the
thick prehistory approach applied in this book
from those of practice and agency frameworks
is that, when the questions of how and why
are confronted, explanation or interpretation is
not sought in light of one theoretical arena. In
this book, a broad range of ethnological theo-
ries, cross-cultural generalizations, and specific
ethnographic or ethnohistoric analogies is em-
ployed to shed light on the details of Hopewellian
people, their lives, and their societies (see His-
torical Perspectives, Ethnological Theory, and
Ethnographic Analogs, above). A close fit of the
interpretive vehicle and its assumptions to the ar-
chaeological data and reconstructions at hand is
emphasized over the single-focused application
of any one perspective, for example, one partic-
ular form of practice or agency theory. Further,
thick prehistory uses diverse theories, general-
izations, and analogs, with their diverse assump-
tions about humans, in an exploratory manner
to generate insights into past human situations
(Hanson 1972; Tukey 1980:23-24; Tukey and
Wilk 1970:371, 376, 386; see also Carr 1985:30—
35, 1991; G. A. Clark 1982:250,258; Hartwig
and Dearing 1979:9-13,77; Tukey 1977:vii) and
to guide in their interpretation, rather than one
conceptual framework that makes a limited set
of assumptions about humans and that may con-
strain interpretation and color our view of past
peoples. Our flexibility and eclecticism in inter-
pretation align with current, modal practice in
Americanist archaeology to take multiple view-
points (Hegmon 2003:216-230); with the mul-
tiscalar and multidimensional qualities of cul-
ture, society, and people, which require varying
explanatory frameworks to understand reason-
ably well; and with the vast diversity of cultural
worldviews, concepts of the self or person, de-
mographic milieux, etc., across societies.

The variety of interpretive vehicles used
in thick prehistory reflects the much wider
range of topics that it addresses compared to
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practice and agency approaches in archaeology,
despite their shared interest in personalizing the
past. As summarized above, practice and agency
frameworks deal most fundamentally with the
topics of how individuals relate to the collec-
tive, and vice versa, and how social continuity
and change are effected. The domain of prac-
tice and agency frameworks is the social person,
social relations, and aspects of individual psy-
chology that impinge on social relations. Thick
prehistory, on the other hand, embraces the so-
cial person, the biological individual, the indi-
vidual mind at large, and the relationship of the
social, biological, and psychological person to
others, the natural environment, and the super-
natural. This broader domain of thick prehistory
leads in this book to a consideration of a great
diversity of topics concerned with people and
the local situation, which fall outside the tradi-
tional scope of practice and agency approaches.
Examples at the level of the individual include
the nature of personhood (Chapter 18); personal
and household rituals (Chapter 11); individual
health and workloads relative to social role and
prestige (Chapter 10); the role of the shaman
as healer and possibly guide of souls to a land
of the dead (Chapter 5); shamanic trance, soul
flight, and human—animal transformation (Chap-
ter 5); and the long-distance journeys of persons
during power quests to sacred places in nature,
pilgrimages to ceremonial centers, and ventures
to distant and sacred centers of learning (Chap-
ters 15—18 and 20). Examples at the level of the
social group include how essential roles in so-
ciety are bundled and how bundling reflects and
changes with demography, historical factors, and
social values (Chapter 5); how residential com-
munities and yet broader symbolic and ecologi-
cally sustainable communities interrelate (Chap-
ters 3 and 4); the fluidity of community mem-
bership and community territoriality relative to
local natural environmental content and struc-
ture and population levels (Chapter 4); and how
strategies of intercommunity alliance evolve in
regular ways based, in part, on group psychol-
ogy and religious belief (Chapters 7, 13, and 14).
At the same time, the thick prehistory approach
applied in this book also encompasses classic
subjects of practice and agency frameworks as
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applied in archaeology: relations of differential
dominance and prestige among the sexes (Chap-
ters 9—11); the power bases of leadership and how
institutionalized, supralocal leadership positions
arise through the actions of individuals (Chap-
ters 5 and 13); social ranking (Chapters 6 and
7); and prestige and power differentials among
clans (Chapter 8). Clearly, a thick approach to
prehistory, focused on people and the local scene,
includes the concerns of practice and agency ap-
proaches, and much more. There are many ways
to personalize the archaeological past.

Differences in Assumptions

Like the goals of the thick prehistory approach
to archaeology, its assumptions are broader and
more robust than those of practice and agency
frameworks. To explore these differences, it is
necessary to carefully separate in discussion
those practice and agency frameworks that em-
phasize the self-interested motives and actions
of agents from the theories of Bourdieu and Gid-
dens. The assumptions that we examine pertain
to human competitiveness and social competi-
tion, the nature of the self, and the concept of
personhood.

Competition

Practice and agency frameworks that motivate
people with self-interest, which are the most
commonly applied in anthropology and archae-
ology (Dobres and Robb 2001a:6, 8,10; Gillespie
2001:74; Ortner 1984:151), make the narrow as-
sumption that human nature and society are in-
trinsically competitive, through the self-interest
of individuals, and that human intents and actions
have a heavy political component that focuses on
domination. Thus, Dobres and Robb (2000a:13)
sum up the common threads among recent
agency approaches in archaeology with: “Agency
is a political concept.” Ortner (1984:149) con-
curs: “... The study of practice is after all
the study of all forms of human action, but
from a particular—political—angle.” Pauketat’s
practice view of tradition-making illustrates the
characterization: “Politics and tradition are quite
inseparable. ... Tradition [isa] process shot
through with contestation, defiance, and contrary
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practice” (Pauketat 2001b:12—13). Likewise in
this vein, Dornan (2002:318 ) sees in contem-
porary archaeology ““ the common equation of
agency with resistance ... to inequity.” Noting
that the dominant view of actor motivation in
practice anthropology comes from self-interest
theory, Ortner (1984:151) goes on to acknowl-
edge and criticize this viewpoint: “The idea
that actors are always pressing claims, pursuing
goals, advancing purposes, and the like may sim-
ply be an overly energetic (and overly political)
view of how and why people act” (p. 151; par-
enthetical phrase in original). And again,

I close this final section with two reserva-
tions. ... The first concerns the centrality of
domination within the contemporary practice
framework. . .. I am persuaded as many of the
authors that to penetrate into the workings of
asymmetrical social relations is to penetrate to
the heart of much of what is going on in any
given system. I am equally convinced, however,
that such an enterprise, taken by itself, is one-
sided. Patterns of cooperation, reciprocity, and
solidarity constitute the other side of the coin
of social being ... a Hobbesian view of social
life is surely as biased as one that harks back to
Rousseau. (Ortner, p. 157; emphasis added)

In contrast, the thick prehistory approach,
applied in this book to personalize archaeological
records, makes no assumption about the degree
to which societies and humankind are naturally
competitive. We attempt to understand specific
societies with regard to their own activities, val-
ues, ideologies, worldviews, and ethos, along a
spectrum of variation ranging from more coop-
erative to more competitive.

The common focus of contemporary prac-
tice and agency studies on competition and dom-
ination as a means for understanding human ac-
tions and interactions derives in part from the
long-standing intellectual relationship that an-
thropology has had with the writings of Karl
Marx, who was concerned with how patterns of
inequality in power and wealth found in capi-
talist class societies are reproduced and change
through conflict (J. H. Turner 1991:181-189,
490-491). More fundamentally, the focus on
competition is an assumption inherited from
the broad sweep of Western intellectual devel-
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opment during the 18th and 19th Centuries,
which spanned philosophies of government, eco-
nomics, biology, and demography, and which
had individualism, competition, self-interest, and
struggle among their central tenets.” Given the
“fascination” of the Western world with the
autonomous, egocentric individual (Gillespie
2001:75) over the collectively oriented social
person, it is little wonder that the deep-seated
assumptions of competition, struggle, conflict,
domination, and such would be hard to untan-
gle from general theory on humanity and society
(but see Mauss’s [1985] concept of personnage).

In contrast to self-interest forms of prac-
tice and agency frameworks, the theoretical con-
structs of Bourdieu (1977, 1990) and Giddens
(1984) are only tangentially concerned with in-
tentional action and do not explicitly assume
the predominantly competitive nature of society
and humankind. Bourdieu’s and Giddens’s con-
cern for routinized, less-than-conscious behavior
and Giddens’s focus on the unintended effects of
people’s actions take precedence in their works.
At the same time, the assumption of competi-
tive humans and society lies latent in their the-
ories. The primary subject of inquiry for both
Bourdieu and Giddens is Western class society
(Bourdieu 1984; Bourdieu and Passeron 1977,
1979; Giddens 1984:xvii; J. H. Turner 1991:512—
517), with domination as a central feature of
it and the reproduction of patterns of domina-
tion as a central theoretical concern (Dornan
2002:305; Ortner 1984:147).8 For Giddens, dom-
ination is a core, theoretical primitive (J. H.
Turner 1991:525), and for Bourdieu, Weberian
politics of class domination is a primary building
block (J. H. Turner, p. 512). “*Domination’ and
‘power’ ... are inherent in social association (or,
I would say, in human action as such)” (Giddens
1984:31-32; see also Mahar et al. 1990:8-10,
13, on Bourdieu’s concept of fields of “strug-
gle” for position). Because domination has its
origin in response to individual or group com-
petition, which domination attempts to regular-
ize and subdue, it is clear that the competitive
nature of humans and society underlies Bour-
dieu’s and Giddens’s framework implicitly. Mod-
eling the reproduction and change of dominant—
subordinate social relations as a largely



38

unconscious, unintended, routinized, and/or ha-
bitualized process does not exclude competition
or the capacity for competition from the foun-
dations of social life implicit in Bourdieu’s and
Giddens’s frameworks. As Bourdieu (1977:190)
clarifies,

Once a system of mechanisms has been con-
stituted capable of objectively ensuring the re-
production of the established order by its own
motion. . . the dominant class has only to let the
system they dominate take its own course in or-
der to exercise their domination; but until such a
system exists, they have to work directly, daily,
personally, to produce and reproduce conditions
of domination ... they are obliged to resort to
the elementary forms of domination, in other
words, the direct domination of one person by
another. . ..°

In distinction, our thick prehistory approach
makes no such assumption that humans are natu-
rally competitive and obliged to try to dominate
one another.

The Nature of the Self

In practice and agency frameworks that take ac-
tors to be primarily motivated by self-interest, the
assumption that social life and humankind are
by nature competitive is logically preceded by
two more basic tenets. These are the individual
self separable from society and the restriction of
personhood to living human beings. Because
these ways of experiencing oneself and the world
are not uniform across cultures, their assump-
tion in self-interest brands of practice and agency
frameworks reveals the questionable applicabil-
ity of such frameworks unconditionally to all cul-
tures and societies. An invitation is thus offered
to develop a more robust, thick prehistory ap-
proach to persons and local scenes of the past—
one that explores past cultures and societies in
terms of their own notions of self, worldviews,
and beliefs.

In the modern Western world, the self is
defined as an individual separable from soci-
ety, material in nature, and vitalized by ego. The
problem with assuming this one view of the self
uniformly in sociological theory and analysis is
made evident by looking cross-culturally. Mod-
ern Western individualism lies at the extreme of
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a cross-cultural spectrum in which notions of the
self, or “person,” range from the largely indi-
vidual to the largely social.!” For example, so
socially and relationally oriented is the Kaliai
(New Guinea) idea of the self, that a person is
not conceptualized as dead (antu) until all his
or her social obligations to others and rights in
others have been balanced (Counts 1979); the
person is a social person more than a mate-
rial, physical individual. Creek Native Ameri-
cans have a continuous concept of the self: a
human being is connected through his or her
heart to a pervasive energy continuum (boea

fikchal/puyvfekcv) of which all beings and things

are a part and, together, comprise the sacred All
(Ibofanga) (Chaudhuri and Chaudhuri 2001:2,
24; for other examples see Carithers et al. 1985;
Dornan 2002:315-316; Wilber 1979, 1993).!!
Worldviews that hold to such relational and con-
tinuous notions of the self, and that are more
holistic, do not lay the groundwork for interper-
sonal competition or an ideology of domination
in the way that the Western, separable notion
of self does. Competition becomes decreasingly
logical as “other” is seen increasingly as an as-
pect of “oneself.”!?

The Kaliai and Creek examples of rela-
tional and continuous concepts of the self are
not rare exceptions to how cultures around
the world construct and define the self but,
rather, are part of a spectrum of individualis-
tic to collective notions of the self that has
been well documented crossculturally by psy-
chologists and social-psychologists since the mid
1980s (Carithers et al. 1985; Marsella et al. 1985;
Shweder and Levine 1984; see Triandis 1989
for extensive citations) and that requires sincere
consideration in social analysis and prehistory.
Crosscultural differences are frequent enough
and strong enough that Triandis (1989) has been
able to define suites of characteristics that dis-
tinguish cultures with more individualistic no-
tions of the self from those with more collectivist
notions, and to specify some underlying deter-
minants of these characteristics. Cultures with
more individualistic concepts of the self define it
as coterminous with the body and give priority to
personal goals over collective ones. Child rearing
patterns emphasize self-reliance, independence,
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and creativity. Cultures with more collectivist no-
tions of the self define it as coterminous with
some group, like a family, village, or polity, and
may make no distinctions between personal and
collective goals, or if they do, subordinate per-
sonal goals to collective ones. Child rearing prac-
tices focus on obedience, reliability, and proper
behavior (Triandis 1989:507, 509, 510). In ad-
dition, persons in societies with collectivist no-
tions are more likely to be concerned with the
effects of their actions on other members of their
group, to share resources within their group, to
feel interdependent with them, and to feel in-
volved in the lives of others in their group. Role
relationships within societies having collectivist
concepts of the self are perceived as more nur-
turing, respectful, and intimate than they are in
societies emphasizing the individual. Exchange
relations within societies with collectivist con-
cepts of the self tend to show concern for the other
person’s needs versus a concern for equity, focus
on harmonizing one’s emotional state with oth-
ers versus staying emotionally detached, and do
not envision the benefits of an exchange as com-
parable versus calculate the comparative benefits
of an exchange (Triandis, p. 509). These system-
atic, crosscultural variations in personal experi-
ential states, perceptions, and behaviors associ-
ated with collectivist versus individualist notions
of the self clearly make questionable the theoret-
ical assumption that competition and domination
are intrinsic qualities of social life.

Differences among cultures with individu-
alistic concepts of the self and collectivist ones
are strongly enough defined globally that some
of the determinants of these variations have been
recognized. Individualistic notions of the self
are encouraged by larger numbers of in-groups
within a society, affluence, mobility, and lower
numbers and densities of persons; collective con-
cepts of the self are typically formed in the op-
posite conditions (Triandis 1989:510, 513). In
the contemporary world, cultures with individu-
alistic notions are documented to be most com-
mon in North America and Northern and Western
Europe, especially in urban settings, while cul-
tures with collectivist concepts are most common
in Latin America, Asia, and Africa, especially in
traditional rural settings (Hofstede 1980).
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Recognizing in social analysis this now
well-documented crosscultural variation in no-
tions of the self, with their differing implications
for interpersonal competition and domination,
is essential to an anthropology and archaeology
truly interested in other peoples. In line with this
stance, a thick prehistory approach to archaeol-
ogy makes no constraining assumptions about a
past society’s concept of the self and whether a
society and its people are intrinsically competi-
tive or dominating. Thick prehistory is concerned
with people and societies in the light of their own
cultural ideas and experiences, and encourages
the exploration of their position along the known,
cultural spectrum of self concepts.

Personhood

A second, problematic, basic tenet of practice
and agency frameworks that logically precedes
their assumption that social life and humankind
are naturally competitive pertains to both self-
interest oriented frameworks and the theories
of Bourdieu and Giddens, and again is avoided
by thick prehistory. In practice and agency ap-
proaches, the social “fields” of relationships of
power (Bourdieu 1983; Mahar et al. 1990:8-10)
or the “contextualities of interaction” (Giddens
1984:86) that are studied are Western in quality,
in being limited to the living and to human beings
when, in fact, members of many non-Western so-
cieties readily also include in their social fields
deceased ancestors, ghosts, nonhuman spirits,
deities, animals, plants, inanimate objects, and/or
places as powerful things to be dealt with. This
broader arena of action, interaction, and poten-
tial competition can bring its own special twist to
relations among living persons, who may cooper-
ate rather than compete with each other in fear of,
out of respect for, or in reaction to nonhumans
within their social field. The issue has several
variations, which we address in detail because
they have relevance to Hopewellian peoples and
their archaeological records.

First, many non-Western societies, espe-
cially ones of middle-range complexity, envi-
sion society as encompassing both the living and
their dead ancestors (Bloch 1971; Firth 1955;
Service 1962:162). Public ceremonies, warfare,
agriculture, and other communal activities may
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begin with seeking the approval of, honoring, or
calling-in the ancestors to witness and/or par-
ticipate in the activities (e.g., Mails 1978:87,
90, 91; Malinowski 1954:179-182; esp. Radin
1945; Rappaport 1968:147, 166, 175, 1971:254;
Trigger 1969:105), directly involve the ances-
tors (e.g., Malinowski 1954:182-185; Radin
1945; Rappaport 1968), and end with thanks or
repayment to the ancestors and their release or
expulsion (e.g., Malinowski 1954:182, 185-186;
Rappaport 1968:180, 205-206, 210-213, 216,
1971:258-261). Ancestors may vibrantly watch
over the living and their territory (e.g., Chief
Seattle’s lament, in Nerburn 1994; Rappaport
1968:144,171,1971:255,259). Significantly, the
living may cooperate with each other because the
ancestors require it, and to do otherwise would
be disrespectful and might evoke harmful reper-
cussions. This ethic stood at the foundation of
the Huron and Algonkian Feasts of the Dead,
through which alliances were built among vil-
lages within tribes and among tribes (Carr, Chap-
ter 7; Trigger 1969:103, 108, 111) and the Maring
kaiko, which fostered alliances among neighbor-
ing tribes (Rappaport 1968:166-218, 1971:260-
261). In the Trobriand Islands, the ethic precipi-
tated careful observance of sociability and social
graces within a community during the milamala
harvest celebration (e.g., Malinowski 1954:184—
185). Among the Enga of New Guinea, relation-
ships of the living with ancestor spirits cemented
clans, were a cultural arena in which men by def-
inition cooperated through the ethos of ancestral
cults, were open to all members of a clan equally,
and were a key factor in maintaining an egalitar-
ian social structure and thwarting any aggrandiz-
ing and material appropriating efforts of individ-
uals as Enga economy became more productive
and wealthy with the introduction of the sweet
potato (Wiessner and Tumu 2002:249, 251).
Second, fields of power relationships in
non-Western societies usually include nonhuman
spirits and/or deities, with whom humans may in-
teract by cooperating with each other. A society
may unite in ceremony to praise, thank, beseech,
placate, or ward off supernatural forces. For ex-
ample, traditionally, multiple shaman in a Sal-
ish community would gather to form a unified
spirit canoe and together, with the support of the

CHRISTOPHER CARR AND D. TROY CASE

community, help recover the lost guardian ani-
mal spirit of a sick person through a dangerous
journey to the Lower World (Harner 1980:90-
91). Here, social cooperation among the living,
not competition, is the logical and natural choice,
and this display of intracommunity unity cannot
be explained in reference to social relationships
among the living alone. The field of play is larger.

The mythology of historic Native Ameri-
cans of the Woodlands is replete with tales of how
humans united to defeat harmful supernatural be-
ings who were personified. A Cherokee myth
tells of seven villages that united to bring illness
to and defeat the supernatural being, Stonecoat,
who brought evil things (witches, other mon-
sters, etc.) into the world (Lankford 1987:131—
132). A mythological cycle of the Winnebago
relates how the human—deity Redhorn led teams
of humans to fight against supernatural giants
(Radin 1948:115-136).! Such myths served as
templates for cooperative human interaction in
ordinary reality. A good example of the essen-
tial place of the spiritual world in social fields of
power and how individual human practice is af-
fected is the particular manner in which a shaman
performs his arts, especially healing. The healing
practice of a shaman reflects not just the histori-
cal tradition in his culture and negotiations with
community clients as they are served, but also the
methodological demands of the spirits that call
him to practice. During “initiatory illnesses” in
which spirits are said to call a shaman, he learns
that he must serve as a healer to become well him-
self, and is given the particulars of the techniques
to heal himself and others (Eliade 1964:33-45;
Halifax 1979:10-13). The particular manner in
which a given shaman carries out a specific cere-
mony may also be changed from performance to
performance, spontaneously, in response to the
wishes of spirits (Mails 1991:50, 53, 54, 56, 60,
78, 86). A social field of competitive and power
relationships among shaman, and among shaman
and community members, would be insufficient
to understand the specific medical practices of
a particular shaman or variations in these from
performance to performance.

The critical place of the supernatural in so-
ciological interpretation was formalized analyti-
cally by Durkheim’s student, Robert Hertz (1907,
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1960a). As a heuristic for analyzing and inter-
preting mortuary rites, Hertz proposed a trian-
gle of relationships: among living mourners, the
corpse of the decease, and the soul of the de-
ceased. The model suggested to Hertz three dis-
tinct answers to the question of why the corpse
is feared by the Berewan in Borneo, one answer
for each pair of relationships. Metcalf and Hunt-
ington (1991:85-96) extended the framework to
explain the Berewan practice of secondary burial
and, in particular, why a Berewan community
will gather together for very extensive and ex-
pensive secondary burial rites (nulang). The au-
thors (Metcalf and Huntington, p.83,85) also note
that the triangle of relationships can be extended
to analyze any aspect of funerary rites. We take
this orientation further, noticing that the broad
field of relationships among humans, the ances-
tors, newly deceased, ghosts, nonhuman spirits,
and deities is a fertile research universe for un-
derstanding diverse forms of action of humans
and interactions among them, either cooperative
or competitive (e.g., Carr, Chapters 12 and 16).
The assumptions made explicitly or implicitly by
agency and practice frameworks, that society is
comprised only of human beings and is intrin-
sically competitive, are too narrow to explain a
good many social practices.

Whether spiritual beings are a subtle part of
objective reality or projections of imaginations of
the unconscious mind onto objective reality does
not matter. In either case, the person experiencing
the spiritual being acts in relation to it and other
humans as though it were real.

Just as the social field of power of a people
may extend to nonhuman spirits and/or deities, so
it may encompass the natural environment. Some
components of the natural environment may be
attributed sentience (i.e., consciousness) and per-
sonhood (i.e., capable of social relations), and
humans may cooperate with each other relative
to the powers and actions of the “persons” of na-
ture. Hallowell (1960) demonstrated, through the
analysis of language, myth, and behavior, how
the historic Ojibwa conceived of certain cate-
gories of plants, animals, inanimate materials,
as well as extraordinary spiritual analogs to an-
imals and humans, as persons (see also Martin
1999:200-201, 211).'* Historic Native Ameri-
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cans of the Southeastern Woodlands attributed
personhood to all species of plants and animals
and attributed them power and social organi-
zation equivalent to those of humans (Hudson
1976:157-160). A Caddo myth tells how hu-
mans joined together against the animals to stop
them from bringing death into the world (Gill
1983:114-115). Another relates how humans and
personified animals of various species, along
with the anthropomorphized Morning Star chief,
united to slay all monsters by burning the earth
(Dorsey 1905:48-50). Among historic hunter—
gatherers of the northern latitudes, bears were
commonly treated as persons and with great re-
spect, and the hunting and killing of a bear de-
manded prescribed ceremonies of butchery, eat-
ing, and disposal, usually as part of a communal
feast (Hallowell 1926:145-146). The personali-
ties and histories of places can also affect peo-
ple’s practices (Basso 1996).
In Hallowell’s (1960) words,

The study of social organization, defined as hu-
man relations of a certain kind, is perfectly in-
telligible as an objective approach to the study
of this subject in any culture. But if, in the world
view of a people, “persons” as a class include
entities other than human beings, then our ob-
jective approach is not adequate for presenting
an accurate description of “the way a man, in a
particular society, sees himself in relation to all
else.” A different perspective is required for this
purpose. It may be argued, in fact, that a thor-
oughgoing “objective” approach to the study of
cultures cannot be achieved solely by project-
ing upon those cultures categorical abstractions
derived from Western thought. For, in a broad
sense, the latter are a reflection of our cultural
subjectivity. A higher order of objectivity may
be sought by adopting a perspective which in-
cludes an analysis of the outlook of the people
themselves as a complementary procedure. . . .
Recognition must be given to the culturally con-
stituted meaning of “social” and “social rela-
tions” if we are to understand the nature of
the Ojibwa world and the living entities in it.
(Hallowell, pp. 21, 23; emphasis in original)

The thick approach to prehistory makes no a
priori assumptions about the worldviews of past
peoples and the phenomenological expanse of
their fields of social relations. By having room for
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the above-enumerated, diverse views of person-
hood in social analysis and attempting to study
people and societies from the stance of their own
beliefs to the extent knowable, thick prehistory
is open to and much more capable of explaining
both the cooperative and the competitive aspects
of human actions and interactions. Practice and
agency frameworks, in focusing narrowly on the
human-human social field, are more prone to em-
phasize competition.

Hopewell and the Assumption of Intrinsic
Social Competition

Our efforts to define a thick approach to
prehistory—one free of a limited paradigmatic
agenda of the competitive kind expressed ex-
plicitly or implicitly in agency and practice
frameworks—stem only in part from our above
observations of how non-Western peoples may
conceive of themselves and their world and thus
act. Our chosen approach also derives from our
noticing certain aspects of Hopewellian archae-
ological records that would be hard to explain
with an agency or practice framework that em-
phasizes the competitive nature of humankind
and society and the self-interested qualities of
people. Most critical in this regard is the long-
recognized Pax Hopewelliana—a socially coop-
erative period of about four centuries when bioar-
chaeological indications of lethal violence are
almost completely lacking in Illinois and Ohio
Hopewellian societies, which are known best,
and that contrast with the preceding Late Ar-
chaic and subsequent Late Woodland periods,
when social violence is well documented (Buik-
stra 1977:80; Johnston 2002:105-113; Milner
1995:232, 234-235; 1999:120-122). The abun-
dant material evidence for relatively unimpeded
movement of Hopewellian peoples over long dis-
tances across the Woodlands and the gathering
together of distant peoples for ceremony (Ruby,
Chapter 15; Carr, Chapter 16; Spence, Chapter
20; Stoltman and Mainfort 2002) also support a
view of Hopewellian, human-to-human social re-
lations focused around cooperation. Further in-
dication of a peaceful, human-to-human social
milieu in Ohio is found in evidence for deep in-
tercommunity alliances that were maintained by
multiple communities repeatedly burying their
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dead together, especially their leaders, in single
charnel houses (Carr, Chapter 7), by their jointly
planning and/or building those facilities (Carr,
Chapter 7), and by their mutually participating
in large ceremonies associated with the deceased
(Carr, Chapter 12; Carr et al., Chapter 13; Weets
et al., Chapter 14). Also, the paucity of fancy
artifacts and art dedicated to the symbolism of
human conflict (Carr, Chapter 7, Table 7.2) com-
pared to other social and religious themes (Carr
1998, 2000a, 2000b; Carr and Case 1995, 1996)
is significant evidence of societal peace and co-
operation. Finally, in light of these four inde-
pendent kinds of data suggesting a largely co-
operative cultural milieu, it is debatable whether
the large deposits of decommissioned ceremonial
paraphernalia found in altars and with burials in
Ohio and Illinois Hopewell sites can be inter-
preted as the remains of “ostentatious, competi-
tive displays” of social wealth and power among
local groups that were “vying with each other for
highest prestige” (J. A. Brown 1981:36; Buik-
stra and Charles 1999:205, 215). Only the great
elaboration of ceremony can be directly inferred
from the deposits, leaving open whether they are
more accurately interpreted as the remains of pri-
marily cooperation, largely competition, or both
interwoven.

The focus of northern Hopewell societies
around human-to-human cooperation, and the
anomalous character of this situation in the
greater history of social relations over the Wood-
land period, is difficult to understand within
agency and practice frameworks that emphasize
social competition and dominance and that limit
their field of studied relations to the living, human
components of societies. If, however, the social
field of persons and power is widened to include
deceased ancestors, ghosts, nonhuman spirits,
deities, animals, plants, inanimate objects, and/or
places that are attributed personhood, as is so
common in non-Western societies, then an un-
derstanding of the Pax Hopewelliana is more
easily drawn. Specifically, northern Hopewellian
peoples made large investments of time, labor,
and materials acquisition into ritual parapherna-
lia, ritual architecture, sacred travels, and cer-
emony relevant to the spiritual constituents of
their societies and cosmos. Many of these acts in-
volved whole or large segments of communities,
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or persons from multiple communities, near and
far. These acts of cooperation can be seen as a
response of the living to the spiritual persons
and beings that shared in the society and world
of living humans and that required attention,
honor, thanks, appeasement, containment, and
such, perhaps out of fear of them for their more
subtle and esoteric qualities and unknowable in-
tents, and perhaps also out of respect for their
seniority or gratitude for their care. Thus, human-
to-human Hopewellian cooperation is easily un-
derstandable and expectable as the outcome of
the logical choices that individuals made within
a broad social and cosmological field of per-
sons, beings, and relationships that extended be-
yond humans. Further, the temporal limitation of
cultural emphasis on cooperation and physical
nonviolence to the Middle Woodland period be-
comes understandable through recognizing that
it was during this time, and not the preceding
or subsequent, that ceremony oriented toward
the spiritual was most elaborated and human—
spiritual relations appear to have been of great-
est concern. In our view, it was with respect to
the spiritual that broad human-to-human cooper-
ation developed. An agency or practice analytical
framework that is restricted to human-to-human
sociological interactions is not capable of cap-
turing this cultural logic and, thus, the timing of
the Pax Hopewelliana.

The great attention given by Hopewellian
people to the spiritual components of their soci-
eties and cosmos and their cooperation in relation
to those beings are key, explicit elements of the
sociological interpretations made in Chapters 7
and 12 through 14, which discuss local social—
spiritual alliances and gatherings, and are as-
sumptions that underlie Chapters 15 through 20,
on interregional Hopewellian ritual connections.
The reasonableness of this take on Hopewellian
social interaction is readily suggested by the
Pax Hopewelliana, its defining evidence, and its
timing, as discussed above, but is made espe-
cially clear here by two poignant archaeological
examples, as well as by the overall spiritual—
symbolic orientation of Hopewellian material
culture. These subjects will also give the uniniti-
ated reader of Hopewellian archaeology a flavor
of the symbolic intensity of Hopewellian life and
material culture.
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The first example is the ceremonial deposit
of items found in the central altar of Mound 4
at the Turner site, Ohio (Willoughby and Hooton
1922:63-74). The altar contained the cremations
of a number of persons; at least 11 clay fig-
urines of men and women in various stances
in life and perhaps prone in death; a carving
of a Lower World monster with bull-like horns,
four limbs like an aquatic mammal, and a rat-
tlesnake’s tail; and a second Lower World water
creature of a kind with four legs. All of these
were overlain by a large mica cutout of a horned
snake that probably was analogous to the Lower
World horned serpent in historic Algonkian, Iro-
quoian, and Siouan belief (Barbeau 1952; Ham-
mel 1986/1987:79, 1987:76; Howard 1960:217;
Martin 1999:202; Skinner 1915:162-186, 263,
1923). The ritual deposit appears to represent
a group of individuals that had been cremated,
their journey to a land of the dead, and perhaps
a petition to the creatures of the Lower World
for their safe passage. In historic Ojibwa lore
and near-death experiences, this journey required
the deceased’s soul to cross over a rushing river
on an unstable or rising and falling log, which
turns out upon crossing to be a serpent. If a soul
lost its footing and fell in the river, it was lost
(Barnouw 1977:18-19, 136; Kinietz 1947:145;
Kohl 1860:218-219, 222-223; see also Penney
1983). Significantly, this ritual deposit and the
drama it portrayed were the product of the co-
operative efforts of a broad community of liv-
ing persons who were relating to the spiritual
persons and beings represented. Accompanying
the above items were more than 2,000 animal
teeth, about 600 phalanges of small mammals,
and over 200 raw pearls, which would have re-
quired many persons to obtain by hunting and
collecting over a good deal of time. A wide so-
cial field of humans and nonhuman persons and
beings, with humans cooperating with each other
relative to the latter, is necessary analytically to
make sense of the human acts entailed in this
ceremony.

The second example of the emphasis that
Hopewellian peoples placed on the spiritual par-
ticipants within their wide, social-cosmological
field of relationships, and the cooperation of
Hopewellian peoples in response to those spir-
itual beings, is the Ohio Hopewellian practice of
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constructing burials and mounds with ghost wa-
ter barriers (Carr 1998, 1999a, 2000a, 2000b).
Historic Native Americans of the Woodlands
and Plains widely had a fear of ghosts and be-
lieved that water could repel a ghost (Fletcher
and La Flesche 1911:591; Hewitt 1894:114-115;
McClintock 1935; see Hall 1976). Hall (p. 362)
suggested that the circular ditches that often
surround Adena mounds collected water natu-
rally and acted as water barriers that separated the
souls of the dead from the living. In this way, the
living would have thought themselves protected
from illness, tricks, or vengence that ghosts of
those buried in the mounds might cause. In ad-
dition, such water circles may have represented
the world axis in cross section, as the circle did
historically among Woodland and Plains Native
Americans, and may have served to guide souls
first upward or downward, rather than across ter-
ritories of the living, in their journey to a land of
the dead (Carr 1998, 1999a, 2000a, 2000b). The
Adena practice of constructing water barriers ap-
pears to be evidenced in Ohio Hopewell burials
and earthworks, but with material symbols of wa-
ter having replaced water, itself, as the encircling
barrier. Ohio Hopewell peoples surrounded the
deceased and edged their graves at times with
pearls, shells, mica, galena, and river-worn lime-
stone and other light-colored cobbles.!> All of
these materials are like water, particularly its re-
flective surface, in being silvery or white in color
and reflective or transparent; and some of the
materials are derived from water. In addition, at
a larger scale, Hopewell peoples from multiple
communities joined together to construct water
barriers around the charnel houses and mounds
that held their dead. Mound construction typ-
ically began by stripping off the sod and top
soil in a circle or oval and then, within the de-
pression, laying down a pavement or building
a wall of water-worn cobbles and/or gravel.'®
Collecting and transporting these building ma-
terials to these sites represented substantial la-
bor investments by many people. These prac-
tices of Ohio Hopewell peoples are most easily
fathomed within a conceptual—analytical frame-
work that admits the essential place of coop-
eration, in addition to competition, in human-
to-human relationships, and a wide social field
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that includes the deceased as well as living
persons.

These two potent illustrations of Hope-
wellian practices that required cooperation
among many persons in response to a social
field wider than living human communities oc-
cur in the context of a broad material record that
suggests the overriding concern of Hopewellian
peoples with the supernatural and their orga-
nization with respect to it—especially Ohio
Hopewellian peoples. In particular, pervading
Ohio Hopewellian material culture are artistic
representations of shaman-like practitioners in
trance; depictions of animal-human transforma-
tion; raw materials that, through their simulta-
neous light/shiny and dark/dull characteristics,
embodied the shamanic theme of transformation;
raw materials that, by their reflective, transpar-
ent, or translucent nature, suggest the shamanic
theme of seeing; raw materials of distant ori-
gins that equate to the sacred or supernatural
(Helms 1976:133, 136, 176); and an artistic style
filled with figure—ground reversals and percep-
tual ambiguity that evoke a sense of transfor-
mation and that associate cross-culturally with
shamanism and trancing (Cordy-Collins 1980;
Roe 1995:68). Indeed, most identifiable leaders
in Ohio Hopewell societies have a shaman-like
cast to them (Carr and Case, Chapter 5; Carr
et al., Chapter 13). The motivations and inten-
tions of Hopewellian peoples appear from this
record to have been focused primarily on re-
lationships with spiritual beings more than on
human-to-human competition and domination.
In this cultural context, it makes little sense to
try to understand the practices of Hopewellian
people by examining human-to-human interac-
tion, alone. Here, a broad, thick prehistory ap-
proach to understanding the past, which has a
place for supernatural persons and beings in so-
cial fields of interaction and power, is more com-
patible with the cultural record than practice and
agency approaches that universally ignore and
trivialize perceived spiritual beings and their ef-
fects on human motivation, decision making, and
action.

We agree with Geertz (1973,1975) that
developing an understanding of a people and
their culture depends on studying them from the
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actor’s point of view, to the extent feasible. As Or-
tner (1984:13) summarized, “This does not im-
ply that we must get ‘into people’s heads. What it
means, very simply, is that culture is a product of
acting social beings trying to make sense of the
world in which they find themselves, and if we
are to make sense of a culture, we must situate
ourselves in the position from which it was con-
structed” (emphasis in original). Thick, detailed
descriptions of a people and their culture set the
heuristic milieu for doing precisely that situat-
ing of the researcher, as the above sketches of
Hopewellian rituals, material culture, and spiri-
tual life begin to illustrate.

The Nature of Social Roles and the Utility
of the Role Concept in Studies of Society

The thick prehistory viewpoint that we take in
this book contrasts with the practice and agency
approaches popular in archaeology today, and
with the works of Bourdieu and Giddens, in par-
ticular, in a final, key way: in the reliance placed
on social roles when making social reconstruc-
tions and interpretations, which in turn relates
to how social roles are conceived. Practice and
agency frameworks in archaeology attempt to
create a dynamic and personalized past by fo-
cusing on the individual as an agent: one who ex-
erts power through acting in one way rather than
another (i.e., practice) and produces an effect,
whether or not the specific outcome is intended
(Giddens 1984:9). In contrast, thick prehistory
brings dynamism and personalities to archaeo-
logical records by focusing primarily on social
roles: informal or institutionalized cultural mod-
els that guide the actions and interactions of per-
sons in particular positions within a social field
by defining or suggesting the mutual rights, du-
ties, actions, responses, and tasks of those per-
sons in a given social context. The specific in-
dividual as an agent and as a perpetrator of so-
cial patterns and change, as well as the events
produced by an individual, is of course of in-
terest in a thick prehistory approach, but in al-
most all prehistoric settings, this is beyond the
resolution of archaeological records. Even in the
very rich and socially telling mortuary records
of Hopewellian peoples in Ohio, where close to
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a thousand individuals and the symbols of their
social identities have been unearthed (Case and
Carr n.d.), specific individuals cannot yet be tied
to specific social outcomes. Thus, the thick pre-
history approach moves the analytical unit up
one level of generality, to the social role in a
particular local cultural context. To the extent
that multiple individuals who filled a role over
time and across a local area are known, redun-
dant patterning in the archaeological record can
be used to an advantage to link a set of individ-
uals to the role they filled and the effects they
produced.

Role concepts in anthropology and soci-
ology are very diverse (Turner 1991:410-471).
At one end of the spectrum are structural roles,
where individuals are envisioned as players in a
theater and must conform to the duties and norms
of behavior of their roles. Individual practice and
human interaction from this viewpoint are highly
structured by the script associated with the role,
the scripts of the roles of other actors, and a
responsive social audience (e.g., Linton 1936;
Mead 1934; Nadel 1957:11, 21). At the other
end are processual roles, where the individual is
conceived to be a largely free player who con-
sciously chooses various social strategies in act-
ing and interacting. Roles from this view are very
“general configurations of responses that peo-
ple negotiate as they form social relationships”
(e.g., Goffman 1959, 1969; Nadel 1957:26, 35,
41; J. Turner 1991:426; R. Turner 1962), and the
impact of cultural institutions and structure on
actions and interactions is minimized. Between
these two extreme views, roles may be envisioned
as “media” that facilitate creative social expres-
sion, action, and interaction through both their
broad constraints/guidelines and the space for so-
cial experimentation and play that they offer. The
analog, here, is artistic media and artistic expres-
sion and creativity through, yet constrained by,
those media (Roe 1995:44). Additionally, roles
and the actions of those who fill them can have a
recursively developmental quality.

In the thick prehistory approach of this
book, both the normative and the creative aspects
of human actions linked to roles are acknowl-
edged, admitting a theoretically unconstrained
spectrum of variation in the character of roles.
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Here, roles are commonly identified in the ar-
chaeological record by mortuary patterning: by
artifact classes that repeatedly associate across
multiple individuals and that were used to accom-
plish particular social tasks or outcomes (e.g.,
mica mirrors, galena, and quartz items used in
divination). However, the associations are al-
lowed to be loose, accommodating individual
reinterpretations of roles synchronically, and to
be changeable in content and breadth over time,
to the extent that they are (e.g., Carr and Case,
Chapter 5; Field et al., Chapter 9; Turff and
Carr, Chapter 18). We do not agree with Giddens
(1984:84), who tends to see roles in all of the
above sociological frameworks to be of “given”
character and scripted, and consequently suspect,
or with Bourdieu (1977), who fully ignores the
role concept as a bridge between the individual
and the sociocultural structure.

Our focus here on “social roles” also com-
plements the past four decades of literature on
the archaeological analysis of mortuary remains,
where “social identities” or, equivalently, “so-
cial positions,” have been the unit of study
(e.g., Akins 2001; Beck 1990, 1995a; Binford
1971:17; Braun 1979:67; J. A. Brown 1981:28;
Hohmann 2001; Loendorf 2001). The distinc-
tion between role and identity is a significant
one (Goodenough 1965) with regard to our con-
cern to personalize archaeological records. A
role is the suite of rights and duties—informal
or institutionalized, negotiated or structurally
constrained—that are attributable to the one or
more social identities that a person has rela-
tive to another in a given social context (Good-
enough 1965:324; Linton 1936:113-114). The
rights and duties of a role define its domain of ac-
tion and forms of action, and potentially lead to
action (Goodenough 1965:312; Nadel 1957:28,
29) in either a normative or a negotiated man-
ner, giving the role a close connection to the so-
cial action of an individual and a similarity to
the concept of agency as a “capability” for ac-
tion (Giddens 1984:219), but at a level of ab-
straction above the individual and more archae-
ologically resolvable. In addition, the roles that
an individual performs, if they have longevity,
become incorporated psychologically into that
person’s sense of self through the performance
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process and, in this way, become a basis for the
person’s further action. Also, roles as suites of
rights and duties that are negotiable are a poten-
tial locus of social organizational change over
time. The role concept concerns social dynamics
and performance (Goodenough 1965:312; Nadel
1957:29). In contrast, a social identity or so-
cial position is a social category, one of a set
of “hats” that a person wears in a given social
context relative to the social identities of others.
A social identity or position is a structural and
static concept, only indirectly related to social
action through the rights and duties (i.e, roles)
associated with it. It is possible to analyze the
identities of the people in a society in a fully
structural and impersonal way in order to mea-
sure social complexity, hierarchy, segmentation,
connectivity, contradictions, and other structural
qualities. This has been the approach popularly
taken in those mortuary studies since the 1970s
that have sought to determine whether a society
was structured according to principles of rank-
ing (e.g., Braun 1979; J. A. Brown 1981; Mitchell
and Brunson-Hadley 2001; Tainter 1975a, 1978).
Such studies lead to a typological categoriza-
tion of a society’s nature at large rather than
a focus on individuals and their acts.'” They
are useful in providing a general understand-
ing of the social context of individuals and their
deeds, but an analysis of roles is necessary to
personalize an archaeological record with indi-
viduals in action. In the thick approach to pre-
history applied in this book, structural studies of
Hopewellian societies (Chapters 6 and 7) are ex-
tended withrole analyses (Chapters 5 through 11,
13, and 17 through 19) that reveal people, their
actions, and their social, historical, and material
effects.

Summary

In our belief that archaeology reaches its fullest
potential when it is done at once as a human-
ity, a science, and a historical discipline, we at-
tempt in this book to reach understandings of
past Hopewellian societies through the approach
we call thick prehistory. Thick prehistory aims
most basically at making detailed and person-
alized descriptions of the past by identifying
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individuals, groups, events, ideas, and their in-
terrelationships within a local context—answers
to the questions of who, what, when, and where.
When answering how and why, thick prehistory
is a very broad and flexible approach, open to
and appreciative of the diversity of worldviews,
beliefs, values, and ethos of different cultures
to the extent knowable, including their differ-
ent concepts of the self, personhood, and the
social-cosmological field of relationships among
beings. Thick prehistory respects this diversity
by encompassing a wide range of theories with
varying assumptions about humanness, society,
and a people’s beliefs and values, by exploring
a detailed, constructed, sociological, cultural,
and historical description of the past with these
multiple interpretive vehicles, and by seeking ul-
timately a close fit between a particular interpre-
tive framework, its assumptions, and the interpre-
tation it suggests, on the one hand, and the thick
description that has been made, on the other. In
this way, thick prehistory encourages the under-
standing of a society and culture in terms of its
own worldview, values, beliefs, and ethos. Ad-
ditionally, a thick description of a past people
and their culture helps to situate the researcher
in their sociocultural milieu and to see it from
their point of view, facilitating a faithful render-
ing and interpretation. Thus, thick prehistory as a
personalizing approach to archaeological records
differs considerably from the agency and practice
frameworks popular in Anglo-American archae-
ology today, which make Western assumptions
about the nature of the self, personhood, and so-
ciety, and extend these uniformly to other peoples
and societies. Thick prehistory also is interested
in a much broader array of topics than the peren-
nial sociological concern for how individuals re-
late to the collective and how social continuity
and change occur in light of that relationship;
thick prehistory addresses the social, biological,
and psychological person. In addition, a thick
approach to prehistory is practical, in emphasiz-
ing the analysis of social personalities, actions,
and outcomes at the level of the role, which is
usually more in line with the grain of archaeo-
logical records than is the specific individual as
agent and the specific events produced by him or
her. As a result, a thick approach to prehistory
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is less susceptible to the error of laying a the-
oretical viewpoint onto archaeological data and
a past society rather than deriving understand-
ing from the data and the society. And it is that
understanding, as free as possible from mirroring
the researcher’s own culture and personal beliefs,
for which the academic hopes. Finally, it is in the
context of these richly drawn descriptions and
understandings of past local peoples that their in-
tentions and motivations can be sought and their
interrelations on broader geographic scales can
be generated and understood. The issues of thick
description, personalizing the past, sensitivity to
a local culture when making sociological inter-
pretations of it, and deriving global interaction
from local processes—all of which are wrapped
up in the concept of thick prehistory—are es-
pecially relevant to local Hopewellian records,
which speak with rich material voices.

PLAN

The chapters of this book fall into five parts.
Part I introduces the reader to the personalized,
locally contextualized, and generative approach
to Hopewell taken by the authors, and situates
their studies in relation to a history of other re-
cent research on Hopewell. Part II reconstructs
the varying local social and political organiza-
tions of Hopewellian peoples in several cultur-
ally distinct units of the northern Woodlands:
the Scioto valley, Miami valleys, and northeast-
ern portion of Ohio; the Mann phase in south-
western Indiana; and the Havana tradition in the
lower Illinois valley. The aspects of the soci-
eties in these regions that are investigated include
the spatial organization of their ceremonial sites,
habitations, and mortuary programs together as
functioning communities; leadership and its de-
velopment from classical shamanism; whether
principles of ranking served to structure the so-
cieties; their animal-totemic clans; gender roles
and relations; and mechanisms of intercom-
munity alliance. Part III documents the sizes
and role compositions of social gatherings in
ceremonial centers in the Scioto valley, Ohio,
changes in these features of gatherings over time,
and the long-distance cultural affiliations of the
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participants in gatherings at the Tremper site in
the Scioto valley and the Mann site in southwest-
ern Indiana. These reconstructions continue the
discussion of intercommunity alliances and al-
liance mechanisms begun in Part II. Part IV shifts
attention from local expressions of “Hopewell”
to its interregional face across the Eastern Wood-
lands. Specific, diverse social and religious forms
of interregional travel, procurement, and inter-
action are inferred, helping to explain the wide
distribution of Hopewellian ideas, practices, ma-
terial styles, raw materials, and occasionally fin-
ished goods over eastern North America. In ad-
dition, the pan-Eastern and locally distinctive
social and philosophical-religious meanings at-
tributed to ceremonial paraphernalia and raw ma-
terials are described. The related issue of the
openness of certain local traditions to extralo-
cal ideas, practices, and raw materials is also ad-
dressed. These are the major divisions and the
flow of this book by subject matter, although
some chapters address topics from multiple sec-
tions and draw upon other chapters extensively
in order to integrate our view of the Hopewell
world (see chapter listings in Topical and Empir-
ical Scope, above).

Each of the four parts of this book begins
with an introductory essay (Chapters 2, 3, 12,
and 16). These chapters provide historical sum-
maries and discussions of previous archaeologi-
cal studies and key concepts from anthropologi-
cal theory, all of which serve as foundations for
the chapters to come. The introductory essays
also highlight some of the important findings of
the chapters in this book and relate them to each
other, to previous studies of Hopewell, and to ba-
sic anthropological frameworks. More detailed
summaries of each chapter are given in their ex-
tended introductory and concluding sections.

Enjoy! We have.
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NOTES

1. Panpipes and earspools occurred in 33 sites and 58 sites,
respectively, in all eight of the regional traditions of the
Eastern Woodlands, according to the tallies of Seeman
(1979a:380-381). Panpipes and earspools are surpassed
in site counts only by mica mirrors, conch shell ves-
sels, and copper beads, which are recorded for 86, 84,
and 76 sites, respectively, in all eight regions (Seeman,
pp. 380-381). However, the latter classes are technolog-
ically and stylistically simple and, thus, sociologically
less telling. Copper celts were found at 69 sites in five
northern and midsouthern regional traditions, but not in
the deep Southeast, by Seeman’s (pp. 380-381) records.
Raw and partially processed silver is known from 32
sites in seven regions. Six other kinds of Interaction
Sphere items are fairly numerous and widespread, some
of which are technologically and stylistically complex
enough to warrant study in the future. They include plat-
form pipes at 38 sites in five regions, crescent-shaped
gorgets at 14 sites in five regions, bear canine ornaments
at 57 sites in six regions, metallic awls at 34 sites in six
regions, shell beads at 73 sites in seven regions, and pearl
beads at 51 sites in seven regions. Terra cotta figurines
are reported by Seeman (p. 373) to have been found at
five sites in four regions, to which can be added the Mann
site in a fifth region. Raw and partially processed copper
and galena are each distributed among eight regions, at
167 and 63 sites, respectively (Seeman, pp. 304-305).

2. Major efforts at compilation and analysis that support
those in this book but that do not pertain as directly to the
topic of Hopewell society, ritual, and interaction include
Dancey and Pacheco’s (1997a; Dancey 1991; Pacheco
1989, 1993, 1996, 1997) excavations, surveys, and as-
sembling of comparative data on the internal nature and
regional densities and distributions of Ohio Hopewell
habitation sites, which shed light on community orga-
nization. In addition, Carr and Haas (1996) have radio-
carbon dated, and gathered old radiocarbon dates on, a
large number of Woodland habitation sites in the Scioto
Valley, providing a refined temporal sequence.

3. See a critique of Braun’s viewpoint in Carr and Neitzel
(1995b:441-447).

4. Emphasis on the individual in social theory crystal-
lized in 18th and 19th-Century thought anchored in John
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Locke’s (1690) treatise on individual freedom and gov-
ernment; the concepts of economic freedom, free compe-
tition, laissez-faire, self interest, and the supply—demand
relationship in the classical economics of Jeremy Ben-
tham (1789), John Stuart Mill (1848, 1863), David Ri-
cardo (1817), and Adam Smith (1776); and the utilitarian
theory of Hume (1752), upon which classical economics
was based. In sociology and anthropology, the individual
has been core to the interactionist and phenomenological
schools of Mead (1934) and Goffman (1959), Geertz’s
(1973, 1975) symbolic anthropology focusing on the ac-
tor’s point of view, and recent approaches that motivate
actors through self-interest (Ortner 1984:151). In con-
trast, the collective and structure are dominant in the
works of Durkheim (1947a, 1947b), Levi-Strauss (1969—
1981), Marx (1954), Parsons (1949), and Victor Turner
(1969), and in general systems theory (e.g., Rappaport
1968, 1971, 1979). The intrinsic interweaving of the indi-
vidual and the collective are the focus of works by Mauss
(1985), Linton (1936:113), Bourdieu (1977, 1990), and
Giddens (1984).

. Dobres and Robb (2000a) describe this circumstance as
“simply slapping agency onto the past like a fresh coat
of paint” (Dobres and Robb, p. 4) and as “ad hoc appeals
to the concept [of agency] to make sense of a particu-
lar problem or situation” (Dobres and Robb, p. 3). In
fairness, we note that a similar situation arose in some
systems interpretations that mechanically and loosely ap-
plied concepts such as positive and negative feedback,
equilibrium, coevolution, and so on, to archaeological
records several decades ago.

. One of the key strengths of Bourdieu’s and Giddens’
agency frameworks is their integration of the psyche in
the process of social action and reproduction. Giddens
bases social action in part in unconscious, diffuse mo-
tives and pressures that are realized through a “practical
consciousness”—a body of seldom discussed knowledge
that one uses to interpret the actions of others and to
respond. Responses are then “rationalized” relative to
motives through a “discursive consciousness” (Dornan
2002:307; Turner 1991:531-532). Bourdieu bases social
action and reproduction of the social order more simply
in unconsciously acted daily routines, or habitus, that
have been internalized from the social environment (Dor-
nan 2002:306; Turner 1991:516). Unfortunately, these
unconscious and semi-conscious kinds of psychological
content and dynamics can seldom be identified and dis-
tinguished from each other archaeologically at the level
of the individual. Occasionally, this is possible through
detailed stylistic analysis (e.g., Pryor and Carr 1995; see
also Carr 1995:11-14, 174-178, 438-439). More acces-
sible archaeologically are the results of such psychologi-
cal content and processes in the form of group behavioral
patterning beyond the individual (e.g., Rosenthal 1995),
which are the more fundamental, creative contributions
of the theories.

. This stream of 18th and 19th-Century thought was an-
chored in John Locke’s (1690) treatise on individual free-
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dom and government; the concepts of economic free-
dom, free competition, laissez-faire, self-interest, the
supply—demand relationship in the classical economics
of Jeremy Bentham (1789), John Stuart Mill (1848,
1863), David Ricardo (1817), and Adam Smith (1776);
the utilitarian theory of Hume (1752) upon which clas-
sical economics was based; Darwin’s (1859, 1871) con-
cepts of selection and competition among individuals
in biological evolution; and Mathus’s (1798) theory of
population growth and diminishing returns.

. Speaking of Giddens’s and Bourdieu’s newer practice

frameworks in contrast to earlier symbolic interaction-
ism and transactionalism, Ortner (1984:147) writes,
“Marxist influence is to be seen in the assumption that the
most important forms of action or interaction for analytic
purposes are those which take place in asymmetrical or
dominated relations, that it is these forms of action or in-
teraction that best explain the shape of any given system
at any given time . . . the approach tends to highlight so-
cial asymmetry as the most important dimension of both
action and structure.” Bourdieu’s and Giddens’s focus
on domination derived from their reading of Marx and
Marxist anthropologists, though both Bourdieu and Gid-
dens broke from Marx in other substantial ways (Giddens
1984; Mahar 1990:4-6).

. Bourdieu’s (1970:190) distinction between domination

that is systemic, established, and reproduced largely un-
consciously through the habitus and domination that is
effected by the direct power of one person over another is
paralleled by Wolf’s (1990, 1999:5-6) contrast between
“structural power” (his fourth kind of power) and “the
power of an ego to impose its will on an alter” (his second
kind of power).

. Strathern (1981:168) notes that the individual is a “par-

ticular cultural type [of person] rather than a self-evident
analytical category”. See also Dornan (2002:315) and
references therein.

. “The Creek entities—‘all my relations’—male, female,

human and non-human, known and unknown, are all part
of a continuum of energy [boea fikcha/puyvfekcv ] that is
at the heart of the universe” (Chaudhuri and Chaudhuri
2001:2). “Ibofanga is above us all and is the unifying
principle in the entire energy field which is existence.
The field includes links between various entities. . ..
Very traditional Creeks will talk about figi/feke, the
heart, which provided the terminal for exchange of boea
fikchalpuyvfekcv energy in the field of energy that be-
longs to thakko boea fikcha, the grand energy or spirit,
which is ultimately/bofanga, which is the sacred name
and not even mentioned. It is all-pervasive and invinci-
ble.” (Chaudhuri and Chaudhuri, p. 24)

Even in the European tradition, during the Early
Middle Ages, prior to the concept of a Last Judgment, the
idea of the individual as an independent being was more
muted (Aries 1981; Despelder and Strickland 1983:58—
63).

. Closely related to, but conceptually distinct from, re-

lational and continuous notions of the self is the ethos
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13.

14.

15.

of egalitarianism, in which others are seen on a par with
oneself and a close extension of oneself through the ethic
and demonstration of generalized reciprocity. In egali-
tarian societies, personal welfare is viewed in terms of
group welfare. Generalized reciprocity, in turn, discour-
ages interpersonal competition for personal gain, per-
sonal material accumulation, and self-aggrandizement.
These ends are shunned and thwarted in societies with
an egalitarian ethos through a variety of leveling mech-
anisms and cultural institutions (e.g., Boehm 1993;
Flanagan 1989), and cooperation is instead emphasized.
Wiessner (2002:251) summarizes that among the San
and Hadza, children are enculturated to avoid compe-
tition and to be cooperative through the depreciation
of competitive games (Konner 1972; Marshall 1976;
Sbrezny 1976), and adult competition is suppressed
through cultural institutions and leveling actions (Lee
1993; Marshall 1976). In other societies with egalitarian
outlooks, such as the Enga of New Guinea, competi-
tion among individuals is permitted in certain restricted
arenas but aligned with the goal of group welfare and
channeled through it (Wiessner 2002:249, 250).

See also Lankford 1987:61-63 for the Cherokee myth,
the Daughter of the Sun, in which two heros are selected
from among humans to kill the personified Sun deity,
who is causing humanity problems.

Historic Native Americans of the Upper Great Lakes
believed in manitous—powerful heroic, tricky, or men-
acing spirits that transformed themselves into animals,
plants, elements of the landscape, and humans to disguise
themselves from each other and from humans. Mani-
tous were equated with these physical forms but also at-
tributed human characteristics. Through ritual offerings,
they were treated as human trading partners, because
they behaved like them—they were haughty, insatiable,
and unpredictable (S. R. Martin 1999:200-201, 211).
Hundreds of pearl beads were used to encircle each of
Burials 2, 3, 4, and 5 under Mound 1 at Seip (Shetrone
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and Greenman 1931:374-376, figures 12, 13), and sev-
eral thousands were placed around Burial 7 under Mound
25 at the Hopewell site (Shetrone 1926:64). Mica mir-
rors were put below Burials 1A—1D under Mound 13
at Mound City, and around these burials a ridge of soil
containing many galena cubes and pearl and shell beads
was constructed and covered with mica mirrors (Mills
1922:448-452, figure 11). Huge mica sheets were placed
on top of Burial 9 under Mound 7 at Mound City (Mills
1922:489-494, figures 31, 32). Seven conch shells were
placed around the perimeter of Burial 13 under Mound
7 at Mound City. Light-colored stones were placed in
a circle around the crematory basin, cremation remains,
and obsidian deposit under Mound 11 at the Hopewell
site (Shetrone 1926:39-43, figure 10) and around Burial
1 under Mound 20 at Hopewell (Shetrone 1926:52-53,
figure 17). A minimum of 66 burials of 854 at 33 sites in
Ohio had water barriers, most commonly made of light-
colored stones (Case and Carr n.d.).

. Water barriers of gravel and cobbles were a part of

Mounds 1 and 2 at Seip (Greber 1979a:figures 1, 7),
the Edwin Harness Mound at Liberty (Greber 1983:fig-
ure 1.1), and Mounds 1, 3 through 7,9, 12, and 14 at the
Turner site (Willoughby and Hooton 1922:31, 33, 36, 64,
77,78, 81, 84, figures 13, 15, 17, 28, 36, 37, 39, 41).

. Very few archaeological mortuary analyses have

aimed at defining in detail the roles that a society
encompasses—for example, various kinds of leadership
in warfare, the hunt, ceremony, and other domains; cur-
ing; rainmaking; and such (but see Howell 1995). In-
stead, focus has historically been on measuring the rel-
ative prestige of individuals (e.g., McGuire 1988; Pear-
son 1999:78—79; Tainter 1978). Materially, emphasis has
been on “symbols of status, rank, or authority” (e.g., J.
A. Brown 1981; Binford 1971:23) rather than symbols
of specific roles. The one area of significant exception is
the search for gender roles (e.g., Howell 1995; Pearson
1999:95-110; Rothschild 1979).



Chapter 2

Historical Insight into the
Directions and Limitations of
Recent Research on Hopewell

CHRISTOPHER CARR

The nature of “Hopewell” has not easily been
defined through archaeological study and dis-
cussion. The term, “Hopewell”, has been used
professionally in multiple ways over the last
century, and this remains the case today, even
as Americanist archaeology has become more
systematic and sensitive in applying sociocul-
tural anthropological concepts to archaeological
patterns. Modern anthropological archaeologists
have sought to identify and understand Hopewell
in the wide sharing of certain material traits and
cultural practices over eastern North America
(e.g., Caldwell 1964; Seeman 1995; Struever
1964), in their local cultural manifestations (e.g.,
Greber 1976, 1997; Pacheco 1996), and in the
local and interregional ecological-evolutionary
foundations of Middle Woodland cultures (e.g.,
Braun 1986; Dancey 1996a; Ford 1974; Struever
1964:96-105; Wymer 1987a). The most basic is-
sue of whether Hopewell was an interregional, a
local, or a multiscalar phenomenon has yet to
be settled, let alone its specific sociocultural fea-
tures and the particular cultural, historical, and
natural factors that led to it.

Although a consensus on what consti-
tutes Hopewell remains at a distance, in recent
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decades, one professional view of it has become
especially popular. In that view, Hopewell is seen
as the practices, ideas, and material-symbolic
representations, especially religious and social
ones, that were shared widely among Middle
Woodland societies of eastern North America.
These widely distributed cultural forms are con-
trasted with more variable, local secular and
domestic cultural traditions. The dichotomy is
rooted historically in Caldwell’s (1964) and
Struever’s (1964, 1965) definition of Hopewell
as an interregional, religious or socioreligious
phenomenon apart from local cultural ways, es-
pecially subsistence and settlement practices.
Significantly, by conceiving of Hopewell in
interregional terms, and as different in kind
from local culture, modern archaeologists have
often inadvertently constrained the scope of
Hopewellian research. Three trends are apparent.
(1) There has been a tendency to decontextual-
ize Hopewell—to take it out of its local contexts.
(2) There has been a stronger trend to imper-
sonalize Hopewell—to remove it from the social
actors and roles that produced it at given locales.
(3) As a consequence of both of the first two con-
straints, the ability of archaeologists to generate
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panregional Hopewell from local dynamics, and
to understand it in a bottom-up fashion, has been
diminished.

This chapter has two goals. First is to pro-
vide a conceptually broad, historical review of
what has been said about the nature of Hopewell
in anthropological terms in recent decades. This
review serves as a backdrop to the chapter’s
second goal: to delineate some research issues
in Hopewell archaeology that remain largely
unexplored and that seem fundamental today.
Especially key here are topics that locally con-
textualize and personalize Hopewell and that
generate its interregional manifestations from lo-
cal scenes. Both discussions, of historical view-
points and of current fundamental issues, provide
a context for understanding why the studies pre-
sented in this book have been undertaken and
their significance.

This chapter begins by expanding the cur-
rently popular definition of Hopewell to include
not only interregional socioreligious practices,
ideas, and material forms, but also their local
socioreligious counterparts and variant expres-
sions. An “interregional Hopewell” and a “local
Hopewell” are defined, and significantly so as
to overlap in their cultural characteristics rather
than be qualitatively distinct. This inclusion of
certain local socioreligious ways within the con-
cept of Hopewell is reasonable when one realizes
that the specific means by which Hopewellian
practices, ideas, and symbols came to be dis-
seminated across multiple traditions—possibly
through pilgrimage, travel to buy ceremonial rites
from distant peoples, and intermarriage, to name
a few—by definition were aspects of local cul-
tural practices as much as they were interre-
gional forms of interaction, and involved per-
sons who were motivated by local cultural ideas,
practices, and natural conditions. A conceptual
framework that acknowledges both the local and
the interregional faces of Hopewellian ways also
naturally encourages the investigation of local
peoples originating, following, and/or modifying
interregionally known practices and beliefs—the
active generation of interregional Hopewellian
patterns from local cultural contexts.

In light of this revised, locally sensitive
conceptualization of Hopewell, previous under-
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standings of it are then reviewed for whether they
have been personalized with actors in roles, have
contextualized Hopewell in local society, cul-
ture, and history, and have generated Hopewell
in its interregional guise from local human needs
and motives. The review shows that although
some research over the last 40 years has contex-
tualized Hopewell in local practices and ideas,
rarely has it been personalized with social ac-
tors in known roles, relations, and numbers, and
seldom have interregional cultural distributions
been explained with reference to actors and mo-
tivations at the local level, other than gener-
alized ecological matters like subsistence risk
(Braun 1986; Ford 1974; Hall 1973) and sur-
plus (Struever 1964). For example, absent or rare
from the literature are attempts to empirically
establish the particular roles of Hopewellian
leaders in ceremonial and secular affairs; the gen-
der, totemic group, community, or rank group
affiliations of leaders; the social compositions
of ceremonial gatherings; or the social, political,
re