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Editorial

Archaeology and Leiden University have been associated
since 1818 when the Dutch King Willem I took the initiative
to have Caspar Reuvens installed as the first professor in
archaeology. The discipline prospered and it became possible
to study the archaeology of the Classic Mediterranean World,
Egypt, Mesopotamia, and, later on, the Carribean, Central
America and parts of the Far East. For years these studies
were part of a study in History, Art or an appropriate
language, extinct or not. Therefore, archaeology was taught
in the Faculty of Humanities, except for the archaeology of
the Near East which belonged to Theology.

Things became complicated when the Board of Leiden
University decided to add the study of Prehistory. As there
were no languages for affiliation and as the discipline
of Prehistory extensively used methods borrowed from
Science, Prehistory acquired a status of its own, namely

the Interfaculty of Prehistory, founded in 1962. By and by
the other archaeologies joined Prehistory and in 1997 a true
Faculty of Archaeology came into being. Only the
archaeologies of Egypt and Mesopotamia did not leave
Humanities as their study was very much intertwined with
the study of the associated languages and scripts.

In 2012 we celebrate the foundation of the initial independent
core of the Faculty of Archaeology, now 50 years ago. Fifty
years is not very old in archaeological terms, but normally

a 50th anniversary has a special meaning. The Interfaculty of
Prehistory had started its own journal, the Analecta
Praehistorica Leidensia and on this occasion the Board of

the Faculty of Archaeology has asked its editors to open its
pages to all disciplines. It was a pleasure for us to invite

the permanent staff of the Faculty to contribute. The

Figure 1 The location of the research areas mentioned in this volume.
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invitation was accepted with enthusiasm and most members
found time to write a paper. The volume presented here is
the result. The subjects offered are very diverse and provide
the reader with a written ‘Tableau de la troupe’, as it was
intended to be.

Archaeology in the 21st century is a fast evolving discipline
with many different faces. There is Archaeology as
Anthropology, Archaeology as History or as Science, or

the distinction in the different regions like Mediterranean
Archaeology, the Archaeology of the Far East or of the
Caribbean. Also the place of Archaeology in the modern
world is heavily debated. Some see Archaeology as part of
the broader field of Heritage Management, the part that
studies the human past by way of its material culture.
Others have a different view and see Heritage Management
as part of Archaeology because we must not only study the
past but also manage the relics. The result is that some
archaeologists think that Archaeology is about the past and
others think it is about the present or even the future. In our
Faculty all these different flavours of Archaeology are
present.

This is reflected in the book. The first contributions are about
the present. They deal with the problem of preserving archae-
ology in situ, the evaluation of twenty years of the Malta
convention and the current variety of approaches in
archaeology. However the rest of the book is about the

past. We organized this volume in such a way that you go
back in time, and as good archaeologists we start from the
top and dig our way into the past. We start in the

17th century AD in the Caribbean and end with research on a
300000 years old site in Germany. Geographically speaking
the book presents research from all over the world (fig. 1).

We like to continue this diversity in Analecta Praehistorica
Leidensia in the future. Up to this volume the series only
published monographs and edited volumes on Prehistory and
Archaeological Science. From now on we would like to turn
Analecta into a platform for all archaeologists in our Faculty
and we hope to publish each year an inspiring volume on
research from the Faculty of Archaeology, Leiden University.

Corrie Bakels
Hans Kamermans



Problems with preservation in situ

Preservation in situ has developed into a central dogma of
western archaeological heritage management. This paper
examines assumptions underlying that dogma and the way
in which it works out in practice, both in western and
non-western contexts. Bureaucratization and commercializa-
tion are seen as important drives behind its rise as

a dominating concept in heritage policy. While surely useful
and important in some situations, preservation in situ is too
problematic in several ways to be acceptable as an ethical
principle with broad validity.

1 INTRODUCTION
This paper was originally a contribution to a conference
session that looked at the issue what the preservation of
remains from the past reveals about the present.! An
important aspect of heritage preservation in archaeology is the
concept of preservation in situ. Although quite problematic in
many ways, preservation in situ has over the past 25 years or
so become one of the central dogmas of western archaeologi-
cal heritage management practice. I remember when in the
early 1990s the Dutch journalist Theo Holleman — in a paper
about archaeological heritage management — wrote that
employing archaeologists to protect archaeological heritage
amounted to the same thing as employing rabbits to guard a
field of carrots. Although he was deadly serious about it and
I was director of the Dutch State Service for Archaeology
(ROB) at the time, I thought that was not just a funny but
actually also a quite realistic viewpoint. Many of my colleagues
at the state service saw it as an outrageous and unfounded
attack on what had by then already become one of the holiest
principles underlying our work.>

At this same time, the United Kingdom and parts of
Germany were still the only areas in Europe where commercial
archaeology existed, although that situation would change
drastically in the following years as a result of the Valletta
Convention signed in 1992. The situation is now completely
different. Some 25 years ago we were at the end of an era
when massive infrastructure developments, housing projects
etc. had caused the destruction of archaeological remains at
such an unprecedented scale that the rescue archaeology of
the 70s and 80s had been unable to cope. In that situation,
there were essentially two approaches that were not mutually

Willem J.H. Willems

exclusive. One was to try and organize rescue archaeology in
such a way that maximum knowledge of the cultural history
of an area was obtained by large scale and innovative
research projects.® The other was to move from rescue
archaeology to preventive archaeology and to try — by
surveying, predictive modeling, regional inventories and
other such means — to obtain advance knowledge of
archaeological sites so that they could be avoided during
development and be preserved in situ.

The thoughts behind this were clear enough. A substantial
part of the soil archive was being destroyed with usually no
option to prevent that from happening. The resulting attitude
was that the need for consumption of archaeological sites for
research purposes could be more than satisfied by sites that
would disappear anyway, and it was best to preserve sites in
situ as archives for future consumption by academic research
— and very occasionally for public enjoyment when there
were suitable visual aspects. Already in 1980 the then State
Antiquarian of Denmark, Olaf Olsen had published a paper
in Antiquity (Olsen 1980) in which he challenged the
practices of archaeology to satisfy academic curiosity by
excavating ever more basically unthreatened sites. Such
statements were followed by many others, and since then
the management of archaeological resources in Europe and
elsewhere has successfully been integrated into processes of
spatial development, the principles have become incorporated
into international treaties. An example is the Valletta Conven-
tion (Council of Europe 1992) that demands of countries that
signed the treaty in Art. 4.2 to implement measures for the
physical protection of the archaeological heritage, making
provision for the conservation and maintenance of the
archaeological heritage, preferably in situ, and in Article 5.4,
to make provision, when elements of the archaeological
heritage have been found during development work, for their
conservation in situ when feasible.

2 THE MEANS AND THE GOAL

Principles such as these have meanwhile become accepted in
most western countries, and indeed elsewhere (for example
Naffé et al. 2008). By itself, there is nothing wrong with
that. It is still true today that much problem-oriented research
can also be done in the context of ‘archaeological heritage
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management’ (AHM) or ‘cultural resource management’
(CRM) on sites that will have to disappear anyway for
development reasons.* And it is also true that the
archaeological resources contained in the soil of most
western countries have been eroding heavily for at least

a century now — through various means from environmental
deterioration to development, so there is a reason for concern
as the supply is finite. Nevertheless, in western heritage
management practice, preservation has become the new
orthodoxy and to such an extent that preservation in situ has
in practice developed into an unreflexive preservation
mindset that governs decisions by governmental heritage
managers and decision makers. It is the good thing to do,

it has become a goal in itself (Lipe 1996; Holtorf and
Ortman 2008).

Of course there still are also western academic
archaeologists that are involved in research elsewhere in
the world that often continue excavation practices as they
have been since the 19th century. Many Egyptologists, for
example, keep shovelling sand in the desert looking for new
tombs and other treasure and thus keep increasing the
existing and already enormous conservation problems. And
also the risks to exposed archaeological substance, both
natural and man-made, as recent events in the Middle East
have shown all too clearly. Similar forms of exploitative
archaeology occur in many other countries and other areas of
the world. But in North America, Australia and most of
Europe preservation in situ has become a central and almost
undisputed dogma that governs the practice of CRM and is
a formidable obstacle to problem-oriented archaeological
research. There are two causes for this development through
which the means have become the goal: one is called bureau-
cratization, the other commercialization.

The bureaucratic development is a result of the fact that
archaeological sites, or remains, or resources or whatever
else we choose to call them, are not just objects of study for
archaeologists. They are normally also part of a nation’s
cultural heritage, or at least mostly and in so far as they are
known. That means that they have values ascribed to them
that can go (far) beyond research value and may have social,
ideological and economic relevance. The implication is that
archaeological resources — as with all cultural heritage — are
subject to conflicting interests from a whole range of
stakeholders, are considered of local, national or international
significance, and are therefore government and administrative
concerns. That means there is a need for regulation.

Until the 1970s archaeology was still largely an academic
pursuit, and the specialized bureaucracies dealing with
archaeological heritage management were mostly still in their
infancies. In fact, they were mostly not yet dealing with
managing heritage in the modern sense but rather with an
activity known as ‘monuments protection’ and listing or

scheduling sites in a kind of national stamp collections.
When these bureaucracies began to grow, they were initially
— and in some countries they still are — run by people with
academic attitudes and training. By contrast archaeological
heritage management today is usually part of a much larger
bureaucracy within organizations such as quasi-governmental
organizations (quango’s) or state services and ministries of
culture, or national parks or combinations of these. These
have much broader and sometimes very different core
purposes,’ they have specialists in very different fields,’ and
they have senior staff with management rather than academic
qualifications. These organizations almost universally believe
that the pursuit of knowledge is something that has no place
in their organization because that is what universities are for.
They see their own role as policy advisors, regulators and/or
facilitators. As a policy, preservation in situ suits them well:
it is respectable, it is part of their mission of “Preserving the
past for the future” (Spennemann 2011), and internationally
everybody else does it or at least claims to do it. As a rule it
does not cost much money and if it does there are so-called
mitigation strategies whereby development is allowed under
certain conditions and often on the basis of untested
assumptions about the effect of these measures. And last

but not least it is of course a source of considerable
bureaucratic power. After all, being able to decide or
influence decisions on spatial and economic development is
a far more powerful position than legally protecting some
chosen places as (national) monuments, issuing excavation
permits or controlling repositories.

3 COMMERCIAL ARCHAEOLOGY

The other reason why preservation in situ has become such
a dogma, is commercialization. Table 1 presents the various
types of archaeological work over the past eight years in the
Netherlands. It was derived from the 2011 Annual Report of
the Dutch Heritage Inspectorate (Erfgoedinspectie 2012, 14),
but the area and dates are in fact not important in this
context, because similar data can be found for many other
countries and areas. What is relevant is that the first three
lines all indicate evaluation work and only the fourth
indicates excavations. It is clear that only about 5-6 percent
of all archaeological work involves excavation. Table 2
shows that about one third of these excavations is actually
just a very short affair of a few days, usually just one. This is
typical, and apparently in all western countries that have
commercial archaeology, it is primarily evaluation work that
gets done. It is much more in demand by the bureaucracy
and it is much less risky as a business. No company that is
honest and works according to normal standards and ethical
principles can exist on only excavation as a business, let
alone make an acceptable profit. They can, however, do real
well on evaluation work and consultancy.
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2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Borehole survey - - 2231 2333 2556 2261 2318 2100
Watching brief 177 242 214 246 249 279 296 353
Trial pits/trenches 232 323 410 420 500 503 540 481
Excavations 194 193 187 194 204 200 148 179

Table 1 The number and type of archaeological projects in the Netherlands from 2004-2011 (source: Erfgoedinspectie 2012, 15).

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
1-5 days 54 58 63 60 58 59 38 59
6-10 days 23 23 29 38 43 37 30 29
11-30 days 41 69 55 57 71 63 47 52
more than 30 days 38 39 34 37 29 40 31 37
unknown 38 4 6 2 3 1 2 2
total excavations 194 193 187 194 204 200 148 179

Table 2 The duration of excavations in the Netherlands from 2004-2011 (source: Erfgoedinspectie 2012, 15).

That conclusion is not meant to put the blame with
commercial archaeology or to disqualify commercial work,
this is simply a result of the way the commercialized system
works. There are evidently also quality issues related to
commercial excavations and their contribution to research,
but these are ambiguous and not the real issue here.” Surveys
and other evaluation methods are widely used to assess the
archaeological potential of an area and what is supposed to
be a cyclical process whereby some sites are then excavated
and generate new knowledge, does in fact stop with a few
test pits or trial trenches and lots of evaluations that declare
sites to be of not enough value (Bonnie 2010, 12-13). From
those that remain, a considerable portion is then ‘avoided’ by
the development and thus preserved in situ. In a recent report
it was concluded on the basis of a selected sample that — of
the selection of sites that were evaluated as ‘worth
preserving’ — 38% is then actually preserved in situ (Schute
et al. 2011). It is difficult to interpret that figure, because it is
not known how many sites were not considered valuable
enough (‘worth preserving’), and it is also unclear if the
percentage is representative for the Netherlands in general.
However the same study indicates that in practice virtually
none of these sites are subsequently protected legally or
subjected to actual preservation measures, though a small
part (almost 9%) receives protection from destruction
through the spatial planning system. For the remainder
(30%), development plans have been adapted or abandoned.
The other 60% was excavated in some form or examined
under a watching brief. These may not be representative

figures but at least they give some indication of the situation
in a densely populated country with a high development
pressure.

What is achieved by this preservation in situ policy is no
doubt that less excavation work is necessary, so the
development becomes cheaper, and substantial numbers of
sites remain in situ. By itself that is of course what the policy
aims to do, though in most cases it is totally uncertain what
will happen to the sites involved. In addition to this lack of
legal or planning protection, there is still little research being
done that could underpin the assumption that preservation in
situ would actually be the best solution in the increasingly
polluted environment of today. There are groups such as
around the Paris meetings, where PARIS stands for
“preserving archaeological remains in situ” (Corfield et al.
1996; Kars and Van Heeringen 2008). This type of science-
based research is of course very useful (Huisman 2009;
Bonnie 2010), but also quite expensive and for the moment
its results remain limited because of the complexity of
degradation processes. The ongoing process of climate
change probably dwarfs anything that can be done through
technical preservation measures, as does the intensification
of agriculture.

Also, as mentioned above, it is increasingly common in
the practice of heritage management to define all sorts of
damaging impacts that are allowed to take place on preserved
sites as part of mitigation strategies. There are sites that
are allowed to be built over, or partially excavated sites of
which the remaining portions are “preserved in situ” in awful
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conditions by administrative decision, just to reach a
compromise and with virtually no chance of survival until
a very hypothetical future research excavation. Even in the
western countries discussed so far that is quite unlikely to
ever happen. There still are a very few pure research
institutions left, but their capacity is infinitely small compared
to the size of the problem, and they also serve political goals
as is evident from their connection to Ministries of Foreign
Affairs.® University-based academics are in fierce competition
over scarce grants and increasingly need to publish in
peer-reviewed journals and in the English language, or
perish. The contribution they can make is also very limited.
To be fair, it should also be acknowledged that the system
does have at least one real benefit because at the regional
level our knowledge of the landscape and its uses in the past,
does on average increase and we get much better ideas on its
habitation and other uses (Van den Dries 2011). Or at least
we do in countries where results get published or, at a
minimum, results can be made publicly available. That is
most of the world, except in countries such as the USA or
the UK, where (from a non-Anglo Saxon perspective) rather
peculiar legal principles let the client decide on that. In conti-
nental European countries and legal traditions, this practice
is out of the question: where the public interest is at stake
the information belongs to the state and cannot be withheld.

4 POINTS TO CONSIDER

The result of the development and policies discussed above
is that fewer properly resourced excavations get done, that
we therefore learn less about the past and that the social role
of archaeology diminishes where its negative economic
impact increases through the burden that they place.
Archaeology costs more and simply has fewer new stories to
tell. Of course the general public has no interest in field
evaluations of whatever kind, let alone in preserving bits of
land in complicated administrative processes at high cost and
with mostly very unappealing gains.’ There are several points
to consider here.

First, there is the obvious truth that where the gains for
society are more appealing, there will be more political and
public support for preservation policies. As has long been
recognized, subsurface archaeological sites can best be
preserved through the careful management of change in
landscapes (Fairclough and Rippon 2002; Lozny 2008;
Bloemers et al. 2010). This creates added values that may
be perceived as compensation for and legitimation of the cost
of preserving land containing archaeological resources. But
in the end, it remains of course the visible landscape that is
perceived as valuable or enjoyable, and so even within that
framework it is necessary to provide historical and other
context about places to illustrate their relevance and justify
why they should be preserved. Buried archaeological sites

lack associative values of visible sites, but they should be
regarded as an asset, not a burden.

This is a point that has recently been put forward most
explicitly by Spennemann (2011), who rightly points out that
the cost of historic preservation is incurred foday, in the here
and now, so its benefits should be clear today. He warns
against the “preserving the past for the future” phraseology
so widely used by heritage organizations as justification for
preservation policies. Indeed, heritage is all about ascribed
values, and archaeological resources become archaeological
heritage through the values we attach to them. There is no
way to predict what values will be held by future
generations, so essentially, according to Spennemann
(2011, 12), we are preserving the past for ourselves. That fits
well with earlier statements such as by Tunbridge and
Ashworth (1996, 6) who concluded that “the present selects
an inheritance from an imagined past for current use and
decides what should be passed on as useful to an imagined
future”.

So in order to be relevant for the world of today, archaeo-
logical heritage can contribute in various ways to the
economic and social well-being of present-day nations or
communities, it can be “a driver of development”,'® a source
of income through tourism and it can be used to provide
identity and a sense of rootedness. None of these is without
problems and risks, and much attention is nowadays paid to
develop best practices and standards to help overcome
unwanted effects and consequences. But in the end, in order
to actually be useful and relevant today, all this needs to be
based on research. No matter whether we ‘discover’ the past
or ‘create’ it, and no matter if we do this through scientific
research or by more collaborative means involving
stakeholder communities, we do need to investigate so that
we can have the stories needed for interpretation.

That is one more reason why dogmatic policies of
preservation in situ will not work. This paper is of course not
intended as a suggestion to completely reverse archaeological
practice and go back to Olsen’s rabies archaeologorum from
before. It is bad enough that remnants of that still survive in
parts of western archaeology. But there is surely a middle
road in this, one that was laid out over a decade ago by
Bill Lipe (1996, 27) in his conclusion to a paper in which
he poses the thesis that preservation is only a means, not an
end:

In sum, what should drive archaeological preservation is
the social benefit that archaeology can provide to society
over the long run. That benefit is primarily the contribution
of knowledge about the past derived from systematic study of
the archaeological record. In situ preservation of archaeo-
logical resources is a tool for optimizing that benefit. (....... )

Long-term, frugal consumption of the archaeological
record by well-justified research—both problem-oriented and
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mitigation-driven—must be an accepted and integrated part
of the preservation program. If the research doesn’t get done,
or if it gets done and we don’t learn anything from it, or if
only scholars learn from it and the public is shut out, then
preservation will have been in vain, because its goals will
have not been achieved.

There are recent examples of projects in which heritage
authorities appear to have perceived the need for new
knowledge and allowed some of Lipe’s frugal consumption
even at high status protected sites. This has been done for
example in the United Kingdom at Stonehenge, where
English Heritage granted permission for a small trench to be
dug in 2008 for the first time in forty years, surrounded by
all sorts of publicity (Darvill and Wainwright 2009, 5).

Something similar happened in the Netherlands, where the
Barrow Landscapes Project was initiated and authorities gave
Leiden University permission to excavate barrows, also after
research of barrows had stalled for about forty years (fig. 1).
Here too there was much publicity and the intent was to
answer new research questions and provide a better back-
ground for information and public outreach (Fontijn 2010).
Both examples may also be a good illustration of the way

in which academic archaeology can in the future fruitfully
contribute to archaeological heritage management

(Lohof 2011, 53). Another way that has been explored in
recent years is by digesting and interpreting the many reports
of preventive archaeological investigations produced by
development-driven archaeology, and use them to create new

Figure 1 Barrow excavation at the Royal Estate near Apeldoorn in 2007, in which also sizeable portions of the surrounding area were investigated.
This new approach has yielded fundamental new insights and was only possible after lengthy discussion between the Faculty, the municipality of
Apeldoorn and the National Heritage Agency RCE (Fontijn et al. 2011, 16-17).
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syntheses. But the contribution that academic archaeology
can make in the bulk of development-driven archaeological
research is severely limited for quantitative reasons and the
way in which academic research works.

5 BEYOND EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA

That point is even more true in third world countries, where
academic archaeology is usually even smaller in absolute
terms and may be limited to just a few people at the national
level. In a recent paper, Scott MacEachern (2010) has
outlined what can happen in such a situation when western
companies start large-scale projects. International organiza-
tions, such as UNESCO, the World Bank, the European
Development Bank, or major international businesses like
Exxon and Rio Tinto, have developed standards on how to
manage cultural heritage and they have ethical policies to
deal with the impact of development on cultural resources.
For international companies such as Rio Tinto,'" good CRM
policies have become sound business principles and part of
their risk management strategies, so compliance is not an
issue. Most companies are used to taking responsibility for
cultural heritage, but it appears that the way in which this is
done determines whether it is of any use.

MacEachern has been dealing with Exxon in Central
Africa, and worked on a pipeline project in Chad and
Cameroon. In his paper he comments on the archaeological
heritage management strategy that was mirrored after western
practices. This implied that, for example, senior local
academics not used to tenders and contract work were
excluded because they could not respond adequately. Apart
from such mostly unintended consequences, the western
(in this case North American) model of CRM programmes
was used, which meant that site avoidance and mitigation of
construction impacts on cultural heritage were the primary
goals. Excavation for research purposes — to learn something
about the cultural history of an area — or for training
purposes were seen as both an illegitimate use of client funds
and an unacceptable act of destruction of archaeological
resources. However, the idea that site avoidance and
preservation are the only valid strategies in CRM work is,
in MacEachern’s view, based upon assumptions about
archaeological work that are not realistic in a third world and
particularly a Central African context.

Unlike in western countries, it cannot be assumed that
resources exist to support research archaeology in a context
separate from that of development-led heritage management
work. Even to assume this will be possible in the future, is
unfounded. Another circumstance that is very different from
the situation in western contexts is the fact that after the
conclusion of a CRM programme, it may well be totally
impossible to get access to particular areas or particular
classes of sites. And in cases where it would be possible to

undertake any follow-up research, that is still rather unlikely
to ever happen because resources are normally lacking. Even
worse is the presumption that the primarily commercial
relationship between contractor and client should not take into
account ‘extraneous’ issues like the development of national
archaeological capabilities and the investigation of cultural
history in different parts of the world. This makes sense in the
western world where the developer does not want to pay for
things that belong to the responsibility of the state. But
elsewhere it is not just shortsighted, it is worse than that. Not
taking these opportunities into account goes against principles
codified in World Bank directives on cultural heritage
protection in bank-assisted projects (MacEachern 2010, 357).
Using such opportunities of infra-structure development,
capacity building and investigation of cultural history are in
fact seen by the bank as legitimate objectives. The same
attitude is also evident from other examples, such as the
cultural policy of Rio Tinto. In that policy (see Bradshaw
2011, 16) it is stated explicitly that “cultural heritage
management for Rio Tinto businesses is broader than just
managing the impacts of ground disturbance”.

In general, it would seem to be a very bad idea therefore
to export western notions of preservation in situ and site
avoidance and mitigation procedures. Instead, it would be
much more useful if in third world contexts capacity building
and taking advantage of properly resourced research
opportunities as a rule take precedence over maintaining
sterile principles. In addition, while in many situations it may
be unavoidable to employ western methods and staff, care
should be taken not to transplant the complete modus
operandi. If we do not use the opportunity when it presents
itself, we will lose not just the information about the past and
what it can be used for, but also the sites, the fabric, will be
lost and possibly even the rare chance to properly train and
educate local colleagues. Especially if the work is done in a
collaborative setting, much can be learned from both sides as
I experienced myself in a recent heritage project in Mongolia
(Gunchinsuren et al. 2011).

To conclude, it is evident that of course in some particular
situations and especially in densely populated western
countries, preservation in situ sometimes is a useful strategy.
In non-western countries this may occasionally also be the
case. After all we are dealing with a non-renewable resource
that is limited, and sometimes local populations do not wish
resources that they value — as heritage or in other ways — to
be touched. But often preservation in situ is either misused
by uncritical application in situations where research and
other objectives might have been better served by proper
investigation, or it is consciously misused to prevent
additional costs and investment. As an ethical principle that
has universal application, it is therefore questionable and in
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need of serious reconsideration, as a bureaucratic policy it
has serious negative aspects that need to be considered, and
as a dogma of archaeological resource management, it is
highly dubious and may even be counterproductive.

Notes

1 The paper was prepared in the context of the EU-funded
ACE-project (Archaeology in Contemporary Europe) and was
presented at a session entitled An Archaeology of Heritage, during
the 2011 Society for American Archaeology meeting in Sacramento,
California, organized by Elizabeth Chilton and Cornelius Holtorf.
The session has meanwhile been published in a thematic issue of
Heritage & Society (2012). I am grateful to Elizabeth Chilton and
Cornelius Holtorf for inspiring me to write this paper and to
Monique van den Dries for critical comments on an earlier draft.

2 See Holleman 1996 for an explicit position, especially chapters 4-6.

3 See Willems 1997, Zwart 2011, chapter 1.

4 Archaeological heritage management or AHM is the common
term in Europe, while in North America it is more usual to speak of
CRM or Cultural Resource Management.

5 For example, tourism.

6 Such as forestry, spatial planning, public outreach, data
management, etc.

7 See for example the recent discussion between Kristiansen and
Van den Dries in World Archaeology (Kristiansen 2009; Van den
Dries 2011). Also Van den Dries, this volume.

8 Good examples are the Deutsches Archdologisches Institut and
the Ecoles francaises in various parts of the world.

9 The recent dissertation of A. Zwart (2011) provides some
interesting case studies “Ex situ or in situ, the battle for the buried
archaeological record. On archaeological heritage, planning and the
quality of the living environment”.

10 As was the theme of the 2011 General Assembly of ICOMOS in
Paris, see Gottfried and Hidalgo Sanchez 2012.

11 An outstanding example is Rio Tinto’s recent cultural heritage
guide (Bradshaw 2011).
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Twenty years after Malta:

archaeological heritage as a source of collective memory

and scientific study anno 2012

A recent evaluation of the Dutch Monument Act shows that it
serves its purpose fairly well. It was however not evaluated
to what extent the new law and its associated heritage
management system contribute to achieving the main goals
of the underlying Malta Convention. In this paper a start is
made with this. On the basis of various studies an analysis

is made of to what extent Dutch archaeological heritage
serves as a source of collective memory and scientific study
twenty years after the Convention was signed.

1 INTRODUCTION

This Analecta is a jubilee issue, celebrating the 50th anniver-
sary of the Faculty of Archaeology. During these fifty years,
the archaeological world has changed tremendously. Many
things that were dreamed of back then have become reality,
but many other things that were cherished have been lost.
One of the main forces behind most of these changes has
been the signing of the Valletta Convention in 1992, with its
aim to ‘protect the archaeological heritage as a source of the
European collective memory and as an instrument for
historical and scientific study’ (Article 1.1)." As it is this year
the 20th anniversary of this convention, we will use the
opportunity of this Analecta to evaluate to what degree we
have so far reached its goal. At the time of the signing of

the convention, many things were already organized or under
construction, but several additional measures have been taken
since in order to reach its goals.? Most of the organizational
issues have been dealt with and have juridical power through
the Monument Act, which was revised for this purpose in
2007. The only exception is the promotion of public
awareness (Article 9); no formal or legal provisions have
been made to achieve this goal.

A recent evaluation of this revised law, commissioned by
the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, shows that it
serves its purpose reasonably well (Van der Reijden et al.
2011). What however has not been evaluated is to what
extent the new law and its associated heritage management
system contribute to achieving the main goal of the under-
lying convention, namely to better protect the archaeological
heritage as a source of collective memory and an instrument
for scientific study. As it is not guaranteed that this aim is
met when the organizational matters have been dealt with

Monique van den Dries and Sjoerd van der Linde

and the facilities have been created, we believe that this
should be evaluated too. There are various ways to evaluate
this, but we decided to interpret it as: to what degree does
the archaeological community produce new knowledge, what
do we do with this knowledge in the sense of professional
dissemination, valorization, and public outreach, and does it
affect public support for archaeology? Our analysis is partly
based on our own observations and on the results of some
researches we recently undertook, either as part of our
(research) projects or as supervisors of the theses and
internship researches of our master and bachelor students.?

2 KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION

The issue of knowledge production provokes recurring
debates in the Dutch archaeological community. Shortly after
the revised law had come into force in September 2007,
Professor Raemaekers (Groningen University) expressed his
concern in the national magazine Archeobrief (Raemaekers
2008) that a lot of money is spent on research that yields no
or hardly any new knowledge about the past. In addition he
complained about the quality of the publications (mainly site
reports), in the sense that they would hardly provide valuable
new insights either. Also abroad people have the impression
that the situation of knowledge production in our country is
rather poor (e.g. Kristiansen 2009).

It can be questioned, however, whether most research is
indeed of limited relevance and of poor quality. First of all,
we have to take the purpose of the investigations into
account and to make a distinction between research which is
intended to write historic narratives and research which is
intended to locate and value sites. Due to Malta it is common
practice now in the Netherlands that building locations are
investigated and valuated prior to disturbing activities. On
an annual basis between 2500 and 3000 of such field
evaluations are carried out. It is estimated that 52 per cent
of these valuations do not lead to further research
(Theunissen and Deeben 2011, 38). This does not mean that
these researches are useless. They simply make sure no
valuable sites are being destroyed.

With respect to the quality of the work and reports, indeed
the situation is not ideal (see also Van den Dries and
Willems 2007). Quality assessment studies by both the
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Inspectorate and the State Agency (e.g. Bazelmans er al. 2005;
Van den Dries and Zoetbrood 2008) have demonstrated that
regarding site reports there is ample room for improvement.
However, if we put this in perspective, it is not as dramatic
as it seems. It all depends on how you decide to look at these
matters (see Van den Dries 2011). For instance, from the
2008 valuation of the 85 site reports, we could also highlight
that 67 per cent of the reports was of sufficient or good
quality (Van den Dries and Zoetbrood 2008). Moreover, the
Inspectorate for Cultural Heritage recently concluded that
although there are large differences between projects when it
comes to quality — mainly because it relates much more to
the capabilities of the individual fieldwork leaders than to

the quality control systems of their organizations — they are
generally positive about the quality of the work of the project
managers that was conducted between 2008 and 2010
(Erfgoedinspectie 2011, 55). From another study by the
National Agency for Cultural Heritage can be deduced that

a sample of excavation and test pit reports shows that these
researches add new knowledge of various subjects
(Theunissen and Deeben 2011, 29-31). In the majority of

the excavations (60%), the output is much larger even than
the contractor expected (idem, 37).

In the context of evaluating to what extent the Malta
Convention has added to the gain in knowledge, we should
ideally compare the current situation with the situation prior
to the signing of the Convention. Unfortunately not a lot of
data is available from the pre-Malta period. However, the
data that we do have does not seem to support the hypothesis
that knowledge production has decreased. We know for
instance that the pre-Malta practice has been stopped in
which fieldwork results were often not analysed nor reported.
Presumably half of the 8000 excavations that were executed
between 1900 and 2000 have never been published (Hessing
and Mietes 2003), while today everything has to be reported.
We also know that the number of sites that are being studied
has considerably increased, from an estimated number of
100 in 1990 to around 160 in 2000 and even 208 in 2008.

On the other hand, it has been noticed that the share of
extensive excavations is very small — in 2009 it was found
that only 14% of the excavations of 2006, 2007 and 2008
lasted longer than 40 days (Bazelmans 2011, 15). This could

create the impression that the new way of working does
indeed affect the knowledge production negatively. However,
if we look at the percentage of long and short excavations in
a longer perspective (table 1), we can infer that long-lasting
excavations were already in a minority long before the Malta
principles were implemented in our legislation in 2007 and
that their share has been decreasing since the 1990s.

Also a slightly downward trend in the duration of projects
has been observed (e.g. Van den Dries et al. 2010, 62).
This could also be interpreted as a sign that there is a
reduced rate in knowledge production. However, a
diminished duration of projects does not necessarily mean
that knowledge production is dwindling. If for instance it
relates to an increased efficiency due to technological
improvements and computerization or to having better
educated and skilled employees, a shorter duration may have
no negative effect on the output. This ought to become clear
if we would compare the volume of fieldwork projects in
square metres, but unfortunately, such data is not available.

Seen from these perspectives, it cannot (yet) be claimed
that knowledge production has diminished. Perhaps some
aspects have developed less than we had hoped, but this is
compensated by other aspects that have hugely improved.
Huge progress has for instance been made in the way we
select our researches. Nowadays this is a far more conscious
process, led by informed decision-making. During the former
era, which was dominated by rescue archaeology, research
was highly dependent on lucky finds and on the availability
of last-minute financial sources. Today, research is
predominantly directed by research agendas and when
heritage is sacrificed to building or farming activities, we at
least know much better what exactly is being destroyed.

This does not imply that we do not have to be concerned.
On the contrary, a serious concern for the future regarding
knowledge production relates to the fact that the authority
on the management of archaeological heritage has been
decentralized; it is nowadays the municipal council — so
non-specialists — who is in charge of taking decisions on
the volume, aims and even the contents of research. This
means that the academics have lost a large part of their
supervision or guardianship over the archaeological resource.
Consequently, the choices and selections made by these new

not indicated 10 days or less 11-30 days 31-60 days more than 61 days
number % number % number % number % number %
2010 (N=149) 0 0 68 45.6 48 322 16 10.7 17 114
2000 (N=40) 11 27.5 10 25 9 22.5 5 12.5 5 12.5
1990 (N=10) 1 10 4 40 3 30 0 0 2 20

Table 1 Duration in days of the excavations in the Netherlands (source: Archis).
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powers may no longer match the academic interests and
priorities. That this has already started to happen is shown by
one of our master students through her thesis research

(Van Vuuren 2010). She discovered that selection policies

of municipalities tend to favour the more recent archaeology.
Several municipalities even exclude almost the entire
prehistoric period (Van Vuuren 2010, 68-71). As the more
recent archaeology is considered to offer the best potential
for presentation purposes, this suits local interests and
purposes of city-marketing best. Moreover, agendas like
these hardly help to fill gaps in our archaeological knowledge.
Hitherto this approach has only been applied on a small scale
(in 2010, nine municipalities had such qualitative selection
policies), but if this becomes the dominant approach, it
surely will become problematic (Van den Dries and

Van Vuuren 2012).

Another reason for concern is the increasing marginaliza-
tion of the role of universities in the actual fieldwork. As
they cannot compete in acquisition with the commercial
sector, their share in fieldwork has been reduced dramati-
cally, to less than ten per cent (see Van den Dries and Kwast
in press). Since universities usually provide good-quality
reports, which have the best citation figures (see below), this
is not a good development for the production of archaeologi-
cal knowledge.

3 KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION AND VALORIZATION
What definitely has improved due to the revised legislation
(and compliance control) is the publishing of fieldwork
results. Nowadays 75 per cent of all projects is reported
within two years after the field work was finished
(Erfgoedinspectie 2010). This, however, has introduced a
new difficulty, i.e. the ever-increasing volume of grey
literature (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed 2009, 108).
The hundreds of reports that are being produced per annum
are clearly not optimally used for subsequent research.

A Dutch student, doing a master degree course in Dublin,
showed by a citation analysis of 3739 site reports that were
produced in 2006, 2007 and 2008, that until 2009 more than
50 per cent of these reports had not yet been cited in any
other report or publication (Helwig 2009). This not only was
the case with reports on bore hole surveys, but also with
excavation reports. Of these merely 38 per cent was cited.
Notably, the reports of the universities were cited most
(Helwig 2009, 19-20).

It may be impossible to keep track with so much
information forthcoming, but it is also difficult to get hold of.
The State Agency is obliged to provide access to these site
reports, but an assessment by the State Inspectorate in 2010
(Erfgoedinspectie 2010) made clear that only 38 per cent of
the reports from 2003-2006 was by then centrally registered
and publicly available. Fortunately, many contractors publish

a large part of their reports on their websites, but this of
course is not the best way as one may not know all the
knowledge-producing parties and nobody can afford to spend
a lot of time and energy to collect all these dispersed bits of
knowledge. As of April 2011, the additional measure was
taken that site reports have to be uploaded digitally — instead
of being sent in hard copy — to the national archaeological
information system (Archis).

This measure may improve the availability of new data,
but it may not help to have it consumed and upgraded to
syntheses. This is another difficulty regarding valorization.
Our knowledge dissemination is almost exclusively restricted
to site reports. It was calculated for the 2009 heritage report
of the National Agency for Cultural Heritage (Rijksdienst
voor het Cultureel Erfgoed 2009, 111) that the annual
number of synthetic studies (articles and monographs) and
dissertations had declined from 25 in 2002 to 18 in 2006.

A recent inventory of the National Agency has confirmed
that this downward trend is continuing (Theunissen and
Deeben 2011, 34). The number of dissertations went from
ten in 2000 to three in 2010. This trend is striking, as it
completely contrasts with the general Dutch trend of an
increasing scientific output.*

This downward trend in archaeology could well be caused
by the decreased staff size at universities and at the national
heritage agency. Their research and financial capacity has
been cut down seriously in the last couple of decades
(Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen
2007, 15). An additional cause may be that for many years
all available research capacity was absorbed by developer-
funded research (see for instance Van den Dries et al. 2010).
Most archaeologists were very much preoccupied with
writing site reports and with additional tasks and thus had
less time for additional scientific publications.

For the future it is not expected that this will change for
the better. The archaeological community could take more
notice of the research results than it is doing now, but as long
as there are no financial resources or other incentives
available, it will remain difficult to conduct synthetic
analyses on a scale that fits the demand for it. That additional
funding can help to transform the bits of knowledge in
the development-led excavation reports into comprehensive
syntheses is shown by our British colleagues. The new
synthesis of British and Irish prehistory is mainly based on
grey literature (Bradley 2007), and the subsequent
re-contextualization of the prehistory of Britain and Ireland,
that is currently carried out by the universities of Reading
and Leicester, is based on the unpublished excavation reports
on sites in northern France, Belgium, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, north-western Germany and western Denmark.’
These examples also show that development-led excavation
reports do contain valuable knowledge.
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4 PUBLIC OUTREACH

The issues of knowledge production and dissemination are
closely linked to the issue of public outreach. What does the
public gain from archaeologists generating new knowledge
about the past? Twenty years ago, just after she had signed
the Malta Convention, the minister of Wellbeing, Health and
Culture - Hedy D’Ancona - gave a speech at a student
symposium in which she urged the archaeological community
to further exploit its opportunities to generate publicity and
to enlarge public engagement and participation (Archeolo-
gisch Informatie Centrum 1993).° The question is: did we do
this?

Some archaeologists have an outspoken answer to that.
For instance Professor Theuws (then University of
Amsterdam, now University of Leiden) recently said in a
television documentary that “In the Netherlands presumably
around 100 million euro is spent on archaeology annually.
What does society get in return? Nothing.”” (translation by
the authors).

Considering the available data, our answer is less negative.
First of all, a lot of archaeological fieldwork is not meant to
produce narratives of the past but rather to locate and value
archaeological resources, as was discussed above. Moreover,
in those cases in which excavations are conducted and in
which indeed reconstructing the habitation history is the aim,
the public interest is often taken into account. Ever since the
1960s and the emergence of “public archaeology”
(McGimsey 1972), the archaeological community is very
aware of the importance of public support and nowadays
much effort is being put into educating the public and into
public outreach activities. The issue is frequently the subject
of seminars and other vocational meetings, and we even have
a university chair on the public aspects of archaeology.®
Consequently, the archaeological community is doing more
than ever before. In the last twenty years at least 25
companies have specialized in public outreach activities and,
together with the municipality archaeologists and provincial
heritage centres, they have organized all kinds of activities,
such as open days and exhibitions, and numerous public
books, leaflets, websites, etc. are being produced.

The attention for public outreach can also be seen in
several studies. In 2011, as partner of a European research
project (‘Archaeology in Contemporary Europe’)” that was
funded by the European Commission, the Faculty of
Archaeology sent a questionnaire to all organizations active
in Dutch archaeology (public and private), to map the
profession and the work. From the responses — 62 organiza-
tions contributed — can be deduced that there is a lot of
attention for public outreach activities (Van den Dries and
Kwast in press). All governmental organizations except two
(94%) consider it a very important task and also 64 per cent
of the commercial companies disseminates findings to the
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Figure 1 The percentages of Dutch companies and municipal
archaeologists that indicated (in a questionnaire sent out in 2011

for the Archaeology in Contemporary Europe research project) to be
active in public outreach activities and in the production of scientific
output.

public. In fact, it seems that there is more output for the
public than scientific output (fig. 1).

Apart from data on the attention of archaeologists for
the public, there is also some data on the attention from the
audience for archaeology. We know for instance that
museums regularly draw huge crowds with unique and exotic
exhibitions - in 2008 the terracotta army from Xi’an attracted
over 353,000 visitors to the Drents Museum.'® Also open
days are popular - in 2003, four open days at the excavations
of the Roman vessel at De Meern (near Utrecht) were
attended by 30,000 people.!! Moreover, archaeological finds
and heritage related issues such as repatriation claims of
objects and the demolition and looting during the recent Arab
revolts are frequently covered by the media. Local newspaper
journalists like to report on local research; nearly 85 per cent
of the municipalities that filled in our ACE-questionnaire
indicated that they use (local) papers to disseminate their
findings. Finally, a serious interest of society in archaeology
can also be seen in the engagement of local authorities.
Although mainly inspired by financial considerations, they
are increasingly interested in directing both the selection
policies (Van Vuuren 2010) and the scientific goals of
archaeological research on their territory.

It is however more difficult to explore whether the
attention for and from the public adds to the use of
archaeological heritage as a source of collective memory.

Is this what the public wants and are they satisfied? We have

some indications that this may not necessarily be the case.

In 2010, one of our master students had questionnaires filled

in by members of the public (109) and by archaeologists (21),
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to find out in which way the audience wants to be informed
about — or involved with — archaeology, and in which way
the archaeologists want to inform the public (Lampe 2010a).
She noticed a considerable discrepancy in the preferences

of both groups. Whereas archaeologists tend to think of
organizing open days (93%), of building small exhibitions

at excavations, of writing newsletters and of making films as
the best ways to engage the public, the public, on the other
hand, seemed to be mostly interested in visiting a theme park
like Archeon (55%) or a museum (49%), in watching a film
(42%) and in participating in an excavation (39%). The
audience is also interested in talking with an archaeologist
(33%), but far less interested in reading about archaeology
on websites (17%) or in playing computer games (13%).
Interestingly, the least interest (12%) is in reading a book on
archaeology (Lampe 2010b, 64).

That publications and exhibitions are not very popular was
confirmed by another survey carried out by another of our
master students among inhabitants (100) of The Hague
(Wasmus 2010). He found that only a small part of the
respondents in The Hague were interested in getting
information through exhibitions (10%) or publications (11%).
There was a preference for getting information on (local)
archaeology from (local) newspapers or (local) television
(53%). Second best were open days and information panels
in the field or in the street (both 26%): when provided, such
public information on the street was enjoyed by as much as
75 per cent of the audience (Wasmus 2010, 53). The majority
(61%) was not interested in a guided tour at the local
repository, and half of the participants (51%) indicated not
to be interested in seeing how archaeologists do their job.
Young people were the least interested in archaeology and in
what is offered: they indicated they would not go to
exhibitions or open days at all.

That books might indeed not be what the general public
wants, is also illustrated by the sales figures of Onder Onze
Voeten (‘Under Our Feet’ by Van Ginkel and Verhart 2009),
which was published in 2009.'? This is one of the largest
public outreach projects of the last couple of years'? and was
intended to succeed the very famous and in 1981 extremely
successful public book Verleden land (‘Past Land’ by
Bloemers et al. 1981), of which 120,000 copies (!) were sold.
Of this new book, which is truly a splendid and beautiful
comprehensive piece of work that only costs 25 euro, only
9000 copies — of a total print run of 15,000 — were sold in
2011 (pers. comm. E. van Ginkel 2011).

That this time a similar success fails to occur may have to
do with the fact that in contrast with the 1980s there is an
abundance of (free) information on excavations and
archaeology available, either through websites, booklets,
press articles, open days, museum presentations, etc. There
is also more attention at schools, through for example

ready-made lessons and packages for pupil presentations.
The strong appetite for information that was there in the
1980s seems to have been satisfied or — in case there still is
an appetite — it is now being satisfied through other means.

These experiences and findings should make us wonder
whether we listen sufficiently to the needs and wishes of
the public, or whether we sometimes are looking too much
to our own interests instead of those of the public
(Holtorf 2007). In the public survey in The Hague, 60 per
cent of the respondents indicated to be satisfied with the
information that archaeologists provide, but the remaining
40 per cent said that more results should be disseminated to
the public (Wasmus 2010). In the study of Sophie Lampe,
even 64 per cent of the participants said that Dutch
archaeologists could present archaeology in a much more
pleasant way (Lampe 2010a, 37). They indicated that there is
quite an interest in doing excavations themselves. That
community archaeology can be an effective means to
increase participation is shown in the United Kingdom,
where it involves at least 215,000 individuals (Thomas 2010,
15, 22), yet very few opportunities for community
archaeology are offered in the Netherlands.

In other outreach domains, not all public groups are
sufficiently served either. An analysis by a master student
of the target groups that the seven main archaeological
museums in the Netherlands engage with, shows that
teenagers, young adults, middle-aged adults and migrant
groups are currently underrepresented among the visitors
(Van Kesteren 2010). As it is far more difficult to attract
these groups, museums seem to put most effort in serving
the easier target groups of school children, families and
elderly people (Van Kesteren 2010, 42).

The group which Dutch archaeology seems to serve best
are the organized volunteers. We have quite a substantial
contingency of volunteers — estimated at around 4000
individuals in 2008 (Duineveld er al. 2008, 30), and with
the implementation of the revised act — introducing the
obligation to work according to the Dutch Quality Standard
— there was a lot of concern that the role of volunteers would
fade. Both the volunteers (e.g. De Grood 2003), and the
Dutch archaeological interest organization (Stichting voor de
Nederlandse Archeologie), and even external researchers
(Duineveld et al. 2008) expressed their concerns. However,
from a recent survey among all groups of the main
organization of volunteers (Archeologische Werkgemeen-
schap Nederland, AWN) it can be deduced that 76 per cent
of the regional groups has been participating in archaeologi-
cal research between 2007 and 2010 (Van de Rijdt 2011, 116)
and that more than half (57%) of them still conducts field
work autonomously. It seems that they still have a valuable
contribution to make to all kinds of research and other
activities. Although there may still be some difficulties, such
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as for instance the Dutch archaeological system unintention-
ally excluding volunteers in decision-making (Duineveld

et al. 2008), at least the archaeological contractors, the local
authorities and the National Agency are all willing to involve
the non-professionals even better. In fact, at the beginning

of 2012, the two branch organizations (Vereniging van
Ondernemers in Archeologie, VOiA and Nederlandse
Vereniging van Archeologische Opgravingsbedrijven, NVAO)
signed an agreement with the AWN to stimulate the
companies making use of the capabilities and knowledge

of the volunteers.

As the above studies show that it differs per age group or
target group how they want to be informed and involved, we
apparently have to offer a broader repertoire of outreach
activities and products, and to apply a more tailor-made
approach. We have plenty of opportunities to provide
creative and innovative ways of engagement, but hitherto
we have mainly walked the conservative pathways. Often the
excuse can be heard that we do not know our public very
well and that we do not know what their needs and wishes
are. This however is only partly true, as various larger and
small studies of audiences are available. The main difficulty
probably is that we are not always sufficiently skilled in this
job. Most of us are trained as archaeologists, not as
communication and marketing experts. In this, the field of
heritage management may be of help; it increasingly
provides the required skills and research results.

Apart from the needs of the public, the effectiveness of
the outreach activities should be studied as well. Sometimes
quite an effort has been made (also financially) but it does
not seem to achieve its goals. This can be illustrated by an
internship research of one of our master students. She
evaluated for a public outreach company (TGV Teksten &
Presentatie) two public, outdoor exhibits — one in a train
station (Rotterdam Blaak) and one in a tram station (Grote
Markt, The Hague) — that were placed there in the 1990s. In
particular, she explored to what degree they are being noticed
by the public and how they are appreciated. Two hundred
questionnaires were collected and it turned out that at both
locations quite a large number of people (almost 50%) had
never noticed the exhibit, despite the fact that they all had
been there before (Libert 2010, 37). However, those that did
know about it — or once they were made aware of it — were
very positive about the exhibits. As the only problem seems
to have been that both displays were not very visible due to
their remote location, out of sight of people walking the main
routes, this can either be easily solved or taken into account
in future projects.

Such studies can also help to put things in perspective.
Sometimes people simply are not very interested in
archaeology. This is clearly shown by an internship research
that two of our students carried out for the National Agency

for Cultural Heritage. They interviewed 45 people visiting
the Boshoverheide (Weert), where the largest prehistoric
urnfield of our country is excavated. Already in 1987 the
burial mounds were reconstructed, a path was created and an
information panel was erected, and the national agency and
the owner of the terrain, the Ministry of Defence, wanted to
know how many people would come to visit these
monuments and how many people actually realised that they
are walking in a prehistoric landscape.'* Surprisingly, it
turned out that the majority of the visitors (73%) knew about
the presence of the monuments and that 78% had noticed the
information panel. However, not a single visitor indicated
that the monuments were the reason for their visit (Elemans
and Munawar 2012, 13-14). They simply came to walk their
dog or to enjoy the ‘natural’ landscape of this heathland and
drift dune area.

5 PUBLIC SUPPORT

Attention for the public may be less dramatic than Theuws
presumes, but the question is whether all efforts affect public
support for archaeology. There are various indications that
some public groups are not very satisfied with the new
heritage management approach, especially not with the
amount of money that it involves. This was even discussed in
parliament; in November 2010 — when the budget of the
Ministry of Economic Affairs, Agriculture and Innovation
was discussed in the Second Chamber — public attention was
drawn to the costs of archaeological research by two
members of parliament (of different parties) who defended
the interests of the agrarian sector. It was said “As the costs
of archaeological research are completely running out of
hand, we request the government to make a proposal before
the first of July 2011 to reduce the expenses for archaeologi-
cal research.” (translation by the authors).!

Also in magazines, such as Binnenlands Bestuur (the main
newsletter on domestic policy, management and administra-
tion for directors and civil servants that is weekly produced
for 55,000 readers)'¢, negative opinions can be heard
frequently. They often relate to the costs. All these
expressions have in common that they typify archaeological
research as spielerei which is considered a burden on society,
in particular on local authorities, developers and farmers.

However, such complaints are not quite supported by the
facts. First of all, the general picture is that archaeologists
excavate all archaeology. The truth is, however, that a lot of
selection is going on prior to any research. One of our master
students showed with her thesis research that 43 per cent of
the municipalities apply quantitative selection (Van Vuuren
2010). In accordance with article 41a of the Monument Act
they often allow quite extensive exemptions to the obligation
to conduct research (De Groot et al. 2011). This means that
for a lot of disturbing activities there is still no research
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required. Furthermore, far from everything that is discovered
with field evaluations is excavated. The archaeological sector
itself is very selective in its recommendations for further
research, and also municipalities apply qualitative selection
policies (Van Vuuren 2010). Consequently, the number of
excavations that result from field inventories is only 1 out of
16 (Theunissen and Deeben 2011).!7 And this means that on
an annual basis, only 37 per cent of the municipalities
commission an excavation.

Secondly, the general picture is that archaeology is a huge
burden for disturbers. But if we put the costs that are
involved with archaeology in perspective, these are not very
high. It is for instance interesting to compare it with the
turnover of the other (complaining) stakeholders.!® In 2009,
the turnover of the building and construction sector was
87 billion euro, that of the archaeology sector was estimated
between 70-80 million euro in 2008 (Van den Dries et al.
2010, 57), the year with the largest number of fieldwork
projects ever. If this would all have to be paid for by the
building business, it would amount to less than one per cent
of its turnover. From the heritage report it is however known
that in 2007, 58 per cent of the archaeological research was
commissioned and paid for by the private sector (developers,
builders but also ordinary citizens), the remainder by the
public sector (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed 2009,
229), so it is far less than one per cent. Besides, the
development sector probably does not necessarily carry these
costs itself; presumably they are included in the prices the
sector charges to its clients.

Likewise, the supposed burden on the agrarian sector can
be toned down too. We know that 60 per cent of all valuable
archaeological areas are located in rural areas (Rijksdienst
voor het Cultureel Erfgoed 2009, 77)!° and that ploughing is
one of the most disturbing activities, but also that in the rural
areas more generous exemption rules apply than in urban
areas (De Groot et al. 2011). Moreover, excavations are
mostly conducted in urban areas (Van den Dries and Kwast
in press). As, again, probably only 58 per cent of this
research is commissioned by private disturbers, including
non-farmers like ordinary citizens and developers, only a
relatively small portion of the costs is being paid for by the
agrarian sector.

In relation to the turnover of the agrarian sector, 4.7 billion
euro in 2010, the 14 million euro turnover that the
archaeology sector earns with projects in the rural areas
comes down to 0.3 per cent. That is when all rural research
would be paid for by the agrarian sector. If they pay for only
half the research, the costs are 0.1% of the total turnover.
For the sector as a whole that is not much, although we do
acknowledge that for individual farmers it may be a burden.
They can hardly pass on these costs in the prices of milk
and wheats.

Nonetheless, all stakeholder complaints surely reflect
genuine feelings and such expressions probably affect public
opinion as well. Does it mean however that there is little
public support for archaeology? Also on this issue few recent
data is available, but the studies by our students indicate that
this may not be the case. For instance, developers seem to
have a rather more positive attitude towards archaeological
research than we might have expected. One of our students
interviewed for her bachelor thesis five large developers (out
of a group of 60) who are active in the area of Leiden. They
all consider archaeology as an intrinsic part of development
work, like the soil purification procedures, and they
mentioned that it has the potential to generate added value
for developers (Van Donkersgoed 2011, 57).%°

From other stakeholders there seems to be quite some
support too. The above mentioned survey in The Hague
showed that a majority of the interviewees from the general
public (68%) says that archaeology is important (Wasmus
2010), and in the research conducted by Sophie Lampe even
74 per cent of the participants said to be interested in
archaeology (Lampe 2010b, 65). In comparison with the
pre-Malta era, when 72 per cent of a representative sample of
the Dutch population showed involvement with Dutch
archaeology (Archeologisch Informatie Centrum 1996, 17),
not much seems to have changed.

This does not mean that we could not do more to
strengthen or even improve the relationship with other
stakeholders. The developers for instance expressed clear
dissatisfaction with what they get in return for the money
they invest. They are not very interested in the scientific
reports they receive — which the contractor is obliged to
produce (Van Donkersgoed 2011, 50). They are mostly
interested in new and important findings, which they can
present to their employees and use for promotional purposes,
i.e. things that can enhance their image (Van Donkersgoed
2011, 47). Their support and willingness to spend a large
sum of money depends on the uniqueness and importance of
the finds and what they can do with it. For them added value
would for instance also be achieved if the research results
would be used at (local) schools. It is in this respect
noticeable that the developers found archaeologists to be
hesitant about participating in public activities or sharing
photographic material (let alone finds).

Moreover, the communication with stakeholders could be
improved. Developers for instance mentioned that their main
problem with archaeology is its unpredictability (in time and
expenses) and that the need for the research is not always
made clear to them (Van Donkersgoed 2011, 49). Thus, the
sector itself could do much more to get more support for
(the costs of) archaeological research. In any case, dramatic
performances in the media highlighting the uselessness of
our researches do not contribute to a positive image.
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6 CONCLUSION

With this paper we aimed to discuss to what extent the
current Dutch heritage management system has so far
contributed to achieving the main goal of the Malta
Convention, namely to better protect the archaeological
heritage as a source of collective memory and an instrument
for scientific study. In the past years various statements have
been made in the media indicating that both the academic
world and the public would be served badly by this new
system. Our conclusion on the basis of this (yet limited)
evaluation is that the available data provides no indications
that this is true if we look at knowledge production and
public outreach. Knowledge dissemination and valorization
could surely be much improved. There is for example reason
for concern about the role and influence of the universities
in generating data, in directing research questions and in
generating syntheses, which may be even further
marginalized if no measures are taken to prevent this.

Although attention for public outreach has not been
included in the legislation, much is happening. Still, there is
much to gain if the needs of the various target groups would
be served better. A lot of energy is for instance spent on the
production of books and websites, but these seem to
be outreach activities that a large part of the public likes
least. Especially to reach out effectively to younger
generations, we will have to explore new communication
means, like the social media, and new ways of spending
leisure time.

Regarding public support for archaeology, there were
signals indicating that this may be dwindling. Studies show
however that this may not be the case and that the support
is not too bad. Nevertheless, we must remain cautious.
There is no guarantee that the current relatively positive
situation will last. Things may change rapidly due to the
continuously developing circumstances around us, such as
the global economy, political power relations and public
opinion. We should therefore exploit all opportunities to root
the public support more firmly in society. We are making it
less expensive and easier to handle, but do we also make
it more relevant and enjoyable? We should at least
communicate better with all stakeholders and try to serve
their various needs better. On the other hand, it is also impor-
tant to put the complaints about archaeology in perspective.
As these are not always supported by the facts, it is
important that we postulate this message too.

For the near future we recommend that the archaeological
community looks more critically at its own attitude and
practices and that it asks itself whether enough is being done
to gain public support by the way in which we use the
archaeological resource as an instrument for scientific study
and as a source of our collective memory of the past. It is
also clear that a lot of work still needs to be done. We will

have to further study the public and its wishes, to evaluate
the effectiveness of outreach activities, to synthesize the
results of such studies, to disseminate the findings, and to
learn to apply them. Fortunately, we experience that younger
generations of archaeologists are very eager to work on these
issues and the results of their researches, some of which were
presented in this paper, demonstrate that it is worthwhile and
rewarding to include such heritage management issues in

the academic and vocational training.
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Notes
1 Http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/html/143.htm.

2 We have a legal system for the protection of the archaeological
heritage (Article 2), with provisions for inventories, for the
designation of protected monuments and for the reporting of stray
finds. We guarantee the scientific significance of archaeological
research work (article 3), among others by ensuring that it is carried
out by qualified and authorised individuals (Article 3.ii). We
implemented measures for the physical protection (Article 4) and in
situ conservation (Article 4.iii) of the archaeological heritage. We
have integrated archaeology in planning policies (Article 5) and
arranged the financial support for research (Article 6). Finally we
have taken measures to facilitate the dissemination of scientific
information (Articles 7 and 8), as we have the obligation to provide
excavation reports within two years after the field work is finished
and to have all reports and documentation delivered digitally to an
e-depot.

3 At Leiden University students can follow the master specialisation
track ‘Archaeological Heritage Management in a world context’.

4 An overview in the Dutch newspaper NRC Handelsblad of
March 12 2011 showed an increase of journals, articles and PhD’s
(2,000 to 3,700) between 1997 and 2009.

5 See for more information http://www?2.le.ac.uk/departments/
archaeology/research/projects/british-irish.

6 The symposium was organised by the Leiden student organisation
Johan Picardt on the subject of improving the position of
archaeologists in society.

7 “Het is niet uitgesloten dat er tegen de 100 miljoen euro aan
archeologie wordt omgezet per jaar in Nederland. Wat krijgt de
Nederlandse samenleving daar voor terug? Niks.” From Een
Vandaag, June 4th 2009 (http://player.omroep.nl/?aflID=9606047).

8 Since 2009, the University of Groningen has a special chair on
‘archaeology and society’.
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9 See www.ace-archaeology.eu.

10 Http://www.gochinaassengroningen.nl/recordaantal-bezoekers-
voor-het-drents-museum/

11 Http://www.utrecht.nl/smartsite.dws?id=198287.

12 Written by one of the main Dutch experts on public outreach and
a very experienced museum curator.

13 It was financed with public sources from the NWO funding
programme ‘Oogst van Malta’ (The Malta Harvest), see http://www.
nwo.nl/nwohome.nsf/pages/NWOA_6ZJCZF. The costs were at least
200,000 euro.

14 As part of the NWO funding programme Odyssee. See: http://
www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/node/2055 or http://www.erfgoednederland.
nl/odyssee/projecten/5.-de-boshoverheide/item10674.

15 ““[...] constaterende dat kosten van archeologisch onderzoek
totaal uit de hand lopen, verzoekt [indiener] de regering, voor

1 juli 2011 met voorstellen te komen die leiden tot een forse reductie
van de kosten voor archeologisch onderzoek [...].” Quote from
request by Snijder-Hazelhoff/Koopmans on 24 November 2010
(http://www.europa-nu.nl/9353000/1/j4nvgs5kjg27kof_j9vvikqpop-
jt8zm/viklovhp55zi/f=/kst32500xiii86.pdf)

16 Http://www.binnenlandsbestuur.nl/

17 In 2011 181 excavations were conducted in 418 municipalities
(source: Archis).

18 It would be more interesting to look at profits, but such figures
are hard to find. Only Quote Magazine indicated that the profit of
the top-10 of Dutch construction companies was 159 million euro in
2009, which was a very bad year for this sector. This top-10
provided 27% of the total turnover. If they were also producing a
quarter of the profit, the total profit may have been 636 million euro
(4 x 159). If the archaeological sector costs 34 million euro (58% of
a turnover of 60 million), that would be the equivalent of 5.3% of
the total profit.

19 Due to the fact that 65% of the Dutch land is used for
agriculture.

20 It must be stressed that these developers seem to have good
experiences with the municipality archaeologist, the archaeological
contractor of the Faculty of Archaeology (Archol BV) and with
Leiden University, but this situation does not have to be the same
everywhere and results may differ in other regions.
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The Internationalization of archaeological discourse?

Present disputes within Europe over the competing claims

of homogeneity and regionalism in the spheres of politics
and economics have their resonances in archaeological
theory and practice. This paper offers a ‘third way’ in which
a fractal perspective is seen as advantageous: a variety of
approaches to doing archaeology at all scales, from the
individual scholar up to the European level and beyond, is
healthier and democratic and will sustain a more flexible and
innovative discipline.

1 INTRODUCTION

Having moved from England (where I had taught at four
different universities since 1975), to the Netherlands and in
a wider sense to the European Mainland in 1999, has
encouraged me over the last thirteen years to reflect on the
contemporary and past differences in the way Archaeology is
practised and thought about across the sub-continent of
Europe. Being in Holland also allows easy interaction with
colleagues in France, Belgium, Germany and Denmark, and
this has been a very stimulating experience, as well again as
alerting me to the special history of Archaeology in each of
these countries. The Faculty of Archaeology at Leiden, with
its origins in the Institute of Prehistory fifty years ago, was
always international both in its intellectual horizons and to

a lesser extent in its personnel, although even here particular
foci on traditions of innovative research in Landscape
Archaeology and Prehistory have remained amongst the
strongest pillars of its archaeological community, in their turn
reflecting aspects especially associated internationally with
Dutch archaeology since the days of van Giffen.

In parallel with the currently-contested political and
economic process of Europeanization, archaeological research
in Europe is faced with a similar dilemma. Should all
European countries, especially those within the European
Community, encourage their archaeological methods and
theory to be submerged under a uniform agenda, represented
by deliberately-targeted global textbooks promoted by
multinational publishing houses (for example Cultural History
taught from Scarre (2009), and Archaeological Theory taught
from Johnson (2010))? The radical alternative might be the
cultivation of diverse regional traditions with deep roots in
nationalistic scholarly schools (figs 1 and 2). In fact Kristian

John Bintliff

Kristiansen (2003) has documented how archaeological
communities, even in the large Western European countries,
are increasingly becoming insular in their citation of relevant
literature and use less and less ‘foreign language’ sources
beyond their own country. However I wonder if I was the
only person who gained no pleasure in watching the opening
and closing ceremonies of the 2004 Athens Olympics, a
prolonged exercise in chauvinism with archaeology and
history being the main source.

£ .‘1’:";1{,‘,"“_‘."&“ z el
* RUMOURS ‘THAT THE TUNNEL. WOULD BRING CLOSE
WITH FRANCE SENT PANIC ROUND THE VILEAGE POND.

LINKS

Figure 1 ‘Rumours that the Tunnel would bring closer links with France,
sent panic round the village pond’. A humorous English postcard
suggests that the construction of the tunnel under the English
Channel making access from France much easier, may not be
welcome to everyone. The caption reflects the imagined reactions of
English snails and frogs to the perils awaiting them if French culinary
culture reaches quiet traditional English villages.
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Figure 2 Research on the linguistic range of articles cited in major national archaeological publications in
Europe over time, shows that each country is becoming more monolingual into their national tongue,
despite supposed increasing Europeanization. These two examples show the results from bibliographic
analysis for two key German journals and two from the United Kingdom. From Kristiansen (2003).
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But there is a third clear alternative: diversity of methods
and theories across Europe could be celebrated and
promoted as a shared European resource, comparable to a
rich library you were not aware of before, full of new and
stimulating texts. Moreover, the more one learns about the
national traditions of archaeology, the more one realizes
that each European land has always been a mosaic of
different schools of the discipline. In the terms of Chaos
Theory (Coveney and Highfield 1990; cf. Lewin 1993;
Bintliff 1997; 2004), we could envisage what is known as a
‘Fractal Perspective’, where the configuration at one level
is the same as at other higher levels. Thus within each
nation-state, with its own developmental pathway within
Europe, we have also always witnessed a variety of
archaeological schools linked to individual institutions,
universities or even individual scholars, so that the reality

of archaeological traditions is more complex than the model
of ‘national schools’ of method and theory now under
threat from a ‘McDonaldization’ process of European
homogenization.

2 INTERNATIONALIZATION

But just as the success and innovativeness of a particular
scholar or institute often led to a wider following in the
same country, giving rise to phases of a national emphasis
or an approach characteristic for one European country, so
we find in the history of archaeology that innovation
constantly bursts the boundaries not only of the region and
individual but also of the nation. Let us take the case of
Gerhard Bersu (Evans 1989) (fig. 3). In the heyday of
pre-War National Socialism in Germany, techniques

of open-area excavation were developed and promoted as

JBogen 2.
Wotouf muff geoditet werden?: Auf duntle Stellen im Boden, €[icrfucodacn, Sderben, Steinfesungen, Gefdfie und dergl
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Figure 3 Popular illustration from late 1930s Germany explaining how evidence for the activities of ‘our forefathers’ can be brought to light by

modern activity (above), and how to report this, enlivened by a reconstruction bringing to life the surviving traces (shown below). From Crawford
and Austin 1938, also reproduced in Evans (1989).
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a means to expose the “Volk’ and bring the German
prehistoric past to the participatory consciousness of
Germans in the 1930s. Its foremost exponent, a brilliant
excavator, Bersu, was invited by a group of young English
archaeologists to introduce these revolutionary techniques
to Britain, as a deliberate counterweight to the emphasis on
stratigraphy and chronological discontinuity promoted by
researchers such as Mortimer Wheeler (Hawkes 1982).

A very different political context to subsequent generations,
but the methodology has remained a major approach in
British and wider European archaeology ever since.

In the fields of professional archaeology in Europe,
involving standards for accreditation, excavation and
publication, suitable terms of employment, the wider
implementation of laws on heritage and the antiquities’ trade,
I see only positive advantages to the homogenization of
practices across the Continent, and this process is actively
being promoted by the European Association of Archaeolo-
gists through its linked council of professional heads of
public archaeology. In the areas of method and theory
regarding research goals, ways of study and interpreting new
results, however, I would advocate an eclectic approach
(cf. Bintliff 2000a), where the diverse ideas and practices of
each country, each region, each innovative archaeologist
form a rich resource for all of us to learn from, to try out.
Being English and living in the Netherlands, I know this very
well, because to find great cuisine in either country you
should turn to a French or Belgian restaurant!

I would like to devote the remainder of this contribution to
a further case-study, where I hope to demonstrate how
fruitful the exploration of our new ‘shared’ regional
traditions can be for research archaeology, and I shall take
my own specialist field of Landscape Archaeology.

3 CASE-STUDY

As a research student, I was astonished at the breadth and
novelty, for the English-speaking world, of the project by
Kossack and others on the German island of Sylt, published
in 1974 (Kossack 1974) (figs 4-6). The full integration into
a coherent whole of environmental science, high technology
field excavation and survey, history and anthropology, still
strikes one as an ideal model for a regional project — it even
anticipated post-processual theory in conveying an emotional
message about the story of the islanders. Yet it was only one
of the most impressive amongst a German-speaking tradition
of settlement research developed by geographers and
archaeologists — Siedlungskunde.

This tradition was also very significant in regions formerly
within the German-speaking political world, such as the
Czech Republic. Our Prague colleagues have in recent years
been innovating in this field of settlement archaeology,
building on and modifying Siedlungskunde and integrating it

with forms of surface field survey methodology emanating
ultimately from the United States (fig. 7). The Prague concept
of Community Area (cf. Neustupny 1991; Kuna et al. 1993;
Dreslerova 1995; Kuna 1998; 2000) offers an important
rethinking in terms of field observation of empirical data, to
the older concept developed within Siedlungskunde of the
‘settlement chamber’ or Siedlungskammer (figs 8 and 9).

As a result of my own fruitful research-visit to Prague some
years ago I picked up many new ideas from this development
which I was subsequently able to apply to my landscape
studies in Greece, summarized in papers in 1999 and 2000
(Bintliff ez al. 1999; Bintliff 2000b).

The highlighting of statistical and computer applications in
the Prague landscape school reflects onto older intellectual
links, a special debt to French analytical archaeology as
incorporated by Soudsky and others into Czech archaeologi-
cal theory in the 1960s (cf. Soudsky 1962) (and which
incidentally strongly influenced Dutch landscape archaeology
through the common presence of Linear Bandkeramik
settlements). This leads us easily into recent French
landscape archaeology, where once again there is a fruitful
cross-fertilization between Anglo-American intensive field
survey methods, the Gallic tradition of statistical and
computer archaeology (cf. Gardin 1970), and Dutch
landscape archaeology.

The Archacomedes Project and related research
programmes focused around landscape archaeologists in
Provence and Languedoc, and combined French geographical
concepts of landscape character (cf. Vidal de la Blache 1926)
with rigorous parameterization of surface survey and test
excavation data, to produce powerful trends and groups which
could then be given historic meaning (Raynaud 1996; 2000;
Durand-Dastes et al. 1998; van de Lecuw (ed.) 1998; Trément
1999) (figs 10-12). The vital theoretical stimulus of Sander
van de Leeuw (a Leiden alumnus!) however reminds of the
influence of personalities bridging strong regional traditions.

Finally I find equally stimulating and worthy of emulation
the recent trend in British archaeology towards the
hyper-intensive study of a single parish or commune, using
all the range of techniques available. This must originate in
the special fascination in English history, literature and
ecology in the particular life of the individual rural parish
(Lee 1959; cf. White 1789). In archaeology this development
is best exemplified by the Shapwick Project (a village in
south-west England) (Aston and Gerrard 1999) (fig. 13),
which deployed total intensive fieldwalking, test pits over
large areas (including digging a trench into the garden of
each contemporary villager), very extensive geophysics, care-
ful study of all placenames to the level of the different parts
of individual fields, and exhaustive research in local archives.
The results show that such intensity yields new data and
patterns of meaning (figs 14 and 15).
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Figure 4 Map showing the central research zone of the German Sylt Project, the Archsum village
settlement chamber, with major excavation sites and the core dryland occupation zone on this former
island off the far north-west coast of Germany, by the Danish border. From Kossack (1974).
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Figure 5 Medieval and Post-Medieval landscape on central Sylt, the village and settlement chamber of Archsum,
with 18th century AD farms and fields, and the spread of surface Medieval sherds. From Kossack (1974).
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4 CONCLUSION
A convergence is now possible, between such a microland-
scape long-term study and the pioneering work of Dutch
and German archaeologists such as Harry Fokkens, Jens
Luning and Andreas Zimmermann, whose meticulous
excavation of large swathes of landscape allows them to
follow the movement of individual households by generation
in the Neolithic and Bronze Ages (cf. Fokkens 1996;
Zimmermann et al. 2004).

So my message is: let us all feast at the international table
of regional delicacies, try this dish or that, then offer our
own recipes up, and impose nothing.
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Figure 7 Field survey transect map from the Ancient Landscape
Reconstruction Project in Bohemia. Distribution of sample units
(survey squares) and find density. Green: woodland; yellow: villages
and towns (built-up areas); blue: present streams. Red solid squares

show three classes of prehistoric pottery density (1-10, 11-100, >100).

From Kuna (1998).

Figure 8 Hypothetical centres of settlement areas. Settlement traces
from 1 (light yellow), 2 (dark yellow), 3 (orange), 4 (red), and

5 (dark red) periods. Frames indicate periods: purple — Neolithic; light
green — Bronze Age; light blue — Hallstatt period; dark green —

La Téne period; black — Roman period; dark blue — Early Medieval
period. From Kuna (1998).

Factor | Period “ Date
Factor 3 | Neolithic | 5500 - 4300 BC
Factor § Eneolithic ! 4300 - 2200 BC
Bronze Age". including: | 2200 - 750 BC
1 i < p
Factor Early-Middle Bronze Age
Late Bronze Age i
Final Bronze Age '
Factor 2 "lIron Age , including: 750 BC - 400 AD
Hallstatt Period
La Tene Period
Roman Period
Factor 6 Early Medieval (EM 27) 7-8™ cent. AD
Factor 4 Early Medieval 3 ! 9-10" cent. AD
Factor 7 Early Medieval 4 i 11-12"% cent. AD

Figure 9 Chronological significance of the chief factors in surface
finds in Bohemia identified by Principal Components Analysis.
From Kuna (1998).
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Figure 13 Location of the parish of Shapwick in the county of Somerset, Southwest England. From Aston
and Gerrard (1999).
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Figure 14 The parish of Shapwick. Reconstruction of settlement and land use in the Bronze Age, based on
environmental analysis, surface survey and test excavation. From Aston and Gerrard (1999).
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A short history of archaeological research in

the Lesser Antillean archipelago

Three major stages can be distinguished in the history of
archaeological investigation in the Lesser Antilles. The Early
Period of research stretches from the mid-seventeenth
century until well into the 1910s. It is characterized by an
emphasis on the occasional collecting and rudimentary
description of individual prehistoric artefacts. The next stage
or Formative Period, from the 1910s into the 1960s, sees the
development of stratigraphic excavation and classificatory-
historical studies stressing the establishment of local
chronologies in the West Indies. Finally, the Interpretative
Period, from the 1960s until the present, is typified by a
continuation of chronological studies next to the development
of research focusing on the reconstruction of past lifeways,
environmental relationships, socio-political development, and
patterns of interaction.

1 INTRODUCTION
The Lesser Antilles form a gradually bending, bifurcating arc
of oceanic islands stretching from the Leeward Antilles and
the Margarita archipelago off the coastal zone of Venezuela
and Trinidad and Tobago to Puerto Rico. This island chain,
which shows a high diversity in landforms and other environ-
mental features, can be divided into three major archipelagic
groupings, from south to north: (1) the Windward Islands
from Grenada up to and including Dominica, as well as
Barbados, (2) the Leeward Islands from Guadeloupe up to
Sombrero, and (3) the Virgin Islands, Culebra and Vieques,
the latter two islands both politically belonging to Puerto
Rico. These island groupings become increasingly smaller in
size from south to north until Puerto Rico, the first island of
the Greater Antilles, is reached. Biogeographically, islands
constituting arcs such as that of the Lesser Antilles are known
as stepping-stone islands as they form almost uninterrupted
rows of mutually intervisible islands, strung out from a
mainland. The configuration of such insular chains facilitates
the movement of both humans and animals into the
archipelagoes in question. Understandably, the multi-staged
peopling of the Lesser Antilles during prehistoric times has
been a major focus of archaeological research in these islands.
In coastal areas and archipelagoes such as the Caribbean,
the sea is not just the main conduit of contact between the
inhabited places, it is central to human lifeways. Because of
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their focus on the sea, littoral and insular peoples throughout
the world are closely related in terms of lifestyles and
beliefs. It is the ‘maritime cultural landscape’ shared by
these communities that should form the research interest of
archaeologists and anthropologists, encompassing
the material and immaterial aspects of human life on the
continental seaboards and on islands. Local knowledge
and lived experience are central to how people socialize
seascapes. The sea achieved significance and became socially
constructed in the minds of people throughout the world
through their active and enduring engagement with it
(Boomert and Bright 2007; Rainbird 2007, 49). The sea is
universally recognized as a balance of opposites. Teeming
with marine life, it provides a subsistence base to littoral
people and islanders. However, the sea can be treacherous
and unpredictable: it gives and it takes, it can destroy and
create land, it sustains life and it may kill. The sea is both
valued and feared, to be utilized as well as respected. It is
the specific kind of maritime cultural landscape which
developed and blossomed among the Amerindians of the
Lesser Antillean archipelago that forms the focal point of
archaeological and anthropological research in the region.
The historic experience of the Lesser Antilles is one of
political, cultural and linguistic fragmentation, resulting in
Spanish-, English-, French- and Dutch-speaking entities of
varying political status, at present either part of an
independent polity or linked to some metropolitan power in
one way or another. This heterogeneous character of the
Lesser Antilles is borne out by the development of scientific
research in the region, including the history of archaeological
investigation. Three major stages of archaeological research
can be distinguished. The Early Period of investigation
stretches from the mid-seventeenth century until well into
the 1910s. It is characterized by an emphasis on the
occasional collecting and only rudimentary description of
individual prehistoric artefacts. The next stage or Formative
Period, from the 1910s into the 1960s, sees the development
of stratigraphic excavation and classificatory-historical
studies stressing the establishment of local chronologies in
the West Indies. Finally, the Interpretative Period, from the
1960s until the present, is typified by a continuation of
chronological studies next to the development of research
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focusing on the reconstruction of past lifeways, environmen-
tal relationships, socio-political development, and patterns of
interaction.

2 THE EARLY PERIOD
It was typically in the most advanced island colonies of the
Lesser Antilles, i.e. the French West Indies and Barbados,
that the first references to the pre-Columbian antiquities of
the Caribbean were made. As early as 1647 Father Raymond
G. Breton, the famous Dominican missionary to the Island
Caribs of Guadeloupe, Dominica and Martinique, described
and illustrated three engraved rocks on Basse-Terre,
Guadeloupe, which, however, he ascribed to the Spanish
(fig. 1; see Breton 1978, 1, 83-84; Dubelaar 1995, 329-333).
In this same period French soldiers are recorded to have
recovered a series of cotton idols from a cave in Martinique
which the local Island Caribs ascribed to their presumed
predecessors on this island, the ‘Ygneris’ (du Tertre 1973, II,
349). Early in the eighteenth century the French scholar
Antoine de Jussieu compared chance finds of prehistoric
stone axes from the French West Indies with European
specimens (Trigger 2006, 94; Delpuech 2007), while in 1750
the Rev. Griffith Hughes described and depicted examples of
pre-Columbian pottery and shell tools, including “broken
Images, Pipes, Hatchets, and Chissels” from Barbados
(Hughes 1750, 7), also recording various site locations
(fig. 2; see Drewett 1991).

In 1804 the human skeletons (anthropolithes) which were
discovered by Mathieu Guesde, one of the first antiquarians
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Figure 1 Petroglyphs at Capesterre-Belle-Eau, Pérou River, Basse-Terre,
Guadeloupe, described by Father Raymond G. Breton in 1647.
(After Delpuech 2001, Fig. 2).

of the Antilles, in the calcified beach rock deposits of

La Moule (Morel), Grande-Terre, Guadeloupe, raised
considerable interest. Sent to Paris and London, they were
investigated by the great French palaeontologist Georges
Cuvier who established their recent origin (Delpuech 2003).
The accidental recovery of prehistoric artefacts accelerated
in the second half of the nineteenth century, leading to
occasional conjectures about their origins by the local
antiquarians involved. Finds were generally attributed either
to the ancestors of the Amerindians who inhabited the
Windward Islands in historic times, the Island Caribs, or
their supposed precursors. In Guadeloupe Mathieu Guesde
and his son Louis accumulated a large collection of stone
artefacts which was studied in detail by Otis T. Mason of
the Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC, in 1885

(H. Petitjean Roget 1993). Apart from Guadeloupe and
Barbados, chance discoveries of pre-Columbian artefacts
were now recorded from islands such as Dominica,
Martinique, St. Vincent, and Battowia (Grenadines). They
were often deposited in European museums.

The first true archaeological excavations of the region were
undertaken by the Rev. William H. Brett, an Anglican
missionary, in the shell mounds of the coastal zone of British
Guiana (present Guyana) in 1865 (fig. 3). As on the coasts of
North America, the Brazilian littoral and elsewhere in the

Plate I.ﬂt]

Figure 2 Pre-Columbian stone and shell artefacts from Barbados,
illustrated by the Rev. Griffith Hughes in his Natural History of
Barbados (1750).
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Figure 3 Excavation of the Waramuri shell midden, British Guiana
(present Guyana), by Warao Indians under the direction of the Rev.
William H. Brett in 1865. (After Brett 1868, 430).

[ . .

Figure 4 ‘Carib’ stone axes of the Lesser Antilles. Legend: (1)
Trinidad; (3-6) St. Vincent; (8) Grenada; (2, 7, 9-10) probably
St. Vincent. (After Joyce 1916, Plate XXIV).

world, they were stimulated by the much publicized
pioneering work of Danish scholars in the shell ‘kitchen
middens’ (kjgkkenmgddinger) of Scandinavia which had
started some twenty years previously (Brett, 1868, 420-43;
Trigger 2006, 14, 163; Rostain 2007). Concurrently,
comparable shell midden deposits in Trinidad, first interpreted
as natural phenomena, were identified as Amerindian refuse
heaps by the famous naturalist R.J. Lechmere Guppy. In 1888
the discovery of the Erin shell midden site on this island
sparked much interest due to the attractively decorated pottery
encountered there which ultimately found its way to the Royal
Victoria Institute, Port-of-Spain, established in 1892 (Boomert
2000, 8). In these years petroglyph sites from St. Kitts,
Guadeloupe, Marie-Galante, and Grenada were recorded for
the first time (Dubelaar 1995, 9-10; Delpuech 2007).

At the turn of the century, numerous prehistoric artefacts
were purchased from local collectors from the entire southern
Lesser Antilles by the Rev. Thomas Huckerby of Trinidad on
behalf of George G. Heye’s private Museum of the American
Indian, New York. In these years attempts at formulating
classifications of artefacts, typically framed in terms of
‘Indian environments or culture areas’ were made by scholars
such as Otis T. Mason and the traveller/ornithologist
Frederick A. Ober (see Watters 1976, 8-9). Time depth is
lacking in their work which remained largely descriptive.
This applies also to the first region-wide archaeological and
ethnohistorical outline of the Caribbean which was written
by the British Museum curator Thomas A. Joyce (1916).
Lacking a regional chronology, it is primarily concerned with
interpretations of the region’s art and iconography,
attempting to understand the worldview of its prehistoric
inhabitants (fig. 4).

3 THE FORMATIVE PERIOD

A new era of investigation was ushered in by Jesse Walter
Fewkes who in the first decades of the twentieth century
made various collecting expeditions to the West Indies,
visiting e.g. Puerto Rico, Trinidad, Barbados, Baliceaux,

St. Vincent, St. Kitts, and St. Croix, commissioned by the
Bureau of American Ethnology and later by Heye’s Museum
of the American Indian and the Smithsonian Institution.
Presenting a detailed synthesis of Caribbean archaeology and
ethnohistory, Fewkes also developed the first rudimentary
chronological outline of the region’s prehistory and studied
the environmental factors affecting the indigenous cultures of
the West Indies. Influenced by the then current anthropologi-
cal theory, Boasian historicism, he emphasized fieldwork and
the spatial diffusion of cultural traits, distinguishing three
culture areas in the Caribbean, i.e. the Greater Antilles, the
Lesser Antilles and the Bahamas, which he subdivided into

a series of geographically defined “cultural centers”

(Fewkes 1907; 1922; Watters 1976, 28-9). Fewkes’ work is
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emblematic of the shift in archaeological research orientation
from purely descriptive to classificatory-historical, which
took place in the United States in this period (Willey and
Sabloff 1980, 83). It is noteworthy that it was in Guadeloupe
in 1916 that the first governmental attempts were made to
protect an archaeological site in the Lesser Antilles, the
petroglyphs of Trois-Rivieres, Basse-Terre. This was a
reaction to the sending of part of one of the site’s most
elaborately decorated rocks to an exhibition in the United
States in 1901. The petroglyph slab was subsequently placed

in the Museum of the American Indian (Dubelaar 1995, 170).

Theodoor de Booy, John A. Bullbrook and Gudmund Hatt
were the first to use modern stratigraphic excavation
techniques in the West Indies. Hired by Heye in order to

expand the collection of the Museum of the American Indian,

de Booy, educated as a Dutch naval officer, dug in Margarita
and Trinidad in 1915, and in the British Virgin Islands and
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Martinique the following year. Bullbrook, a British-born
geologist interested in archaeology, was commissioned by the
colonial administration to excavate the Palo Seco site of
Trinidad in 1919 (fig. 5). Due to his efforts part of the site
was officially protected by declaring it a Crown Reserve
(Bullbrook 1953; see Boomert 2000, 9). Major stratigraphic
work was undertaken by Gudmund Hatt of the University of
Copenhagen, Denmark, during an expedition to the US
Virgin Islands in 1922-3. It resulted in a three-phase local
chrono-cultural sequence for these islands which has stood
the test of time to the present day (Hatt 1924; cf. Wilson
2007, 18-19, 47).

Simultaneously and partly cooperating with Hatt, J.P.B. de
Josselin de Jong of Leiden University, the Netherlands,
surveyed the islands of St. Eustatius, Saba, and St. Martin.
The site reports of especially de Booy, Bullbrook and Hatt,
of which unfortunately the report by Bullbrook was not
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Figure 5 Section of the stratigraphy of the Palo Seco shell midden, Trinidad, recorded by John A. Bullbrook, 1919. (After Bullbrook 1953, Fig. 4).
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published until the 1950s, are remarkable for their early
empbhasis on the reconstruction of prehistoric subsistence
patterns. It was a Swede, Sven Lovén, who in the mid-thirties
recapitulated the achievements of Fewkes, de Booy, Hatt and
scholars from Puerto Rico, the Dominican Republic and
Cuba of the first near-century of Caribbean archaeology on a
region-wide scale, adding relative time depth to his synthesis,
while deepening it with detailed ethnohistorical investigation.
Organized in diffusionistic terms, it is primarily concerned
with the origins of Caribbean (‘Taino’) culture on the South
American mainland. Lovén’s pivotal work has remained a
classic of interdisciplinary research (Lovén 1935).

In the 1930s the concern with establishing regional
culture-historical syntheses, based on stratigraphic excavation
techniques and processes of stylistic similarity seriation,
now pervading archaeological research in North America
(Willey and Sabloff 1980, 91-99), spilled over to the
Caribbean. This was mainly due to the establishment in 1933
of the Caribbean Anthropological Program of Yale
University, New Haven, CT, which originated as an offshoot
of a US government-designed programme for improving
relations with Latin America. Subsequent to the work of
Cornelius Osgood and others in Venezuela, it led to surveys
and excavations in Puerto Rico in cooperation with the US
National Museum by Froelich G. Rainey in 1934-5, followed
by a major archaeological research project by Benjamin
Irving Rouse in 1936-8 as part of the Scientific Survey of
Porto Rico and the Virgin Islands, sponsored by the New
York Academy of Sciences. Rouse’s work included a
systematic archaeological reconnaissance of Vieques
(Rainey 1940; Rouse 1952). It was the first of his numerous
research projects in the West Indies and adjoining areas
which would earn Rouse the honorary title ‘father of modern
Caribbean archeology’. While also initiating research in
Cuba and Haiti, leading to Rouse’s classic Prehistory in
Haiti: A Study in Method (1939) in which he developed his
‘analytical’ modal approach to handle ceramic attributes,
unfortunately Yale’s Caribbean Program fully bypassed the
Lesser Antilles where research was left to resident amateurs.

It was in Martinique that the first ongoing local programme
of excavation was started when Father Jean-Baptiste
Delawarde, a geographer, initiated digging and collecting at
several pottery sites in 1932. Another geographer and local
amateur, Eugene Revert, was commissioned in 1939 by
the Musée de I’'Homme, Paris, to continue excavating at
these and other sites on the island, following the tricentennial
exhibition in Paris of 1935 (J. Petitjean Roget 1970; Giraud
1997; Vidal 2007). On Barbados C.N.C. Roach was active
in collecting archaeological finds throughout the 1930s. Here
the Barbados Museum, which opened its doors in 1933,
became the focus of research (Drewett 1991). Finally, in
1930 the British anthropologist Douglas M. Taylor visited the

Island Carib communities of Dominica for the first time in
order to study the language and oral traditions of the last
Amerindians of the West Indies. Settled permanently on the
island from 1938 until his death in 1981, he would contribute
to our knowledge of Island Carib culture, society and
linguistics in a way unmatched since the seventeenth-century
travellers and missionaries (fig. 6).

Meanwhile Bullbrook continued excavating at the Erin site
under the auspices of the Archaeological Section of the
Historical Society of Trinidad and Tobago. Subsequent to
an extensive archaeological survey of Venezuela by Osgood
and George D. Howard in 1941, which was followed by
excavations on the Middle Orinoco conducted by the latter,
Osgood paid a short visit to Trinidad, noting close
resemblances between Bullbrook’s Erin material and the
ceramics he had just excavated on the Lower Orinoco
(Osgood 1942). Intrigued by these stylistic similarities,
Osgood induced Rouse to extend Yale’s Caribbean Program
to Trinidad while he himself conducted a field survey of
coastal British Guiana in 1944 (Osgood 1946). It resulted in

Figure 6 Papaw tree with Island Carib man and woman, 1667/1671.
(After du Tertre 1973, Il, opposite p. 336).
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expeditions to Trinidad by Rouse in 1946 and 1953, leading
to the island’s first relative chronology and prehistoric
cultural classification. Moreover, Rouse obtained the first
radiocarbon dates for the region from samples collected in
Trinidad (Rouse 1947; see Boomert 2000, 9-10).

Simultaneously Eugene Revert conducted the first
archaeological reconnaissance of Guadeloupe while,
continuing the latter’s work in Martinique, Father Robert
Pinchon, a naturalist and teacher, started systematic
archaeological research in 1945. His work resulted in the first
relative cultural chronology of the island, couched in ethnic
terminology (J. Petitjean Roget 1970). Following his research
in Trinidad, Rouse turned his attention to Venezuela where he
excavated extensively in collaboration with Jos¢ M. Cruxent
throughout the 1950s (Rouse 1961). Their investigations
culminated in Cruxent and Rouse’s classic culture-historical
synthesis of the country’s prehistory (Cruxent and Rouse
1958/9). Besides, it induced Rouse to develop his
phylogenetic system of cultural taxonomy of Caribbean
assemblages. Rouse also stimulated research in the Lesser
Antilles by his Yale students, including Gary S. Vescelius
in St. Croix and Marshall McKusick in St. Lucia who
established local chrono-cultural sequences for these islands
(e.g. McKusick 1960). Finally, the first archaeological
reconnaissance of Tobago was carried out by Geoffrey H.S.
Bushnell of the University of Cambridge, England, in 1955
(see Boomert 1996, 19-20).

In these years Rouse’s normative view of culture was
seriously challenged by environmentalist perspectives such
as the culture-ecological approach presented by Julian H.
Steward (e.g. Steward 1949). It prompted important
archaeological fieldwork by Betty J. Meggers and Clifford
Evans in Brazilian Amazonia and British Guiana in the late
1940s and 1950s (e.g. Evans and Meggers 1960). Steward’s
‘Circum-Caribbean’ hypothesis, suggesting an Andean
derivation of the chiefdom societies of northwest South
America and the Antilles and explaining Tropical Forest
Culture as a degenerate version of the latter, elicited a firm
rebuttal from Rouse (1953). The culture-ecological perspective
stimulated interest in prehistoric lifeways and adaptive
strategies. In the Caribbean the first detailed analysis of food
remains other than shells recovered from archaeological sites
was carried out by Elizabeth S. Wing of the University of
Florida who studied the animal bone material excavated by
Rouse in Trinidad (Wing 1962). It signalled the beginning of
a shift in archaeological research orientation from exclusively
culture-historical interpretation towards reconstruction of
past subsistence patterns and modes of life in the region.
Ironically, in North America a similar alteration in research
objectives took place as early as about 1940, i.e. some
twenty years earlier than in the West Indies (Willey and
Sabloff 1980, 130-131). A true milestone was reached in

the Lesser Antilles in 1961 when Father Pinchon organized
the first international meeting of regional archaeologists in
Fort-de-France, Martinique. Starting in 1967, this conference
would convene biennially, each time hosted by another
country or territory in the region (fig. 7), from 1985 onwards
formally enlarging its audience to the entire Antilles as the
trilingual congress of the International Association for
Caribbean Archaeology (IACA).

Conducting fieldwork in the entire Lesser Antilles and
beyond, a truly region-wide perspective was developed by
Ripley P. Bullen of the University of Florida and his wife
Adelaide K. Bullen during the late 1950s through 1970s.
Closely cooperating with local amateurs, they dug at various
sites in Trinidad, Barbados, Grenada, St. Vincent and the
Grenadines, St. Lucia, Martinique, Guadeloupe, St. Martin,
St. John, St. Thomas, and Puerto Rico. Contrary to Rouse,

The Grenada National Trust

Proceedings of the
THIRD INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS FOR THE STUDY
OF PRE-COLUMBIAN CULTURES _
OF THE LESSER ANTILLES

St. George's, Grenada, July 7-11, 1969.

Compte -rendu des communications du
TROISIEME CONGRES mTEmTIOML D' I::TU'DES
DES CIVILISATIONS PRECOLOMBIENNES

DES PETITES ANTILLES

St. George's, Grenade, 7-11 Juillet 1969

1970

Figure 7 Cover of the Proceedings of the Third International Congress
for the Study of Pre-Columbian Cultures of the Lesser Antilles (1970),
held in Grenada, July 1969.
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the Bullens used the ‘taxonomic’ type-variety model in order
to classify their archaeological materials. The cultural chrono-
logy of the Windward Islands, framed in ethnic identifications,
which they devised, would turn out to be highly influential
(e.g. Bullen and Bullen 1976). Besides, it was Adelaide K.
Bullen who initiated osteological archaeology in the region
(Goodwin 1978).

In these years important research was carried out on
St. Thomas by Frederick W. Sleight of the William L. Bryant
Foundation, Orlando, FL, on St. Lucia and Martinique by
William G. Haag of Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge,
LA, and by local avocational archaeologists such as Ronald
V. Taylor on Barbados, I.A. Earle Kirby on St. Vincent, the
Rev. C. Jesse on St. Lucia, Jacques Petitjean Roget on
Martinique, Father Maurice Barbotin on Marie-Galante,
Edgar Clerc on Guadeloupe (Delpuech 2002), and Fred
Olsen and Desmond V. Nicholson on Antigua. In 1973 the
latter joined forces with Rouse, leading to a multi-year
excavation project at various Ceramic Age sites on the island
under the auspices of Yale University. In addition, one of
Rouse’s students, Dave D. Davis, investigated the Archaic
occupation of Antigua. In these years the foundation of
various museums and archaeological societies in the Lesser
Antilles further stimulated research. For instance, in 1970
the Musée Départemental d’ Archéologie opened its doors in
Martinique. Mario Mattioni, an art historian, was appointed
its first director. French laws regarding archaeological
research were now formally implemented in the French
West Indies (Mézin 1991; Giraud 1995; 1997; 2002;
Delpuech 2007; Vidal 2007).

4 THE INTERPRETATIVE PERIOD
The contextual-functional perspective which pervaded North
American archaeology in the 1950s led to a major interest in
environmentalist approaches and reconstructing prehistoric
settlement patterns, especially following Willey’s Vir( Valley
project (Willey and Sabloff 1980, 130-131, 146-149). It was
adopted by researchers in the West Indies at a time when
in North America it had already evolved into the New
Archaeology or ‘processual’ approach which saw cultural
development as resulting primarily from long-term adaptive
processes and swept throughout global academia during the
1970s and 1980s (Trigger 2006, 392-405). In the Caribbean
detailed analysis of zooarchaeological remains now became
customary in order to reconstruct past lifeways and subsistence
strategies. It was Mattioni who in the 1970s initiated area
excavations aiming at deducing local community structure
and house plans at the Vivé and Fond-Briilé sites in
Martinique (Giraud 1997).

Simultaneously, Peter O’B. Harris carried out important
fieldwork at various sites in Trinidad under the auspices of
the Historical Society of Trinidad and Tobago (South Section),

which enabled him to develop the first detailed chrono-cultural
sequence for the Archaic Age in the island. In addition, Harris
continued Bushnell’s work in Tobago and initiated research
into the preceramic cultural ecology of Trinidad which he was
able to correlate with the Holocene sea-level rise in the Gulf
of Paria (Harris 1976). In spite of the increased emphasis on
analysing settlement and subsistence patterns, most of the
research carried out in the Lesser Antilles in these years
continued to be primarily culture-historical in character. Partly
this was due to the still fragmentary chrono-cultural sequences
available for many of the West Indian islands. Instead, it was
French structuralism that influenced archaeological
methodology in especially the French West Indies in these
decades. A clearly structuralist ‘cognitive’ perspective, which
in North America would break through during post-processual
times more than a decade afterwards, was presented by Henry
Petitjean Roget (1975) who analysed Early Ceramic pottery
decoration of the West Indies in order to reconstruct the
worldview of its manufacturers.

New research questions were now raised and old ones
approached from different angles. In Martinique Louis
Allaire, one of Rouse’s students, investigated the subject of
archaeologically identifying Island Carib pottery, rejecting
Bullen’s conclusions on this matter and excavating
extensively on the island in the 1970s and 1980s under the
auspices of Yale University, the Université de Montréal and
Manitoba University, Canada (Allaire 1977). Simultaneously,
in 1978-9 David R. Watters of Pittsburgh University, PA,
introduced probability sampling to the West Indies by archae-
ologically surveying the islands of Barbuda and Montserrat
using random selection of aligned transects, specifically
arranged to reconnoitre on foot the various ecosystems of
these islands. In these same years Luis A. Chanlatte Baik
(University of Puerto Rico, Rio Piedras) initiated a major
excavation project on Vieques which he would continue
throughout the 1980s and 1990s, cooperating with Yvonne
Narganes Storde (Chanlatte Baik and Narganes Storde 1983;
2005). Meanwhile Rouse continued working on his
chrono-cultural chart of the West Indies, refining it from time
to time (fig. 8; see Rouse 1964; 1986; 1992). He cooperated
with Watters in analysing the environmental diversity of the
Caribbean, while the latter compared the patterns of
horticulturalist colonization of Oceania and the Antilles
(e.g. Watters and Rouse 1989).

A truly ‘processual’ approach was presented by
R. Christopher Goodwin (Smithsonian Institution,
Washington, DC) who attempted to show that demographic
factors underlaid subsistence change during the Ceramic Age
in St. Kitts and beyond. From 1981 to 1992 the systematic
registration of rock art sites in the Lesser Antilles was
undertaken on a region-wide scale by the Dutch scholar
Cornelis N. Dubelaar (1995), who previously had inventoried
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Figure 8 Chronological chart of the ‘peoples and cultures in the Lesser Antilles’, drafted by B. Irving Rouse. (After Rouse 1992, Fig. 15).

the petroglyphs and rock paintings of the Guianas. A series
of major excavation programmes were now being initiated.
Such fieldwork was carried out by a team of Vienna
University, Austria, led by Herwig Friesinger at various sites
on St. Lucia between 1983 and 1986. In 1984 the Barbados
Museum and University College London established the
Barbados Archaeological Survey which would entail systematic
field surveys and excavations led by Peter L. Drewett
throughout the 1980s and 1990s. In Trinidad the establish-
ment of the Archaeological Centre at the St. Augustine
campus of the University of the West Indies (UWI) would
lead to a programme of site surveying and excavating in
both Trinidad and Tobago, as well as to efforts at registration
and official protection of known sites by the author in
cooperation with Peter O’B. Harris of the Historical Society
of Trinidad and Tobago (South Section) throughout the 1980s
and afterwards. Besides, the author continued Allaire’s
archaeological and ethnohistorical research into the
identification of Island Carib pottery (Boomert 1986).
Research accelerated tremendously in the Lesser Antilles
during the final quarter of the twentieth century, being
carried out by local museums or archaeological societies and
institutions, often associated with North American or West
European universities. Epoch-making area excavations were
conducted by Aad H. Versteeg of Leiden University, the

Netherlands, at the Golden Rock site of St. Eustatius from
1984 to 1989. His excavation of part of a Ceramic Age
village exposed numerous features including soil marks of
postholes which enabled the reconstruction of a number of
house plans (Versteeg and Schinkel (eds) 1992). Versteeg’s
work marked the start of a series of major projects
emphasizing settlement archaeology in the Lesser Antilles
conducted by archaeologists of Leiden University, notably
Corinne L. Hofman and Menno L.P. Hoogland, on Saba,

St. Martin, Guadeloupe, Désirade, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent
(fig. 9). In fact, the Leiden methods of analysing site
formation processes and spatial interpretation would become
the model for Caribbean archaeological research in the years
to come.

The establishment of regional archaeological services in
Martinique (1986) and Guadeloupe (1992) by the French
government would give research in the French West Indies a
major impetus (Delpuech 2001). Much fieldwork was now
realized here either independently or in cooperation with
Leiden University, the Université de Paris I and the
Université de Provence, Aix-en-Provence, both in France,
under the responsibility of the Direction Régionale des
Affaires Culturelles (DRAC) of Guadeloupe and that of
Martinique (Giraud 1997; Bérard 2004; Delpuech 2007,
Vidal 2007). In the 1990s and following years other
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Figure 6. Kelbey’s Ridge 2 site plan showing the postholes, burials (F068, F132, F148,

F149, F313 and F337) and hearths (F283, F284, F414, F503, F524 and F526). Note that
F526 belongs to the colonial occupation of the site.

Figure 9 Site plan of Kelbey’s Ridge 2 settlement, Saba, showing soil marks of postholes, burials and hearths. (After Hoogland and
Hofman 1993, Fig. 6).
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multi-year excavation projects were executed by Richard T.
Callaghan and losif Moravetz (University of Calgary, Alta.,
Canada) on St. Vincent, by David R. Watters (Carnegie
Museum, Pittsburgh, PA) and James B. Petersen (University
of Maine at Farmington, ME) on Montserrat, by the latter
and John G. Crock (University of Vermont at Burlington,
VT) on Anguilla, by A. Reg Murphy (National Parks
Antigua, St. John’s) and Paul F. Healy (Trent University,
Peterborough, Ont., Canada) on Antigua, by Elizabeth
Righter (Division for Archaeology and Historic Preservation,
US Virgin Islands) on St. Thomas, US Virgin Islands, by
Michele H. Hayward and Michael A. Ciquino (Panamerican
Consultants, Inc., Buffalo, NY) on St. Croix, US Virgin
Islands, by Peter L. Drewett on Tortola, British Virgin
Islands, and throughout the 1980s and 1990s by Samuel M.
Wilson (University of Texas at Austin, TX) on Nevis.
Especially Righter’s work at the Tutu site stands out for its
multidisciplinary approach (Righter (ed.) 2002).

The years around the turn of the century saw a noteworthy
widening of research interests. Study of the two dominant
themes in Caribbean archaeology, the multi-staged peopling
of the archipelago as a whole and the rise of complex society
in the Greater Antilles, intensified, while serious attempts
were now made to understand the processes of cultural
development and social interaction in the archipelago (Crock
and Petersen 2004; Hofman and Hoogland 2004; Keegan
2004). This has led to heightened insight into the
intercommunity exchange relationships throughout the
prehistoric Lesser Antilles and beyond (e.g. Watters 1997;
Hofman et al. 2007). Accordingly, investigation into
innovative methods of identifying the source areas of objects
of trade or exchange including ceramics and stone or shell
artefacts deepened (e.g. Knippenberg 2006). The composi-
tional and radiographical analysis of pottery, initiated by
Jacques Petitjean Roget (1970) in Martinique and followed
up by Donahue et al. (1990) in the Leeward Islands, is
presently being pursued by Hofman and others at Leiden
University where microscopic study of fabrics is combined
with that of geochemical analysis and ethnoarchaeological
research (Hofman and Bright 2004). This research dovetails
with the compositional studies of Caribbean ceramics by
Descantes and others at the University of Missouri, MO
(Descantes et al. (eds) 2008). In addition, a programme of
sourcing clays throughout the Lesser Antilles next to
workability tests is currently being carried out at Leiden
University to enable identification of the provenance areas of
pottery. In a similar way trace element variability in cherts is
being tested (Hofman et al. 2008). The study of use-wear
traces on shell, stone, bone, antler and coral tools, artefact
replication and experimental archaeology, pioneered by
Jeffery B. Walker in Puerto Rico in the 1970s, is undertaken
at Leiden University as well (Lammers-Keijsers 2007).

As to the analysis of past subsistence patterns, following
the initial attempts at isotopic research of amino acids in
fossil bone collagen in order to reconstruct prehistoric diet
and the first systematic archaeobotanical research of Lesser
Antillean sites in the 1990s (e.g. van Klinken 1991),
important progress is now being made in starch and phytolith
residue studies as well as that of human dental wear as
evidence of dietary practices. All of this recently enabled
synthesizing Caribbean palacoethnobiology on a region-wide
level (Newsom and Wing 2004; also Serrand 2007). In
addition, stable isotope analyses of bone and tooth enamel
are currently being used to reconstruct prehistoric life
histories in the Lesser Antilles, notably the patterns of
inter-island movement of individual Amerindians (Hoogland
et al. 2010; Laffoon and de Vos 2011). Also, the investiga-
tion of the climatically induced environmental alterations in
the Lesser Antilles and their impact on human life in the
archipelago has recently been intensified (e.g. Bertran er al.
2004), while the accelerated development of information
science during the past decade has led to an increased use of
sophisticated geophysical surveys, GIS-generated mapping,
aerial photography, photogrammetry and satellite imagery in
West Indian archaeology, notably on Trinidad, Barbados, the
Leeward and Virgin Islands (Reid 2008). Finally, no doubt
the first complete excavation by teams of Leiden University
of an Island Carib settlement site at Argyle, St. Vincent, in
2010, represents one of the most important archaeological
investigations in the Lesser Antilles of the past few decades
(see Hoogland et al. n.d.).

5 CONCLUSIONS

In retrospect, the political, cultural and linguistic
fragmentation of the Lesser Antilles has modelled the
development of scientific research in the area, including that
of archaeological investigation. The lack of region-wide
academic institutions and the late- to post-colonial political
situation led to research being advanced initially mainly due
to foreign initiative, either by North American or
West-European scholars. It was in the French West Indies
that in the 1930s the first continuous local programme of
archaeological investigation was developed. Interestingly,
while throughout most of its history archaeological research
in the Caribbean followed the same line of development as
that in North America (Willey and Sabloff 1980), typically
‘processual’ research strategies had relatively little impact in
at least the Lesser Antilles during the time New Archaeology
was reigning academia in the United States and Western
Europe. In contrast, from these years onwards it was a clearly
structuralist-derived ‘cognitive’ perspective that influenced
archaeological investigation in especially the French West
Indies, thus being initiated in the region more than a decade
earlier than the breakthrough of post-processualism in
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North America. At present local museums, universities,
heritage foundations or historical societies are actively
protecting and pursuing archaeological investigation in the
Lesser Antilles, often in collaboration with European or
North American universities. Clearly, research is most
thriving in territories which form part of larger political units
with established and firmly endorsed forms of protective
heritage legislation and the financial means to enforce them.
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Indigenous religious traditions in Central Nicaragua:
ethnohistorical documentation for an unknown archaeological record

The archaeological record in the central region of Nicaragua
remains one of the most poorly understood in the Americas.
Currently, there is merely a sketchy view on initial
occupation, and some rudimentary data on late prehistoric
habitational characteristics. An important aid in improving
this regional field of archaeology is the use of Colonial
Period documentary Spanish sources. In these texts,
observations by Spanish missionaries and soldiers describe
the ritual practices of the indigenous communities in the
region, and reveal particular Mesoamerican or pan-American
features. These improve current archaeological understand-
ings of indigenous ceremonial activities and views of sacred
landscapes.

1 INTRODUCTION

The colonization of the Americas has produced an invaluable
documentary record for the study of the indigenous past of
the continent. Although far from straightforward in their
content, the chronicles written by those involved in the
conquest have left us a look at the indigenous societies in
many regions of Central and South America. Even for the
pre-Hispanic past of Nicaragua, the small number of known
early works has received considerable attention from both
(ethno-)historians and archaeologists. However, not until the
late sixteenth century are any detailed written data available
for the central region of Nicaragua. Considered a
mountainous backwater during the first half of the sixteenth
century, this central region (including the areas of the
modern political provinces or departments of Matagalpa,
Boaco, Chontales, San Juan del Sur and RAAS) did not
grasp the attention of the Spanish colonizer (fig. 1). Also due
to its poorly accessible geography and hostile indigenous
population, considered ‘barbaric’, any significant extent of
colonization effort was discouraged. In large part due to the
communications that occurred between the Spanish and the
Nicarao indigenous peoples, living on the Pacific coast, a
pejorative cultural representation of the indigenous communi-
ties in the central region was formed around the ethnic
identifier of ‘Chontal’ (Ibarra Rojas 1994, 233). Considered
enemies by the Nicarao, the Chontal in particular, and the
central region in general, came to be seen as unattractive to
Spanish entries.

Laura N.K. Van Broekhoven and Alexander Geurds

These negative considerations on the part of the Spanish
change dramatically once the earliest reports on the natural
resources in the central region started to emerge. Mainly due
to the reported presence of gold around the communities of
La Libertad and Santo Domingo, the region now becomes
rather attractive to have control over, both to the Spanish
Crown and to the English and the Dutch from the Caribbean
side of the country. Still, the mines of Chontales were not
exploited until the eighteenth century, so that these activities
predominantly had their effect on the Nueva Segovia region
at the beginning of the conquest.

For the Spanish ‘colonizer’, the English and Dutch incursions
and the potential threat these formed to the Spanish Pacific
region were the convincing argument for establishing a
permanent and visible Spanish presence in the central region.
From the subsequent period, multiple historical documents
are known with accounts and descriptions of the indigenous
cultural practices witnessed by Spanish missionaries and
soldiers active in the region. Such cultural practices provide
contexts to the archaeological remains currently being studied
in the central region. In this chapter we elaborate briefly on
some of these valuable but little-studied documentary
sources, from the Archivo General de Indias (hereafter AGI),
the Archivo General de Centro America (hereafter AGCA),
the Historical Archives of the Franciscan Province of
Michoacén, the Temple of San Francisco at Celaya (hereafter
AHC) and the Archives of the Curia of the City of Guatemala
(hereafter ACG).! We focus on the presence of Spanish
missionaries and their views on the indigenous ritual
practices to improve current understandings of ceremonial
activities and indigenous views of sacred landscapes.

2 THE SPANISH COLONIZATION OF CENTRAL
NICARAGUA
As elsewhere in Central America, central Nicaragua was not
conquered in one single attempt. This is confirmed by the
early chronicles of the time and tribute lists, which indicate
that at no time were major Spanish cities established there, in
the sense of administrative centres. Consequently, cultural,
economic and political change followed a trajectory different
to that in the Pacific region. These differences formed a basis
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Figure 1 Map of Central Nicaragua.

for introducing the concept of the so-called “Frontera
Segoviana”, following the central mountains of Nicaragua
and effectively circumscribing the Spanish-controlled
territory (Van Broekhoven 2002, 69-70).

Previous studies have observed that the demographic
decline of the population was much greater on the Pacific
coast than in the central region of the country and that villages
closer to Spanish settlements were significantly more affected
than remote indigenous communities. Likely the indigenous
Mosquito population, located in the Caribbean coastal zone,
had some sense of the dangers represented by the Spanish
colonizer (Van Broekhoven 2002, 69-70). Knowing the
difficulties experienced by the Spanish when conquering the
area, one wonders how reliable the numbers are that we have
from the first census for the central region of Nicaragua.
Nonetheless, it is significant that the number of expedited land
titles is significantly lower than in other regions of Nicaragua,
and that land rights of the indigenous communities seem to
have been better protected, or at least were not as severely
affected by the arrival of the Spanish (Radell 1969; Newson
1987, 116; Incer 1990). This limited impact was likely due to
the fact that most of the indigenous communities were located
in the mountainous interior, which had effectively not been
conquered by the Spanish.

3 CONQUERING THE INVINCIBLE
While the central region only experienced sporadic contact
with the Spanish colonizers, the Pacific was placed entirely
under Spanish control, and therefore, under the encomienda
system in the early sixteenth century. This system regulated
rights to land and (indigenous) labour in the Spanish
colonies. From the mid-sixteenth century, however, the
boundary of the area administrated by the Spanish was
gradually expanded eastward. As such, ever more indigenous
communities were subjected to the encomienda system.
Meanwhile, in the frontier areas, which had proved difficult
to conquer, catholic missions were established. For much of
the Colonial period, however, a large portion of the
indigenous population in the central region remained outside
Spanish control, immediately east of the Frontera Segoviana.
In the territory of the modern province of Chontales,
contacts with the Spanish were somewhat irregular. For
example, direct contact between royal and local officials and
representatives of indigenous people was established only
through mayors and magistrates who, according to Newsom,
“were probably the worst oppressors of the Indians”
(Newson 1987, 128). Formally, these officials were
responsible for collecting taxes, redistribution of work within
the division or township and civil and criminal jurisdiction in
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cases of “indios contra espahnoles” or “indios contra indios”.
As such, mayors and magistrates exercised almost exclusive
control over the communication between the colonized and
colonizers, being in the ideal position to equally exploit both.
This type of contact mostly occurred in rural areas, not in
towns: “the nearer villages were to the residences of officials,
the greater the likelihood and degree of exploitation they
suffered” (Newson 1987, 129).

The abuse of the magistrates who ruled the central region
was many times the subject of discussion in colonial
documents, found in the archives of Guatemala and Spain.

A long range of abuses is mentioned, often tyrannical and
cruel behaviour by the governors, magistrates and mayors
that even frightened the Spanish visitors to the region,
causing them to report these serious abuses. Already in 1608
Friar Francisco Rivera mentions that relocation of the
montaiieses or mountain people is difficult, above all, for fear
of abuse: “lo que mas se temen [los indigenas], es del mal
tratamiento de los espanoles”.? Later on we will discuss
some of the writings of Friar Rivera.

In general, magistrates and mayors ruling over provinces
of Nicaragua and Costa Rica were notorious for abusing the
indigenous people working on their farms and land: they
forbade them to go to church on holidays and sold them
goods at inflated prices. The magistrates of Sébaco are
mentioned as some of the cruelest in such abuses. Around
1670, for example, the abuse at Sébaco reached such a
degree that they caused “mas [de] trecientos Indios con sus
familias [..] dejasen su reduccion y se fuesen a los Montes™.?
Similarly, in a report of Friar Andrés de las Navas Quevedo
from 1680 concerning the mayor of Sébaco, Jacob of
Alcayaga, the friar compares the attitude of the magistrates
and mayors to the destruction that would have followed
would three pests have been unleashed in sequence, and even
that would not have caused an equal amount of harm.*

Based on this destructive behaviour, combined with the
introduction of diseases and the slave trade, the population of
the central region had been reduced to such an extent that
cattle ranchers, originating from Granada and intent on
settling in the region, easily came to outnumber the
indigenous population (Radell 1969). The largely indigenous
population of the central region predominantly lived in the
mountains. Since land divisions were focused on the foothills
and plains of the region and less in the mountains, much of
the indigenous population in the central region was not much
affected by these divisions, or by the encomienda system.
This is the primary reason why there is only little
information on the indigenous communities of this central
region and the pertaining land divisions and land titles.
Based on this lack of previously known historical data, some
researchers have proposed that the central region was
scarcely inhabited and that its indigenous population density

was much lower than elsewhere. However, numerous reports,
some presented here, authored by the missionaries of
communities in the mountains and its hinterland, sketch

a different image for the early colonial period in central
Nicaragua.

4 CHRISTIANIZATION: MISSIONARY STRATEGY AND
INDIGENOUS RESPONSE

The spiritual conquest of the region was carried out mainly

by the Franciscan missions of the Order of Divine Mercy.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, this order

focused on relocating numerous indigenous communities in

order to subject them to Spanish rule and the Catholic faith.

Even though the Franciscans had a number of missions in
Nicaragua and in part managed some of the taxpaying
indigenous villages, they remained inactive in the conversion
of indigenous subjects until the last quarter of the sixteenth
century. Their missionary efforts were largely unsuccessful,
to some extent due to the limited financial support given to
them by the Crown, and also because of the conversion
methods used by missionaries. Their written reports,
however, describe a number of indigenous ritual practices.

At the outset of the process to relocate the indigenous
population, the church thought that this would take place in
an orderly fashion and relatively quickly. It was believed that
“aquellas barbaras gentes que depuesta la nativa ferocidad,
[..] vienen como mansos corderos al rebano de la iglesia”.’
That was the Franciscan outlook, when in 1610, Friar
Francisco de Rivera revisits the relocated indigenous
populations in the central region and reports that about two
hundred people were living “en formada poblacion™ and
were in the process of being instructed in the faith. Among
them 84 adults and at least 54 minors had already been
baptized, which, according to Rivera, is a straightforward
affair: “porque al parecer reciuan estos infieles lo que se les
ensefia, y aun a nosotros con voluntad y amor”.® Friar Juan
de Albuquerque mentions the same thing when it comes to
the relocations carried out further inland, on the banks of the
river Muy Muy: “visto que sin mucha contradiccion y algo
alegres revivian nuestra santa fe, procuro q en un lugar
cdmodo junto al mismo rio hiciesen las casas y yglesias y
para ello”.’

Simultaneously, however, the friars realized the difficulties
of their undertaking. Consequently, they tried to convert the
indigenous people as far removed as possible from their
communities since they would, even though supposedly
converted or relocated, still return to their homes in the
mountains: “no lo e logrado porque luego que me sentian
desamparauan sus bibiendas y se me huiian a la Montaha que
es ynpentransible”.® In the late seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries, the indigenous people were no longer
so easily persuaded with gifts and trinkets as in earlier
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periods. Besides that, their previous interest had waned,
many of the gifts were readily available via trade in the
Mosquitia with the Sambo indigenous people and the English
themselves (Ibarra Rojas 2011). The result of all this is that
the so-called ‘mountain people’ largely ceased to come down
from the mountains, not only for fear of the diseases that
awaited them there, but also due to the high taxes that were
demanded from them and the abuse they received.

When the mentioned techniques of persuasion failed,
Spanish soldiers were sent to the indigenous mountain
communities with orders to return them to their relocations.
There was considerable controversy among the Spanish over
the use of force in converting the indigenous people here.
While some felt that it was impossible to do this by force,
and persuasion was seen as the only way to make a lasting
conversion, others believed in fierce and long-lasting
punishment.’ The former considered the participation of
indigenous ‘relocators’ timely and essential. These were
speakers of native languages and knowledgeable about the
customs of the peoples concerned.

One of the problems that the Catholic powers faced was
the diversity of languages spoken among the different
communities. The Order accordingly advised missionaries to
learn and know the languages spoken in the regions where
they preached in order to facilitate the conversion of the
indigenous people.'® However, it was almost impossible to
learn them all. To solve this problem, the missionaries
operating in the central region adopted different strategies.
One was to capture and convert a small number of indigenous
people, who could then act as interpreters. This phenomenon
can be observed, for example, during visits by judges who
brought multilingual interpreters with them.!! Another method
was to use indigenous converts, who had proven to be very
devout, sending them to the people that remained to be
relocated.

In a letter from Duarte Navarro directed at Juan de
Albuquerque concerning the relocations, the methods applied
in relocating the locals are described in detail, carefully
explaining this process for the central region. Here we can
observe that the first conversions that took place far inland in
the central region, in the year 1606, were undertaken in
charge of a native of the region of Muy Muy, who knew the
language and was the only one brave enough to enter more
than 30 leagues inland. He dared enter very rough and high
mountains, crossing fast-flowing rivers and walking across
very muddy land:

“Fray Juan de Albuquerque de la horden de nra sefiora de la merced
dice que en el afo de 1606, siendo comendador del convento del
pueblo de ¢ibaco juridicion de leon [..] supo como en las montanas
de tauauaca junto al rrio de muy muy habia cantidad de yndios
montafeses ynfieles y procuro ynbiarles un yndio cristiano llamado
Don Diego Hernandez para que les persuadiese de su parte a que

reuiuiese el Santo Bautismo [..] procuro luego [..] y les trajo se
boluiesen xnos y a monesto lo muebo q les ynportaua el serlo y que
desta manera ganarian el cielo y tendrian comunicacion con los otros
yndios xnos y que Vuestra magestad los fauoreceria y ampararia en
todo y que nadie les agrauiaria lo qual tomaron bien”.!?

Moreover, he was the only one who could communicate with

the natives he encountered in the area:

“... dexo al yndio don Diego xno le seruia de ynterprete, por que la
lengua que el sauia del pueblo de cebaco aunque en algunos
bocablos frisaba e con la suya, no hera vastante para poderles degir
y dar a entender lo que el queria y hasi servia este yndio de
ynterpete [sic] y por q este hauia sido el primero q de ellos dio
noticia se detubo los dias q pudo”.'?

After finding new indigenous communities, missionaries
typically decided to relocate them. In other words, people
were removed from their homes, displaced, and had their
livelihood completely changed. To relocate them from further
afield in the mountains to for example the river plains, to
keep them under control and in the vicinity of the estates of
the conquerors to enable them to provide personal services,
missionaries needed to obtain land and build homes for
settling the newly relocated indigenous people. These
themselves used to build a church and, separately, had to
learn the Christian faith, attend Mass and dress like the other
Christianized indigenous people. The Spanish offer in return,
instead of trinkets, usually consisted of promising tax
exemptions. The intention was that the other indigenous
people in the region, who had refused to be relocated, seeing
the good treatment, “dejaran sus ydolatrias y vendran a
conocimiento de la Berdad”.

At first, some of the missionaries were convinced that only
through mild treatment could the indigenous people be
relocated. However, over time, this attitude changed
completely. Complaints about mistreatment of indigenous
people by the Spanish conquerors were countless, as were
complaints about the missionaries. We found numerous
documents by various municipal authorities (“Regidor y todos
los los prinsipales y tatoques”) directed to the Royal Crown.
These contain complaints of abuse, theft of money, rape and
abuse of female mayors, which, according to these letters,
motivated the regional depopulation: “por lo cual se despuebla
mi pueblo temerosos de que no hallan remedio, ni consuelo ni
administracion, ni sacerdote que los entierre [..]”.1*

5 INDIGENOUS RITUAL CONCEPTS IN THE CENTRAL
REGION

The importance of missionary texts, although written in

Spanish and by religious evangelists during the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries, cannot be underestimated. These

texts provide us with an inexhaustible source of information

of a highly variable character, both about the intentions of
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the friars, and about the thinking, customs and beliefs of

the indigenous peoples of central Nicaragua. In fact, they
provide us with the only texts that endured to the present
time since so far no other reviews about worldview, ideology,
beliefs and customs of this area were known. Unfortunately,
the information generated in these documents is utterly
corrupted by the intolerant views of the friars. These were
trained monks who arrived prepared to condemn any opinion
or tradition that did not coincide with theirs. As we will see
below, in doing so, indigenous concepts were placed within
their own preconceived frameworks, serving Christian
religious concepts such as “demonios”, “brujas (witches)”
and other forms of “idolatria” in general.

5.1 Indigenous “Witchcraft”

When the Friars Rodrigo de Betancourt and Tomas Delgado
arrived at the Pueblo Nuevo of San Pedro Metapa near
Sébaco, they received the news that in some villages in the
vicinity witchcraft was still being practised. In particular, in
the communities of Matagalpa, Solingalpa, Molaguina,
Xinotega and Muy Muy, all of them pertaining to Sébaco.
Fray Rodrigo de Betancourt decided not to enter the towns
because he was not very hopeful this would pay off.
Considering that the mentioned communities were close to
where they were at the time, the friars instead decided to
bring over some of these “brujos ydolatras y malos”. Based
on the information given by inhabitants of Pueblo Nuevo,
Rodrigo de Betancourt admonished the “brujos” to cease
their “errors”.

The friar compiled a report which in part refers to an
enchanted cave, located in a hill called Cuyotepet, situated
near the village of Sébaco. The “presidente Capitan Alguazil
mayor, sus ministros y mujeres,” came to this cave every
week to make human sacrifices (eight persons including
children, young and old), slit throats and give blood to “los
demonios”, committing acts of cannibalism: stewing the meat
of the slaughtered persons and eating it. According to the
report, those attending transformed into different types of
animals by wearing their skins, and once in their converted
state began to cohabitate “nefanda- y bestialmente”. Also,
through their powders, enchanted rocks and roots they had all
kinds of powers and supernatural forces. They could kill,
love, “torear y melear”. In the eyes of the friars such acts
should be denominated as diabolical and superstitious and
therefore had to be eliminated. The report furthermore reveals
that the cave had a snake in a “chaguite” which could only
be seen by those who visited to the cave, while in fact the
cave would only open when hearing some words from the
mouths of particular people: the President and the Captain.!

What can be seen here is that nearly all the elements
mentioned above correspond to stereotypical characteristics
of witchcraft in Europe. Examples are the slit throats, acts of

cannibalism, or processing of animals and humans living
together in a kind of Black Sabbath. Phenomena which can
be seen in the famous meetings of witches in Late Medieval
Europe, who supposedly flew on broomsticks to live among
themselves and execute their spells.

On the other hand, many of these same elements could
also be interpreted as remnants of rites and ceremonies with
a pre-Hispanic indigenous origin, such as the transforming
into different animals, like a tiger, monkey or deer, all of
which played an important role in the indigenous worldview.
Also the use of dust, rocks and roots to manipulate situations
and people is a pre-Hispanic indigenous practice.

Other elements that appear in the documents even more
clearly indicate that part of the narrative produced by the
friars surely must be interpreted as having an indigenous
pre-Hispanic nature. This is seen in, for example, the
phenomenon of the ‘owners’ of the hills, the rain and the
storms, the demon that “les apareze las mas vezes en figura
de sus biejos difuntos” and who, therefore, easily knows how
to manipulate neighbours of the community, the use of red
beans as an instrument of divination, the use of crosses as a
repellent for “brujas”, the gourd of worms that had to be
conserved through “flores de espino”.

The friars, having heard of the cave, would have wanted to
try and find it and end the ceremonies that took place there.
To this purpose they attempted to attract the elderly and
women who controlled its entry. Thus, they entered the
village of Sébaco, and took two old men and one woman,
incarcerating two of them, the president Melchor Lopez and
his wife, in El Castillo, this probably being the Spanish
fortification on the San Juan river. The cave, however, was
never found.

5.2 Resistance to conversion

According to reports by friars, the attitude of the villagers of
Xinotega, Matagalpa and Sébaco towards them was hostile
and deceitful. Consider, for example, the description offered
by Friar Antonio Margil de Jesis when he says:

“... los yndios le an engafado traiendole dos o tres noches por

el monte tonteando sin querer descubrir la orrorosa cueba por que
el demonio les manda no lo agan por ser tan orrorosa”.'¢

The consternation of the friar suggests that Margil de Jests
was not used to being tricked like this. As we will discuss
below, Luis Antonio Muhoz, Chief Justice and War Captain
of Sébaco, was also often facing the same kind of deceptions
and misunderstandings in a village near to Jinotega. The
most extreme case can be seen in Sébaco where friar
Rodrigo de Betancourt tells us, his desperation reached such
a point that he no longer considered it possible to evangelize
the community and decided to leave it as a lost case, filled
with rebels:
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“Fray Rodrigo, abiendo salido de el dicho Pueblo Nuevo para este de
Matagalpa y passando mui zerca de el de Sébaco no quiso entrar en

el a azer la Santa mission conoziendo el poco fruto que abifa de sacar
y les echo su maldizion por rebeldes y bino a este de Matagalpal..].”!”

In some cases, the friar thought it indeed quite impossible to
eradicate the witchcraft practices. To illustrate this, the
following quote by Margil de Jesus:

“No excusso en la ocasion pressisa dezir azerca de tantos tan
repetidos y diabolicos enbustes en que la fazil y mala naturaleza de
estos Yndios estan metidos el poco o ningun remedio que a de tener
esto porque aunque aora con las exortaxiones de estos varones
apostholicos pareze hauerse consumido muchos ynstrumentos
diabolicos quemado y conjurado cuebas extinguido pactos y abussos;
como no se han hecho castigos exemplares que les sirba de
escarmiento an de boluer con maior fuerza a sus maldades y aunque
sean quitado estas tres o quatro cauezillas con destierro al castillo
sin embargo dejan muchas raizes en la ensehanza de sus dizipulos
porque todos ellos son Naturalm[en]te, [124r] ynclinados a lo malo y
a cossas diabolicas sin poder los reducir a razon ; porque quitar a los
Yndios si se les pierde la bestia o la vez que dejen de buscar al
zaboril, o sabio (que ellos llaman) para que echela suerte o les dee el
Polbo o la piedra es querer atajar los reios y poner puertas al campo
porque es aquello mas de su errencia que la ley evangelica.”'®

In this quote one can recognize how far removed his
preachings were from the laws and customs of the
indigenous populations of central Nicaragua.

In this particular case, all inhabitants of Matagalpa were
summoned to turn in their “maldades, cafiutos, polvos para
enamorar, boltear, sortear, torear, encantar, melear y otras
cosas” as it was known, “por ciertos informes”, that “brujerfas,
ydolatrfas y malefizios” existed in the town.!® As Luis Antonio
Muiioz confirms in his letter, the inhabitants of Matagalpa had
been threatened that “si bien no lo entregauan serian
castigados por la justizia”. It is unclear whether this ‘justice’
refers to an ecclesiastical or secular court. Apparently, all
residents had turned in their powders and other instruments of
“brujerfa”: “Me asegura dicho M.[R.P.] que todos fueron
entregando sus maldades cafhutos, polvos para enamorar,
boltear, sortear, torear, encantar, melear y otras cosas”.?

However, there was still the cave from where all these
instruments originated. In fact there were four caves,
decorated with pictographs. The cave wall paintings
represented various wild animals like snakes, jaguars, and
monkeys and were made using red and chalk pigments:

“[..] descubrieron quatro cuevas (no me quisso dezir si abfa en ellas
sacrifizios) dijome supe y vi que en ellas aufa pintados demonios
sierpes tigres micos y otros animales ynmundos en los pehascos.
Como asi vi el y dados de Almagra y tiza y tan feos y abominables
que caussaban orror [..]”.2!

The level of detail offered in the friar’s description of the
ceremonies held in the cave, is impressive:

“...y que/ estos al son de un tanboritillo mui funesto y peque/fio
rezeuian y tomaban cuerpo bailaban comian/ y coabitaban con los
Cofrades de las Tales cuebas/ y al mismo son se ponia el
tamborillillo como de oro/ y toda la cueba mui limpia enrramada y
dora/da con pacto y aparienzia diabolica ensefiome / un gusanillo
biuo que era un demonio para sus em/bustes de hechura
extraordinaria y unos ojillos/ alumbrantes que de noche alumbrauan
como una can/dela y una corona de ule para el Rey y otros trastes/
que recojio tan supertiziosos que dava orror”.

In this quote several elements are mentioned that play a role
in the ritual practices conducted in the caves. For example,
the little drum “mui funesto y pequefio”, to the sound of
which, those who visited the cave, lived and danced with the
“cofrades de la cueva”. We can interpret these “cofrades” as
“duendes” that are mentioned further on in the text and will
be discussed later on. Another feature of the drum was that it
changed in appearance and turned golden when beaten.
During such ceremonies the cave itself also underwent
certain changes. It was decorated with flowers, and, similar to
the drum, its interior colour changed into a golden colour. It
is unclear why the “trastes” caused horror or were objects of
superstition. Were these ceramic vessels or gourds? Did these
have decorative elements that caused the horror among the
friars? Concerning the worm symbol with which the cheating
was done, this also has some magical properties: apart from
being a living creature, it had eyes that lit up at night, which
obviously may point to an identification as a firefly.

Of particular interest is the mention of a rubber crown
“para el Rey”. We do not know what kind of king is referred
to here by the friars, but this information is highly significant
because, until now, it had been generally accepted that the
central region of Nicaragua had poorly defined social
inequality.

To the extent possible for them, the friars were keen on
destroying the caves by setting fires in them, a feat that had
to be undertaken in risky circumstances:

“[..] que [lla]Jmaronse las dhas quatro cuebas con assistensia de mi
theniente en Ynterim que yo estaua en sebaco; y me aseguran de
una dhas cuebas que esta cassi dentro de el Pueblo y mui zercana a
la Yglesia de la parzialidad molaguina que con poca llefa se le dio
fuego y luego comenzo a hazer un ruido como bramidos sordos de
toro y a poco rato dio unos truenos tan orrorosos y arrojo por alto
las pehas mui grandes mui largo trecho que todos se admiraron
concordando los dictamenes en que fue sentimiento de algun
Demonio que alli abitaba. [120r] Y en las demas cuebas susedio lo
mismo aunque no con tal movimiento.”??

5.3 A possible reference to stone statuary in the
central region

In Jinotega the resistance to the conquest expressed itself in a

similar manner. When the war captain Luis Antonio Muhoz,

the missionaries, together with the priest from Matagalpa,
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Ignacio Galiano, arrive at the town of Jinotega, a resident of
the village offers them to deliver the “bulto de Virgen”. Its
description (see below), including words like “Ydolo” and
“ydolo demonio”, makes it likely that this bundle of the Holy
Virgin looked like a type of stone statue, anthropomorphic in
character, female, two feet or more in height: “de media bara
o tres quartas de alto de piedra blanquisca echura de muger

las manos puestas y la cara rossada”.?

The description is ambiguous, it might be a reference to a
statue of the Catholic Virgin but it seems implausible that the
friars and Luis Antonio Mufioz would describe this image as
‘ydolo demonio’. The description of the bundle or statue is
reminiscent of the widespread pre-Hispanic tradition of stone
statuary documented in the central region (Geurds et al.
2010). The description that Luis Antonio Mufioz offers is
arguably somewhat brief, but still allows for a comparison
with the indigenous stone statues in the collection of the
Museum Gregorio Aguilar Barea (Figure 2). Luis Antonio
Muhoz’s references to the statue as being an idol, who spoke

to them “en todo quanto se les ofrezia y le pedian”,
combined with the references to ceremonies and offerings of
candles and incense that were made to the idol by the
indigenous religious specialist and two other persons who,
“en aquel tiempo (eran) Adan y Eva” and went to the
mountain to “buscar el remedio de sus nessesidades”,
undoubtedly provide more evidence. The statues may have
been material memories of ancestors, possibly from a deep
and sacred past. Indeed, the references by Luis Antonio
Munoz, Margil de Jesiis and friar Rodrigo de Betancourt
indicate that some of the statues were seen and worshipped
as pre-Hispanic deities, and that the Virgin as described by
them is merely another example of this.

6 THE “DUENDE”: AN EVIL POWER

During their quest to eliminate the cult of the Virgin bundle,
Luis Antonio Mufoz and friar Margil de Jests, learned of
other beliefs in Jinotega as well, expressed by “pontifizes”
and representations of Adam and Eve. The latter were
represented as an old man and his wife, seen accompanying

Figure 2 Stone statues in the collection of the Museum Gregorio Aguilar Barea
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others on their journey to the abovementioned cave, crossing
a small lagune “que haze a la falda de un serro entre monte
espeso sombrio y funebre”. The old man told them that in
this place, in the location of the lake, the image of the
“demonio” first appeared. At that time in Spanish garb, but
during the second time dressed as an “Yndio Viejo”. This old
man was the one who provided them with powders to fall in
love or make other charms, and gave “frijoles y para tirar
bien las flechas al benado y para fuerza y otras yeruas y
raizes venenosas y malas”.

Based on the information we currently have, most of
“las brujerfas” were made by women of an advanced age,
and therefore with considerable knowledge. Take, for
example, the reference by friar Margil to a witch from
Queretaro (Mexico) who admits all her spells to Margil and
friar Juan Alonso de Ortega. Margil describes the scene in
reference to a quote from “Treatise on the superstitions of the
Indians Matagalpja [sic], Jinotega, Muimui, and others from
Sébaco; and the various entanglements with which the devil
deceives so-called sorcerers”, authored by friar Rodrigo de
Betancourt. The contents of this document are still unknown
at the moment, and, accordingly, the extracts we documented
in the Archivo de la Curia, are extremely interesting. When
Margil comes across a “bruja” in Queretaro and hears her
confessions, the priest views the situation described by friar
Rodrigo about “witches” in Matagalpa and Sébaco as greatly
similar:

“[812r] cuando [..] pasé a Queretaro, una gran bruja, mobida por
Dios, nos comunicd, y declard al Reverendo Padre Fray Juan Alonso
de Ortega, Ex Guardian de dicho colegio [812v] y a mi, todas sus
artes, nos entregd los instrumentos, declaré quienes son los papas,
obispos de Queretaro, y sus alrededores, y el modo de sacrificios,
maleficios, nahuales, armas etc. es 1o mismo, que lo que escribe en
su Quaderno el Reverendo Padre Fray Rodrigo, solo sirve disuena,
lo que dicho Padre Fray Rodrigo dice en su dicho Quaderno, que
todos todos, desde el vientre de su Madre nacen brujos etc. por que
sus padres desde entonses los entregan al Demonio, no es assi, por
que esta misma vieja, con ser desde el vientre de su madre gran
bruja, porque sus padres lo eran, y la entregaron al Demonio, pero
es casada con un yndio ladino, mui buen cristiano, inosente de toda
la maldad de su muger, pues dice ella, que siempre se ha guardado
de su marido, y de todos los demas cristianos, sean Indios, o no lo
sean, que no son del Arte, y assi no todos son brujos, sino solos
aquellos que desienden de brujos, o por su mal natural lo quieren
ser, arrimandose a los brujos, como disipulos para aprender & y lo

mismo creo de todo esse Reyno de Guatemala”.>*

Contrastingly, Muhoz also refers to a young person aged
between sixteen and twenty years who he had arrested. This
young man told him: “[..] que tenfa una cueba donde con
siertas palabras le salia un duende en figura de un hombre
chiquillo y le ablaua y le daua poluos de enamorar, piedras
de torear y debrazos raizes de matar poluos de tirar venado y

otros ymmundizias”.?> The agreement with this “duende”
was that after obtaining the powders which are necessary,
the one who received them “se abia de labar la chrisma en
una batea que sacaba alli el demonio”.?® Such an act was
considered diabolical in the eyes of the friars.

The description is revealing also for the reason that for the
“duende” to give what it was asked, the requesting person
also had to maintain four worms that were kept in a gourd
and that one had to “mantener estos quatro gusanos con unas
flores de espino que llevaba cada semana a remudar”. Here
then is mentioned a list of objects that played a role in the
indigenous ceremonies: a gourd (hence our suggestion that
the “trastes” mentioned in the folio [119v] may have been
gourds), the punt and chrism. It also mentions a “duende”
which lives in the cave, and four white-coloured wormes.

However, this case is not the only example. Elsewhere, the
friars also were confronted with evil “duendes” and deceivers
who seemed to have some common characteristics, such as
the ability to make predictions, knowing how to avoid the
friars, not showing themselves when the friars came to stop
them, and talking loudly while hiding from sight.

7 HUNTING FOR WITCHES

In central Nicaragua, as in medieval Europe, the demonologi-
cal aspects of witch hunt were accompanied by a period of
political and social upheaval. Who were these witches Margil
de Jests, Betancourt and his companions had in mind? What
kind of witchcraft did Luis Mufioz expect to encounter when
he made his entry into Sébaco and Jinotega? To answer this
we have to clarify the cultural context in which the friars
based their judgments and findings. Since it is the Catholic
and European mentality during the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries that is the likely cause of the lack of
understanding on the part of the friars, when confronted with,
what were to them, unknown and mysterious indigenous
ritual practices in Nicaragua.

If we uncritically accept the interpretations of the
conquerors in order to understand the beliefs and ritual
system of the indigenous communities in Central Nicaragua,
we then would need to assume that a notion of evil existed
among the indigenous concepts, that equaled the European
concept of Satan or a comparable entity that embodied all the
evil in the world and, simultaneously, another entity that
symbolized everything good and divine in the world. As
Irene Silverblatt rightly shows in the case of Andean
indigenous societies:

“[..] La cosmologia andina no tenia una nocion del mal, encarnado
en un ser satanico. En contrario, la filosofia andina implica

una vision ‘dialéctica’ del universo en el cual fuerzas opositoras
eran vistas como reciprocas y complementarias, necesario para

la reproduccion de la sociedad en su conjunto” (Silverblatt
1987:172).%7
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Silverblatt’s description has been shared by many contempo-
rary authors, both for the Andean world and for the circum-
Caribbean and Mesoamerican culture areas. But this obviously
was not the image that the conquerors sought to demonstrate
to the European public. The tremendous discrepancy between
the image that the friars were projecting onto the indigenous
reality and reality itself, is noteworthy. Similarly, in the case
of central Nicaragua, the Franciscan friars, together with

the conquistadores, through the lens of their demonological
xenophobia, found themselves surrounded by witchcraft,
encountering evil deeds everywhere. A devil might be hiding
under any rock and a witch under any bed.?®

This unwavering belief caused any magic or miracle that
could not be attributed unequivocally to divine intervention,
to be attributed to the devil. Gradually, this increased the
opposition to witchcraft and the commonly encountered
traditional healers. These also began to be accused of diaboli-
cal practices, and allegedly making pacts with Satan. Most of
the accusations were aimed at women, even though in this
particular case of central Nicaragua there is a notable
absence of women as protagonists of “brujerfas”. Especially
elderly women or single ones were viewed as more
susceptible to the promises of the devil, in the eyes of
witch-hunters, taking into account that Eve was the one who
was seduced by the serpent in Eden.

The Spanish conquest was able to convey the concept of
the devil to the Americas, and along with her the idea of the
witch and wizard, as can be amply observed in Mexico,
North America and the Andean area. This process introduced
these concepts in cultures that do not have any link to ideas
of that nature.

The campaign waged by the Church to destroy the
indigenous ritual practices is an integral part of the process
of colonization by the Spanish conquerors. It is commonly
known that from the Spanish first contact with the New
World, the devil was omnipresent in the minds of the savage,
barbaric and primitive inhabitants of these lands: “How else
to explain the dedication that these people had towards the
hills, trees, stones, sun, moon, rivers and water sources?”’
(Silverblatt 1987, 170).

8 EVALUATING THE CHRISTIAN FAITH OF

THE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES OF CENTRAL NICARAGUA
In 1700 the Bishop of the Cathedral of Nicaragua sent notice
of his doubts about whether indigenous peoples were truly
converted to the Real Audiencia of Guatemala. He notes that:
“[...] llegado a aquella Provincia [...] hallo tan grande
ygnorancia en mucha gente de ella de los misterios de la fe,
que muchos no sabian la doctrina christiana y esto no solo
entre los Indios, negros, mulatos y Mezticos [..], sino en
muchos Espanoles, hijos de los que auian pasado de estos
Reynos desde su conquista [..]”.%

The situation made him take the necessary measures to
repair “so much loss”. He commanded the ministers and
friars to carefully teach the Christian Doctrine®®, and force
the faithful to hear mass on holidays. Hundreds of friars were
sent throughout the whole of New Spain in order to verify
up to what point ‘the natives’ had truly been converted. It
soon became clear that a re-evangelization needed to be
undertaken. The result of the missions could only be
interpreted in one way: although the indigenous peoples
involved pretended to have been converted to the Catholic
faith and were worshipping the true and only God, in reality
they were still worshiping their old ‘idols’, they continued
to worship the powers of nature, at the same time as the
Catholic Saints.

During his travels throughout Chontales, captain Muhoz
met a great variety of peoples that had not been converted at
all. According to him, the indigenous peoples:

“acuden al pueblo y a la Yglesia a missa y cossas de christianos
forzados de el temor de la Justizia y no de otra suerte, entran en la
yglessia aziendo mill zeremonias para engaharnos como yo e visto
en los Yndios que se an hallado aora ser brujos y demonios quien
los biera antes en las yglessias no lo creeiera siendo los que parecen
de mas razon y ladinos y estos los peores y como son por estos los
demas estimaxion entre ellos con fazilidad persuaden a otros
ygnorantes a estas maldades.”!

He came to the conclusion that in large parts of the more
marginal areas outside the urbanized Spanish settlements,
and specifically in the central region, the spiritual conquest
of the population had failed miserably. Muhoz, who, for
example had expected to find the village of Jinotega clean
of all wizardry, since it had been visited by friar Rodrigo
de Betancourt, finds its inhabitants to be persistent in an
innumerable number of superstitions and wickedness. All
the while, Fray Rodrigo de Betancourt had declared the
village to have been cleaned of all idols and other evildoers.
According to him, all idolatrous objects had been turned
over to the friars and destroyed. Nonetheless, Muiioz
account tells of “una idolatria muy antigua” ([120r]) in
which the whole village was involved, and those who were
not disposed to participate in its mischievous acts, were
killed by the neighbours of the village: “haber los Yndios
marterizado muerto y quemado un yndio llamado Salbador
Ruiz que era buen christiano y no quisso entrar en la
ydolatria™.3?

8.1 Antropomorphic Crosses

On top of this, Mufioz found in Jinotega “otro genero de
brujerfa y superstizion esquissita”: at the time when the
instruments of witchcraft were asked to be turned in, four
neighbours turned in crosses made of wooden bark (“céscara
de madera”) bound together with rope, as to resemble
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anthropomorphic figures. The crosses that represented female
figures were smaller in size than the male ones:

... cada Yndio tenia dos cruzes la una para Hombre y la otra para
mujer la de Hombre era un poco maior y la de mujer menor echas
de una cascara de palo a manera de estopa mui bien rebuelto y
amarrado con unos mecatillos en ygualdad, formando manos en los
remates de los brazos y en la cauera como una carilla pintada y
rebueltos unos trapillos sutiles.”?

With those crosses, they said, they could paralyse witches.
They were, so to speak, counter-witch instruments to be
located on crossroads that were known to be places where
game wandered at night. It was known that game were
actually transformed witches who liked to wander around.
With the crosses the game/witch could be paralysed and
killed by means of a bow and arrow.

“de manera que para matar los brujos que andauan de noche por los
caminos o por el pueblo echos animales tigres micos et[cetera]
ponian estas cruzes en el suelo encontradas dos cruzes de Hombre y
mujer y en llegando alli los animales brujos se detenian de tal suerte
que no podian dar passo atras ni adelante por la fuerza de el encanto
y alli los flechauan y matauan que para ello estauan espiando los
que abian puesto las cruzes y de esta suerte hauian muerto muchos
segun le contaron al M.R.P. fr. Antonio y a mi.”*

Nonetheless, according to the friars the crosses were as
diabolical as the witches and their spells, reason for which they
decided to also burn them: “quemaronse tambien con lo demas
estas superstiziones de brujos contra brujos diablos contra
diablos: a estos llaman zaories”. In the well-known treatise of
indigenous “superstitions” by Ruiz de Alarcon (1953), we find
a quote dealing with the importance of crossroads. On them,
the indigenous people had placed anthropomorphic “{dolos”,
which were given offerings in order to prevent bad things from
happening to those who were travelling:

“Suele auer en estos montones de piedra, y en los portillos y
encrucijadas de los caminos algunos ydolos y piedras que tienen
semejanca de rostros, y a estos va enderezado el intento del que
ofrenda pretendiendo que les sea favorable la deidad que creen
recide allf o para que no les susceda mal en el viaje que hazen, o
para tener cosecha, o para cosas semejantes, en especial los
enfermos por consejo de sus sortilegos medicos que se lo aconsejan,
y aun se, lo mandan, como lo han declarado ante mi, que lleban al
rio candelas de cera y a bezes por los enfermos ba el médico, y echa
las candelas en el rio, o las lleva a los montes” (Ruiz de Alarcon,
cited in Ponce 1987, vol. 4: Chapter 2).

8.2 Kidney beans

In Jinotega, kidney beans were used to prognosticate.
Through these, you guessed deaths, births, travel and all kinds
of events: ” [..] tenian otra superstizion de suertes con unos
frijolillos colorados exquissitos / con que adeuinauan muertes
partos viajes buenos y malos susesos y otras cossas con su
diabolico engano”.>> We know that in Mesoamerica, until

now, it is customary “echar suerte” and make predictions
based on the results of counting fists of corn or beans. The
same is true in sixteenth century Yucatan, as Aguilar tells us:

“Son sortilegos, y echan suertes con un gran pufio de maiz,
contando de dos en dos, y si salen pares, buelue a contar una, y dos,
y tres vezes, hasta que salga nones, y en su mente lleva el concepto
sobre que va la suerte, verbi gratia. Huyose una vez una nina de una
casa, y la madre como India llamo a un Sortilego destos, y echo
suertes sobre los caminos, y cupo la suerte a tal camino, y embiando
a buscar la nina, la hallaron en el pueblo de aquel camino. Castigue
a este sortilego, que era de un pueblo una legua de Valladollid, y
examinandole de espacio, halle, que las palabras que dezia mientras
contaua el maiz, no eran mas de dezir nones, o pares: Huylan nones:
caylan pares, y no supo dezir, si inuocaua al demonio con ellas
porque el Sortilego era simplicissimo, y casi tonto” (Ruiz de
Alarcon, cited in Ponce 1987, vol. 6: 84)

In Nicaragua, the kernels suffered the same fate as the
crosses. These, after being in the hands of the friars, were
collected and burned, based on the moral that: “asta aqui
puede llegar la maldad y engaiio de estos barbaros” [loc cit]
and because “de otra suerte no sacara fruto sino acompa/na a
la misericordia el vigor y castigo”.’¢ Also, the friars were
astonished at the customs of the people of Jinotega towards
disease and death:

“[..] si estan enfermos la suerte para si an/ de vibir o morir si murio
banan el difunto y/ ponerle para el viaje si piden la suerte al /sabio,
auinar no comer carne y sal y dejar dor/mir con sus mujeres los dias
que les manda el sa/bio es Ynbiolable en ellos crreer y executar
estos /abussos y otros agueros supertiziossos: de que el zerro la
quebrada el chaguite lagunas rios tienen su dueho que ynbia llubias

o caussa tem/pestades”.’’

9 CONCLUSIONS

We have seen that there were different stages of
development in the process of relocation and conquest of
the so-called ‘mountain people’ in the course of time.

We have discussed the entry of the Spaniards and their
euphoria to find large populations of ‘infidels’ to be
converted to the faith and relocated physically. The Spanish
immediately come to the conclusion that the only way to
relocate these populations is by treating them well and as
such seduce them to come and live near Spanish settlements.
Through the interference of the religious orders they try

to relocate the populations that they came across. The
seduction consisted of exoneration of tributes, gifts

(hats, mirrors, etc.), promises of livestock and land, the
construction of houses and churches. All set up to ensure
that all populations that stayed in their villages in the
mountains would automatically also want to come down to
the villages, be converted to the Christian faith and become
easier to dominate, and eventually lead to more individuals
from whom to collect taxes.
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At first we saw that on several occasions, the politics of the
conquerors gave good results. In the middle of the seventeenth

century, nevertheless, the new towns began to lose populations.

The promises were not fulfilled and the good treatments were
only kept up in the initial stages. The maltreatments and
abuses by the friars and conquerors were sheer endless, for
which reason a significant part of the recently moved
indigenous inhabitants decided to return to the mountains. The
result is that at the beginning of the eighteenth century, the
Spanish colonial grip on central Nicaragua becomes more and
more difficult and costly; the interest of the Crown diminishes
and the religious orders also become more pressed for
resources and personnel. At the same time, the problem arises
that the majority of the newly converted did not truly accept
the Christian faith and instead maintained their own beliefs
and celebrated them through their own traditions.

The above-mentioned indigenous elements such as omens,
forms of statuary, and anthropomorphic crosses, permit us a
small glimpse into the scenery of religious customs practised
in this area around this colonial time period. Some evidence
points to pan-American indigenous cultural aspects, such as
for example the animated nature of hills, rivers and lagoons
and their capacity to cause certain climatic phenomena.
Several of these elements we can encounter throughout
Central America as well, for example among the Talamanca
indigenous communities in Costa Rica. There, the cave also
was the most important place to establish communication
between spirits and shamans.

The paucity of data on the indigenous cultural world, in
both the archaeological and historical record complicates
reaching a better understanding of indigenous society in
central Nicaragua. Nonetheless, the ethnohistorical data
presented here is indicative of the richness and durability of
its cultural traits.

Notes

1 See Van Broekhoven 2002 for a more extensive and
encompassing data analysis.

2 “What is most feared [by the indigenous people], is to be treated
badly by the Spanish”.

3 “More [than] three hundred Indians with their families [..] left
their place of relocation (reducciones) and fled to the mountains”. In
AGCA, A1.23.1519, £.213-214. When quoting a historical document
we will present the original transcription. A translation to English is
added in the pertaining footnote.

4 AGI, AG 162: 413r-415r (1680).

5 “those barbaric people who depose their native ferocity, [...] come
as meek lambs to the flock of the church”. AGI, AG 183: fol 2r.

6 “because apparently these infidels received what they are taught,
even to us with voluntariness and love”. AGI, AG 174, [1v] (1610).

7 “saw that without much contrariness and some cheerfulness
revived our holy faith, I am trying to have them make their houses
and churches in a comfortable place along the same river”. AGI, AG
174, exp s.n. [1v] (1615).

8 “[..] and I did not succeed not because when they sensed my they
abandoned their houses and fled to mountains which are
impenetrable.” AGCA, A1.12.77.633, [1r] (1726).

9 AGCA, A1.12.77.629.
10 AGI AG 183.
11 AGI, AG 162, 1531; CS 3:113-116.

12 “Fray Juan de Albuquerque of the Order of the Lady of Mercy
says that in 1606, being commander of the convent of the community
of Sébaco, jurisdiction of Leon [..] [he] found out that in the
mountains near tauauaca close to the Muy Muy river, there were
many infidel indigenous people, and he tried to send them a
Christianized Indian named Don Diego Hernandez to persuade them
to embrace the Holy Baptism [..] he then tried [..] and they brought it
and told them that in this way would go the Heaven and would have
communication with the other Indians and that Your Majesty would
favor them and support them in all and that no one would abuse
them, which they took well”. AGI, AG 174, exp s.n. [1v] (1615).

13 “[..] I left the Indian Don Diego because he served as interpreter,
because, even though the language that he knew about [the one spoken
in] the community of Sébaco was sometimes close in its vocabulary to
his, it was not much to tell them and have them understand what it
was he wanted and as such this Indian served as interpreter and
because he had been the first of them to bring news he remained all
the days that he could”. AGI, AG 174, exp s.n. [1v] (1615).

14 “Wherefore my community becomes depopulated for fear of not
finding remedy or comfort or administration, nor priest to bury them
[..]”. AGCA, A1.11.16.5802.48971, f.5r (1678).

15 AHC, Letra i, Leg.4, 11 [118r].

16 “[..] he was deceived by the Indians who took him through the
woods for two or three nights, fooling him, and not wanting to
discover the horrible cave that the devil sends them in not making it
so horrible”. AHC, Letra i, Leg.4, 11 [118r].

17 “Fray Rodrigo, having left the mentioned town of Pueblo Nuevo
and heading to Matagalpa and passing close to Sébaco, did not want
to enter conduct the Holy mission, knowing the lack of success that
could be achieved there, and came to Matagalpa [..]”. AHC, Letra i,
Legajo 4, 11: [118r-118v].

18 AHC, Letra i, Legajo 4, 11: [123v-124r].

19 AHC, Letra i, Legajo 4, 11: [119v].

20 AHC, Letra i, Legajo 4, 11: [119v].

21 AHC, Letra i, Legajo 4, 11: [119v].

22 AHC, Letra i, Legajo 4, 11: [119v-120r].

23 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11: [120v].

24 ACG, Margil de Jests, ramo 4 estante R f.812r-812v.
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25 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11:[121r].
26 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11:[121r].

27 *... The Andean cosmology had no notion of evil, embodied in a
satanic being. In contrast, Andean philosophy implies a vision
“dialectic” of the universe in which opposition forces were seen as
reciprocal and complementary, necessary for the reproduction of
society as a whole”.

28 Demonology has its roots in Medieval Europe, and so do the
social stereotypes of the witch and the warlock. These stereotypes
were key to the construction of an ideology of political persecution.
The image of the witch itself was developed within a local and
narrow context, but soon took on a life of its own, becoming an
integral part of European folk belief.

29 “[..] arriving at that Province [..] he found big ignorance in many
people about the mysteries of the faith, he noticed that many do not
know the Christian doctrine and this not only among the Indians,
blacks, mulattos and Mezticos [.], but many Spaniards, children of
those who have came to this Kingdom since its conquest [..]”. AGC,
A1.23.1520.71r (1672).

30 AGC, A1.23.1520.71r (1672).

31 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11:[124r].

32 “having seen how the Indians had martyred, killed and burnt an
Indian called Salvador Ruiz, who was a good Christian and did not
want to participate in this idolatrous practice.” AHC, Letra I, Legajo
4, 11:[120r].

33 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11:[123r].

34 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11:[123r-123v].

35 AHC, Letra i, Legajo 4, 11: [123v].

36 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11: [123v].

37 AHC, Letra I, Legajo 4, 11: [124r].
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Caribbean encounters: rescue excavations at
the early colonial Island Carib site of Argyle, St. Vincent

A collaborative rescue project by Leiden University,

the St. Vincent and the Grenadines National Trust and the
International Airport Development Company Limited (ADC)
in 2010 has revealed around 350 features and the floor plans
of at least eleven domestic structures at the early colonial
Island Carib site of Argyle, St. Vincent. The structures belong
to two large oval structures and nine round houses. The
presence of three burials inside two of the small round
houses attests to the practice of burying the dead under the
house floors as mentioned by the early colonial chroniclers.
Material remains recovered from around the site suggest an
occupation in the late 16th —early 17th century and concurs
with the Carib occupation of the Lesser Antilles. Typical
Cayoid ceramics, with mainland (Koriabo) and Greater
Antillean (Chicoid) affiliation were found associated with
European materials. The co-occurrence and intermingling of
Amerindian and European artefacts and traits at Argyle point
to interactions and inter-cultural dynamics at play hitherto
not documented. The settlement which is located on a
strategic location on top of a ridge overlooking the Atlantic
Ocean, next to the mouth of a river, seems to have offered
unique living conditions and subsistence opportunities for the
Amerindian inhabitants of this early colonial period
settlement. This paper focuses on the early colonial cultural
encounters between Amerindians and Europeans in the
Caribbean Lesser Antilles and uniquely unravels the layout
of an Island Carib village and its individual house structures
using archaeological and ethnohistoric evidence.

1 INTRODUCTION

The cultural encounters between the New and Old Worlds
are some of the most infamous in human history. The
Caribbean was situated at centre stage for these encounters
that had profound global impacts and the enduring
repercussions of which are etched into the fabric of modern
multi-ethnic Caribbean society. Despite the significant role of
the indigenous Amerindian inhabitants in these encounters,
there is a large gap in our understanding of the transforma-
tions of indigenous cultures and societies in response to
European colonization. Within the Caribbean, the Lesser
Antilles represent one of the major regions in which the
lasting effects of encounters between cultures with
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dramatically different ideological, social, technological, and
economic frameworks can be studied in the context of world
history.

In 1492 the Lesser Antilles first became known to
Europeans through Columbus’ reports of his conversations
with the indigenous people of the Greater Antilles (Rouse
1992; Curet 2005; Oliver 2009). These people recounted
their fears of cannibalistic Carib Indians allegedly living to
the south-east (Lesser Antilles) who continually raided their
settlements. Accounts of cannibalism fuelled prejudice on
the part of the Europeans who held misconceptions about
these distant, unfamiliar peoples based on preconceived
(Late Medieval) ideas about a “phantastic insular world”
(Hulme 1986; Hofman et al. 2008). Spain had designs
mainly on the Greater Antilles, considering the Lesser
Antilles initially a nuisance and later as a source of slaves.
The Spaniards’ lack of interest in the islas inuitiles and their
subsequent failed ventures at settlement allowed other
European nations to involve in the Lesser Antilles.
Approximately 130 to 150 years passed before permanent
European settlements were established in the Lesser Antilles
despite fierce indigenous resistance from the Island Carib or
Kalinago, a people who claimed origin from the South
American mainland and asserted themselves aggressively
— particularly between Tobago and St. Kitts! (Allaire 1977;
Figueredo 1978; Boomert 1986, 1995; Sued-Badillo 1995;
Whitehead 1995a:105) (fig. 1). A pattern of exchange
developed in the late 16th century between European nations
and the Island Carib which culminated in the cultivation by
the latter of tobacco for sale to bypassing traders. Island
Carib society was characterized by considerable local
autonomy and several levels of political authority. Early
documents refer to Island Carib villages as comprising a
series of houses, typically a men’s house and a number of
family dwellings (e.g. Breton 1665/1666; 1978). Early
colonial sources, written by Spanish, Dutch, French, and
English explorers, sailors, and missionaries, provide vivid
testimony of the slow but inexorable encroachment of
European nations on the Lesser Antilles and the marginaliza-
tion of Amerindian culture and society society (e.g. Nicholl
1605; Coppier 1645; Rochefort 1658; Breton 1665/1666,
1978; Du Tertre 1667-1671; Pinchon 1961; Chanca 1988;
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Anonyme de Carpentras 2002; Labat 2005[1722]). The
sources describe hamlets or single households dispersed
across the landscape (Labat 2005[1722]).

Meanwhile, Carib communities on some islands absorbed
increasing numbers of escaped African slaves, leading to the
formation of a Black Carib ethnic identity, alongside those
communities that remained purely Amerindian. After several
wars with the English, the Black Carib were deported from
St. Vincent to Central America in 1797, where they now live
and are known as the Garifuna (Palacio 2005). By 1800 a
major collapse in native populations dramatically reduced the
Carib presence in much of the Lesser Antilles. Indigenous
populations either became extinct or were completely
marginalized. Descendants of the Kalinago are still present
throughout the Lesser Antilles, most notably on Dominica,
St. Vincent and Trinidad where they actively claim their
Amerindian roots as an integral part of their identity in
Caribbean society (Whitehead 1995a; Sued Badillo 2003;
Reid 2009; Lenik 2012).

2 RESCUE EXCAVATIONS AT ARGYLE, ST. VINCENT
The site area at Argyle was extensively used in the
pre-colonial and colonial period, as evidenced from the
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presence of two large Early Ceramic Age sites (Escape and
Argyle 2) excavated by Richard Callaghan (University of
Calgary) and Margaritha Guzman (Canada), the early
colonial site of Argyle previously tested by Louis Allaire in
the 1990s (Allaire 1994), and several colonial features
(i.e. tobacco sheds, sugar plantation). Until recently, the ridge
on which the site is situated was used as a palm plantation.
In 2009 and 2010, rescue excavations at the Argyle site,
St. Vincent were urgently required due to the construction of
a runway for a new international airport at its location
(Hoogland et al. 2011) (fig. 2). At the instigation of Henri
Petitjean Roget (Guadeloupe) and Kathy Martin (St. Vincent
and Grenadines National Trust), a team from Leiden
University in collaboration with the St. Vincent and
Grenadines National Trust and financially supported by the
International Airport Development Company Ltd. excavated
a surface area of 2800 m? at Argyle and revealed the first
complete early colonial Island Carib settlement in the Lesser
Antilles. The settlement remains were associated with
so-called Cayoid ceramics, previously documented by
Earle Kirby and Henri Petitjean Roget in the 1970s, and
extensively published by Arie Boomert since the 1980s
(Boomert 1986; 2009; 2011).
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Figure 1 Map of the Caribbean area with major Island Carib strongholds.
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Figure 2 Location of the Argyle site, St. Vincent and construction
plans for the new international airport.

3 MATERIAL CULTURE AFFILIATIONS

3.1 Amerindian artefacts

The great majority of the material remains were recovered
from the eroding slope of the Argyle ridge. As no organic
materials appear to have been preserved due to the acidity of
the volcanic clays, it is difficult to determine if the ridge
slope indeed formed the trash area of the settlement, leaving
us with poor information on subsistence and without
adequate samples for radiocarbon dating.

The Argyle pottery assemblage is composed of Cayoid
ceramics and reflects a mosaic-like cultural aggregate with
mainland Koriabo and Greater Antillean Chicoid affiliations
illustrative of the wide-ranging contacts of the Island Carib
in early colonial times (Boomert 1986; 2004; 2009; 2011;
Hoogland et al. 2011) (fig. 3). Fabric and compositional
analysis carried out by Niels Groot has showed that the
majority of the pottery is made of local clays probably
quarried at clay sources in the vicinity of the site (Hoogland
et al. 2011). Until now archaeological components with
Cayoid pottery have been found in three locations in Grenada
(Sauteurs Bay, Galby Bay and more recently at La Poterie)
(Cody Holdren 1998; Petitjean Roget pers. comm. 2012); one
site on the Grenadines (Ile de Ronde) (Petitjean Roget pers.
comm.); 11 sites on St. Vincent (Mount Pleasant/Rawacou,
New Sandy Bay, Owia 2, Spring, Friendly, Fancy, Camden
Park, Lot 14, Argyle 1, Sans Souci and Grand Sable) (Bullen
and Bullen 1972; Kirby1974; Boomert 1986; Allaire 1994);
five sites on Dominica (Woodford Hill Bay, Melville Hall 1
and 2 (B), Eden 1) (Boomert 2009; Honychurch 2000).
Isolated Cayo sherds have been reported from the Black Bay
site, St. Lucia and the site of Macabou, Martinique amidst an
otherwise Suazoid assemblage (Bright 2011). The most
northern occurrence of Cayo pottery is on Basse Terre,

Guadeloupe at the site of Arriere Plage de Roseau in
Capesterre Belle Eau (Richard 2002). Also at the site of Anse
a la Gourde (Grande Terre, Guadeloupe), and Morne Cybele
and Morne Souffleur (La Désirade) Cayo affiliated pottery
has been documented (Hofman 1995; Hofman et al. 2004,

de Waal 2000) (fig. 4).

Analysis of the lithics carried out by Sebastiaan
Knippenberg revealed that the unworked lithic materials
include fragments of igneous rock, jasper and chalcedony.
Knippenberg conducted an initial analysis of the material and
performed a survey of the island to identify lithic sources.
He stresses that all igneous rock found at Argyle exhibit
strong similarities with the igneous rock occurrences at the
adjacent beach and Yambou river bed. He therefore
concludes that the occupants of the settlement must have
collected these materials locally (Knippenberg 2010). The
exogenous jasper and chalcedony, both related to a
technology aimed at the manufacture of flake tools, may very
well have originated from the northern part of St. Lucia,
where these materials occur in large quantities. The most
spectacular artefact recovered is an eared stone axe head,
which was not found on the slope, but on the contrary in the
settlement area on top of the ridge. Such stone axe heads are
well known from, for example, Fancy in northern St. Vincent
and reported by Fewkes in the 1920s (Fewkes 1922). It was
found in situ next to one of the domestic structures (fig. 5).
This is the first example of an eared axe head encountered in
archaeological context in the Lesser Antilles.

3.2 European artefacts

Numerous European trade wares were recovered from

the site. These include pieces of iron, lead, earthenware

(an admixture of late 16th- to early 17th century Spanish
olive jars, and Spanish as well as Portuguese majolica), glass
bottles and a series of beads (seed and chevron beads, as
well as some 18th century French and English ceramics

(fig. 6). Of particular interest is a Cayoid rim fragment inlaid
with European seed beads. A similar specimen has been
reported from the site by Louis Allaire (1994). Noteworthy
of the earlier colonial (16th or 17th century) European
ceramics are a tin-glazed serving platter with an orange body
decorated in a ‘majolica’ form most probably produced in
Spain and Portugal. Dutch copies of majolica were however
produced from the later 17th century onwards but in that
case it would have a yellow body and blue painted
decorations. Furthermore, there is a rim sherd from a
tin-glazed earthenware produced in France known generally
outside France as ‘Faience’. The undulating rim,
cross-hatched pattern, and pinkish/buff coloured body are all
indicative of this ceramic type. It is most likely from a
serving platter as about 99% of the vessel forms are platters.
This could date anywhere from the 1500s to the late 1700s.
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Figure 3 Examples of Cayoid pottery from Argyle.
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Figure 4 Distribution of Cayoid pottery in the Lesser Antilles.

According to the classification by Goggin (1960), the olive
jar is a type B with rim shape 3 (cf. Marken 1994, 50-51).
The mark on the rim is stamped in wet clay and represents
rather the ownership of the jar than a makers’ mark (Marken
1994, 76). The first documented olive jars with rim marks
are from three securely dated Spanish wrecks from the first
half of the 17th century and disappear in the artefact
assemblages of later wrecks (Marken 1994, 116).

Among the later 18" century earthenware are an iron
oxide- and salt-glazed stoneware jug fragment — most likely
from England dating from the late 18th century on into the
19th century (c. 1840s). The 18th century artefacts possibly
belong to the tobacco shed which has been documented
among the Amerindian features at Argyle.

4 STRUCTURES, BURIALS AND VILLAGE LAYOUT

From the 350 documented features at Argyle, approximately
50% could be assigned to domestic structures. There are
eleven structures apparent including nine round houses and
two which are oval in shape. In addition, two small
rectangular structures could be identified. Larger features in
the round houses were revealed to be grave pits. The relatively
low number of features, the absence of palimpsests and the

high assignment percentage of the features to potential
structures attest to a rather short period of occupation of the
settlement. The presence of two plazas, however, suggests
the rebuilding of structures at least once during the period of
occupation of the site.

The settlement data from Argyle strongly match the
descriptions of the 17th century French missionary Father

=== ==

Figure 5 Eared axe found next to one of the house structures at
Argyle.
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Figure 6 European artefacts recovered from the slope of the ridge at Argyle intermingled with Amerindian ceramics.
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Raymond Breton on village organization and domestic
structures as described in his two dictionaries “Caraibe-
Frangois” (1665) and “Frangois-Caraibe” (1666). Connecting
data from various time periods requires the use of the
direct historical approach. The principles of this perspective
dictate that where cultural continuity is expected from
pre-colonial to colonial times, historical data can be
extrapolated back into the (later) pre-Colonial period
(Lyman and O’Brien 2001). The problem of colonial bias in
the historic sources cannot be neglected, however, and
therefore, while a degree of continuity can be anticipated

in the Lesser Antilles, this study critically applies the direct
historical approach, taking into account its potential and
pitfalls (cf. Hulme 1986; Wilson 1994). An ethnographi-
cally-archaeologically informed reading forms the basis of
this approach (cf. Hulme and Whitehead 1992; Whitehead
1995a, b), involving the extraction of ethnographic
information on Island Carib society that is compatible with
the archaeological data. The great detail of Breton’s
descriptions of the construction of the houses and the
architectural elements considerably helped to interpret the
floor plans identified in the field, in particular the
reconstruction of the large men’s houses or tdboui. In the
following section the archaeological data on structures,
burials and village layout is therefore supported by
ethnohistoric information.

4.1 Settlement location
The early colonial site of Argyle is located at a strategic
location on top of a ridge overlooking the Atlantic Ocean,
next to the mouth of the Yambou River in the southeastern
part of St. Vincent (fig. 7). The Yambou River drains the
Mesopotamia Valley, an area known to be dotted with
petroglyph sites. The valley has extremely rich agricultural
soils suited for the cultivations of root crops such as manioc,
sweet potatoes, and yam and taller.

Breton mentions that while constructing a settlement
or icdbanum the Island Carib did not clear many trees,
purposefully obscuring their settlements from the view
of the Europeans. They also had a preference for the
windward side of the islands because of the steep cliffs and
rough seas that aided in defending settlements. The
settlements are usually located close to the sea and close to
the river where they washed and sourced fresh drinking
water (Breton 1665, 279). The immediate relationship
between village and sea becomes evident from the term
hueitinocou which both means villager and crewmember of
a canao. Their ichdli or gardens are situated away from the
villages, up to one hour walking distance (Breton 1665, 281).
Here cassava, sweet potatoes, yam, taller, maize, pumpkin
and other cultigens were planted (Breton 1665, 59, 241,
342-344, 365, 407, 453).

Atlantic Ocean

See Fig. 8

0 50m

Figure 7 Overview of the location of the archaeological site between
the Atlantic Ocean and the Yambou River.

4.2 Plazas

Two plazas are documented at the site. The plaza of the first
phase measured approximately 10 x 15 m. During the second
phase the plaza was reorganized and measured 15 x 25 m.
The two plazas probably represent two construction phases
of the village at Argyle (fig. 8).

According to Breton there is in the village is just room for
the tdboui or men’s hut and a few smaller houses around a
plaza. Breton describes the acaonagle or bouellélebou as the
plaza which lies between the houses (Breton 1665, 10, 85).
Every household keeps a part of this plaza in front of its
house clean. The village was seemingly kept quite clean and
the expression ‘baraboucae piembou’ means take your food
remains away. The trash was taken away, because it would
attract chiké or sand fleas (Breton 1665, 303).
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Figure 8 Reconstruction of the two plazas at Argyle representing two
phases of occupation.

4.3 Large oval structures
There are two oval structures, the smaller one measures

about 7.7 x 3.5 m and the floor plan consists of 12 postholes.

This structure probably represents the first phase of the
village (fig. 9). The oval house was rebuilt in a more
southern location as a part of the second phase. At that point
the plaza was reorganized and the oval house was the
southernmost structure. The floor plan of this main structure
measures 11.8 x 4 m and consists of 14 postholes, all
between 35 and 50 cm deep (fig. 10).

Breton mentions that central in the village is the tdboui or
innobone, an oval structure in the shape of a cradle, where
the men drink, rest, meet and receive guests (Breton 1665,
474). The main construction of a tdboiii consists of posts
standing 2 metres above the ground and forked at the top.
Lengthwise the main posts were connected by two long wall
plates or boulénum connected crosswise by tie beams which
were set 2.30 to 3 m apart (Breton 1665, 90). The tie
beams are important architectural elements as the Island
Caribs attached their hammocks to these and the number of
tie beams determines how many men could be housed in a

tdboiii. In the case of Argyle the large oval structure has only
four tie beams and a width of 4 m, so it could eventually
have accommodated some 24 to 30 men.

According to Breton the roof construction consisted of
rafters resting in notches in the wall plates, coupled and
connected at the roof-ridge. A ridge pool was laid on the
rafters and tied with lianas. Roof battens lent the
construction strength lengthwise and were the framing for
the roof covering. On the ground the rafters were resting on
small forked posts some 20-40 cm above the surface. The
roof was thatched with the heads of reed or manboiilou and
the stems were split and served to secure the thatching
(Breton 1665, 90).

The tdboiii described by Breton had four small doors
1.20 m high and diametrically situated in the middle of the
wall and in the butts of the building; however, the smaller
Argyle example likely had only two doors (fig. 11).

Figure 9 Plan view of the oval structure belonging to the first phase
of occupation.

Figure 10 Plan view of the oval structure belonging to the second
phase of occupation.
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Figure 11 Reconstruction of the Argyle taboui by Menno Hoogland and Walter van der Laan.
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4.4 Small round to oval houses and auxiliary
structures
In addition to the oval structures, in total nine small round to
oval houses have been documented. They are scattered
around the plaza. The dimensions of their floor plans vary
between 4.5 x 5 m and 6 x 8 m (fig. 12). The constructions
are simple with 10 to 14 posts. In one case two structures
overlay each other, probably pointing to a rebuilding of the
structure at nearly the same location. Next to the small
family houses, there are a number of small rectangular
structures such as racks and sheds, this also concurs with the
descriptions in Breton.

The small round or oval houses correspond to the mdnna
or family houses described by Breton. These structures for
individual households are spread around the central building.
There is only one opening, a small one of approximately
120 cm high. According to Breton the house is not divided
into different quarters (Breton 1665, 354-355). Other
chroniclers, like Du Tertre (1654; 1667-1671), describe two
or three quarters, and compares the mdnna to the creole
houses on the islands. The barbakot or boucan (aribelet), is a
wooden rack which consists of four forked wooden sticks on
which thin straight branches were placed (Breton 1665, 52).
The cooking place consisted of three stones or manbacha, on
which wood and wood pulp was burned (Breton 1665, 350).

4.5 Burials

A total of three burial pits have been documented in two of
the round houses. Their presence inside the houses attests to
the practice of burying the dead under the house floors such
as described by the chroniclers. The skeletal material has not
been preserved due to the high acidity of the soil. However,
two of the three burial pits yielded some fragmented teeth,
confirming the use of these pits as inhumation graves. These

Figure 12 Plan view of one of the small round houses.

teeth have been examined by Hayley L. Mickleburgh. The
first burial (F 42-15) represents an adult individual, with an
age between 17 and 25 years based on the wear of the teeth.
The preservation of the teeth is very bad with two examples
of caries present. The incisors are very clearly shovel-shaped,
a characteristic of Amerindian populations. The second burial
(F 23-19) possibly represents an adult individual, but the age
based on the dental eruption sequence and wear is between
14 and 25 years, which would mean that it could also be

a sub-adult. The teeth are free of caries. The incisors are
typically shovel-shaped as well. Strontium isotope analysis
on the teeth by Jason Laffoon revealed that the first
individual is nonlocal to the site, while the second individual
falls within the local range.

It is very unfortunate that bone material is not preserved at
Argyle, but similar burial pits under house floors are known
from several Late Ceramic Age sites on the neighboring
islands. Examples from Anse a la Gourde, Guadeloupe and
Lavoutte, St. Lucia (Hoogland ef al. 1999; Hofman et al.
2001; 2012) show a varied and complex mortuary behaviour
which also matches the descriptions from ethnohistoric
sources. Burials at these two sites revealed that at death, the
body of the deceased was likely prepared before deposition,
by wrapping the body in a hammock or placing it in a
container such as a basket. The body was desiccated over a
low fire in a few cases, as evidenced by the extremely flexed
lower extremities and the fact that the ribcage is not
collapsed. Subsequently, the body was deposited in a small
and shallow pit. In some instances the entire body or the face
of the deceased was then covered by a ceramic vessel. Ash
spots in and around some of the graves suggests that a fire
burned near or in the grave pit, possibly to incinerate the
personal belongings. Decomposition of the body often took
place in an open grave. In some cases bones (i.e. one of the
long bones or the cranium) were removed, without
disturbance of the anatomical articulations of the skeleton.
The bone that was removed was then either reburied in the
same grave or in another grave, or kept in the settlement.
These examples could serve as a point of reference for the
way in which the dead were buried at Argyle and eventually
indicate a widespread and long-lasting custom in the region
that would have had its roots in pre-Colonial times.

Breton mentions that the dead were buried in the houses,
under the house floors or if ever they were buried elsewhere,
a small shelter was always erected at the location. After
placing the deceased in a prepared grave and wrapping them
with a hammock, a large fire would be lit in a circle, around
which all the elders, both men and women, would crouch
down on their knees (Breton 1665, 237-238; 1978, 80). They
would dig a round pit three feet deep in the house for it to be
covered. The body was washed and then rubbed down with
roucou?. The hair was carefully oiled and combed, preparing
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the deceased as they would be presented at important social
events such as a great feast. Wrapped in a brand-new
hammock, the deceased would be put in the grave in almost
the same position as a child in a mother’s womb, neither
backwards nor flat faced on the dirt, but straight, feet first,
head up, bent on their knees, and the grave covered with a
plank. While moaning, the women threw dirt in the grave
with their hands. And then they lit a fire over it. If the
deceased happened to possess captives, they were to be
killed at this time, yet oftentimes they would run away
without being pursued. The place of death was considered
important, especially in deciding where the deceased should
be buried. The grave pit was sometimes covered by reed
(mat) or boards/planks and sometimes ceramic vessels were
buried over the head. When the burial was outside the house,
a small hut or house was built over it, for they would never
leave the dead without a cover.

Breton also mentions the unearthing of long bones and
crania. After a captain (chief) had been buried for a period of
one year, which was called chiric assoura, the widow or the
children would organize a cayounage in which all the
inhabitants of the island and some from surrounding islands
were invited, and, gathered in the hall or fabouité. The three
oldest captains (chiefs) of the island, with their faces smeared
with black colour and their heads wrapped with linens would
hold their bows bent with the arrows prepared as if ready to
shoot, whilst outwardly lamenting and jumping incoherently.
This would continue for five or six turns around the grave,
pretending to shoot their arrows again and again. Afterwards
they go back and forth, repeating their entry and exit up to
five or six times. After which, they would go drinking with the
others until night falls, at which point it is time for the three
mentioned above along with the other captains (chiefs) to dig
up the captain’s (chief’s) bones. These remains, as well as
those of his relatives and his captives, located on top of his
goods, are then burned and the ashes carefully collected.
These are then distributed among the closest relatives who
pack the ashes into calabashes as small as nuts, which they
wear hanging from their necks, especially on days of
cayounages. And when they go to war, they will drink a little
of the ash mixture and rub it on their body to help them defeat
their enemies. Sometimes hair or some bones of deceased kin
would be put in a calabash and kept in one’s house or carbet;
this was used for sorcery. It was believed that the spirit of the
dead would speak to the holder of these remains and warn
them of their enemies’ plans. The deceased personal
belongings such as baskets, spun cotton and other items were
burned over the grave by the women in the village. Also at
this last point of contact with the deceased, bows and arrows,
boutou or clubs, a crown of feathers, ear pendants, necklaces,
rings, bracelets, baskets, vessels, and other belongings would
either be buried with the remains or burned over the grave.

5 CONCLUDING REMARKS

The recent rescue investigations at Argyle, St. Vincent,
ironically made possible through the construction of the new
international airport, have for the first time yielded

16-18th century Amerindian settlement remains and
associated material culture repertoires. Large-scale
horizontal excavation and methodological artefact collection
have yielded a wealth of new information on Island Carib
lifeways, settlement structure, exchange relationships,
inter-cultural dynamics and human mobility during the early
colonial era. The correlation of the archaeological data with
ethnohistorical information has in this case uniquely aided
the interpretation of the structures and village layout. This
research offers the unique possibility of studying continuity
and change of inter-community social relationships and
transformations of Amerindian culture and society in the
advent of European colonialism. Its relevance lies in
recasting Island Carib history in a more nuanced, inclusive
light, dispelling colonial documentary bias, and positioning
archaeological research on the Island Carib within the wider
context of Caribbean archaeology and the European
encounter. Further relevance lies in bridging the gap
between pre-colonial and colonial period archaeology in the
Caribbean and from a more general perspective, this
research contributes to the discussions of cultural contact
and that of colonial encounters worldwide (e.g. Lightfoot
1995; Gosden 2004; Silliman 2005). Furthermore, the
present-day indigenous peoples in the Lesser Antilles are the
direct inheritors of Carib cultural traditions, with a
considerable stake in archaeological cultural heritage
(Honychurch 2000; Twinn 2006). These new discoveries
therefore also represent a source of considerable historical
interest for the Kalinago and Garifuna communities, both in
St. Vincent and throughout the wider Caribbean area and
Central America as their origin has long been contested due
to a lack of firm archaeological evidence.
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Notes

1 Island Carib is a recent denominator derived from the term
Caraibes which was used by 17th century French chroniclers to
distinguish them from the Kali’na/Galibi (Mainland Carib) of the
coastal zone of the Guianas. They have been subject of an ongoing
debate centred around theories on their appearance on the islands
and archaeological visibility (Allaire 1977, 1987, 1997; Boomert
1995; Davis and Goodwin 1990; Whitehead 1995a). The first
theory associates the Island Carib migration with a particular
pre-Colonial ceramic assemblage (so-called Suazey or Suazan Trou-
massoid). The second sees the Island Carib presence as the result of
a migration from the mainland or adaptation to cultural influences
from the Mainland Carib in pre-Colonial times and relates it to
Cayo pottery.

2 Bixa orellana
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The Ancient Mexican Books of Time:

interpretive developments and prospects

Time was an important theme in the indigenous civilization
of Mesoamerica (Mexico and Central America). A prime
source for understanding the ancient symbolic associations
and related practices is the small corpus of — still quite
enigmatic — ancient screenfold manuscripts, nowadays
dispersed over libraries and museums in different countries.
The central structuring principle of these pictographic and
hieroglyphic texts is the pre-colonial calendar, which was not
only the dominant framework for historiography and
astronomical observations, but was also used for divination,
medical treatment, ritual performance, community
organization and moral codes. Here we will examine the
state of the art in the progress of interpretation and indicate
prospects for future research.

1 INTRODUCTION
The perception and conceptualization of time is pre-under-
stood in cultural and social codes, determining ideas about
order, agency, memory, causality, progress, life and death
(Nowotny 1994). Obviously, time is a major topic in physical
theories and Western philosophy, playing a central role in
works of such fundamental authors as St. Augustine and
Heidegger, particularly with implications for identity
(e.g. Ricoeur 1984-88; Campbell et al. 2010). Techniques of
time-reckoning are a fundamental characteristic of cultures,
and, as such, have all kinds of practical, symbolical,
psychological and ideological implications (Aveni 2002).
Chronological structures are present in narrative and ritual
performances, which often include the manifestation of moral
commitments with communitarian goals, and consequently
have the potential to create and affirm individual and
collective identities (Rappaport 1999; Orlove 2004). Both
memory and ritual commemorations create “mnemonic
communities” (Zerubavel 2003). Cultural historians and
philosophers (such as Elias and Ricoeur), therefore, have
stressed the social and narrative aspects of time. Archaeolo-
gists too have focused on the temporal dimension of the
formation of the archaeological record, with forays into the
Braudelian time-process or the relationship between
landscape and time (e.g. Ingold 2000).

As a determinant of collective behaviour, time is an impor-
tant topic in the study of intercultural communication, as

Maarten E.R.G.N. Jansen

different time concepts in a group may affect many aspects
of its interaction, planning, memory, social rhythms, and the
expression of emotions and identity (Gudykunst 2005;
Samovar et al. 2009). The complex (frequently even violent
and traumatic) cultural and ethnic interactions of the past
centuries have led to characterize the relationships between
coexisting populations in terms of time: dominated people
being considered as “stuck” in an earlier stage of
development (Fabian 1983). Anthropologists have reflected
on how temporality contributes to the construction of social
systems; interest in conceptualizations of time itself in
different cultures, has, indeed, increased in the past decades
(e.g. Gell 1992; Munn 1992; James and Mills 2005).

2 MESOAMERICAN WRITING AND CALENDAR
Stretching between the deserts of Northern Mexico and

the tropical forests of Central America, the culture area
Middle America (‘Mesoamerica’) is a complex mosaic of
cultures and peoples (such as the Aztecs, Mixtecs and
Mayas). By the time of the Spanish conquest (AD 1521),

a multifaceted development of several thousand years had
created an impressive cultural heritage (Evans 2008). Within
the modern Spanish-speaking republics, scores of Native
American peoples preserve their languages and many ancient
traditions, blending them with elements from the ‘Western’
world. Despite their numerical paucity (some 15-20 million)
these indigenous peoples have a strong emblematic value,
providing cultural roots for the national societies

(Bonfil Batalla 1996).

Before the Spanish conquest, Mesoamerican peoples had
developed several original writing traditions, the most
important of which are: (1) the syllabic hieroglyphic script,
i.e. phonetic writing, of the Maya peoples in East Mexico
and Guatemala (which often included pictorial illustrations of
the texts in hieroglyphs), and (2) the pictography of the
Mexica (Aztecs), Nuu Dzaui (Mixtecs) and other peoples in
Central and Southern Mexico (expressing complex messages
in coherent sequences of polychrome figurative images,
which might contain the use of phonetic signs as well in
toponyms or personal names).!

Manuscripts generally consisted of large pieces of cotton
cloth (lienzos in Spanish) or of books (now referred to as
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‘codices’). These books were made of strips of deerskin or
native paper (amate), glued together, folded in a screenfold
manner, and covered with a delicate layer of stucco on which
polychrome images or hieroglyphic texts were painted. The
Spanish conquest brought this tradition to a halt. Less than
twenty of such screenfold books have survived the dramatic
cultural transformations that followed the conquest. This
small pre-colonial corpus is enriched by scores of early
colonial works in the same style, often accompanied by
comments in Spanish or in indigenous languages written with
the alphabetic script. In addition, ethnohistorical sources
(such as the works of Spanish missionaries) provide crucial
information, but are often incomplete and biased, as their
descriptions form part of a ‘crusade’ against indigenous
beliefs. Few Mesoamerican manuscripts remain in the place
where they were made; most became victim of colonial
disruptions and alienations. Collected as curiosities, they are
nowadays kept in libraries, museums and archives either in
Mexico itself, or in European countries or in the United
States of America, where they are now kept as unique
testimonies of the intellectual and artistic achievements of
that fascinating Amerindian civilization, which form part of a
shared and mutual Mesoamerican-European heritage.
Together with the relevant colonial reports, which are equally
limited in number and dispersed over the world, they form a
corpus which is our main historical source for studying the
ancient Mesoamerican history and ‘philosophy of time’.

According to their contents we may distinguish two main
groups within the corpus of pre-colonial books. One deals
with the world of kings and queens, concretely the history of
the dynasties that ruled the city-states of the Mixteca Alta
region (State of Oaxaca, Mexico) in the six centuries before
the Spanish invasion. These manuscripts may also contain
references to rituals and divine powers, but their overall
structure is descriptive and narrative in character (for an
overview, see: Jansen and Pérez Jiménez 2011). They
provide a valuable access to pre-colonial memory.

The second group is the main topic of this article: it
consists of a handful of pictographic books with religious
contents. These unique manuscripts belong to the sacred texts
of humanity. For most of them the place of origin is not
known, but their contents can be related to the colonial
documents that inform us about Aztec religion. The Aztec lan-
guage (Nahuatl) therefore is our main language of reference.

This corpus, however small and fragmentary, has an
enormous value, as it contains original works of art, of great
aesthetic impact, which are also examples of original
Mesoamerican religious texts. The latter is the more
important, as most of the information about the Mesoameri-
can intellectual world comes from colonial chronicles,
especially the accounts by Spanish monks, who were
engaged in a spiritual crusade against indigenous religion.

In the colonial diaspora of these manuscripts, the
information about their place of origin and about their
contents was often lost. Many were called after the collections
that hold them, after people who collected or interpreted
them, and in some cases after socially or politically prominent
figures that the name-giver wanted to honour. As such names
have no relationship with (nor relevance for) the peoples who
produced them, Mixtec investigator Gabina Aurora Pérez
Jiménez and I have proposed to rename the main manuscripts
in Mesoamerican terms and call them after their place of
origin or after salient topics in their contents (Jansen and
Pérez Jiménez 2004). For example, scholars have baptized the
corpus of pre-colonial religious codices the “Borgia Group”,
after the main manuscript which was named after its
European owner at the end of the 18th century: Cardinal
Stefano Borgia (1731-1804). In the Aztec language, however,
this genre was known as teo-amoxtli, literally “divine
book(s)”. This is the reason for proposing to introduce the
new designation “Teoamoxtli Group” or “Books of Wisdom”
(table 1). According to Mesoamerican tradition, the ‘original’
teoamoxtli was formed by Huemac, a ruler of the Toltec
realm, which preceded the Aztecs and was considered by
them the exemplary ancient civilization par excellence
(Ixtlilxochitl 1975/77, 1: 270 ff).?

Although the provenience of most members of the
Teoamoxtli Group is not precisely known, it is clear that
three of these codices (Yada, Yecu, Yauhtepec) are related to
the Oaxaca region and that this group in general shares many
stylistic and iconographical elements with the Mixtec
historical codices. On the other hand, there are important
links to Aztec manuscripts such as Codex Cihuacoatl
(Borbonicus). Codex Yoalli Ehecatl has parallels with frescos
from the Tlaxcala region (Tizatlan, Ocotelulco) in Central
Mexico, but also with the frescos of Mitla in the Southern
Mexican State of Oaxaca. Last but not least there are
important parallels with the few surviving Maya books,
especially the codex preserved in Dresden.? All this suggests
that we are looking at products that stem from a long and
widespread tradition, which included the practice of copying
earlier works, and that share an artistic and religious horizon
as well as a historical background in which this tradition
could develop and diffuse. Historical and archaeological data
point to the cultural interaction in the Early Postclassic as the
closest by phenomenon that could have been responsible for
this connection. This interaction coincides with the Toltec
expansion and its aftermath. The strong links in contents and
iconography of the Teoamoxtli Group to the different parts of
Mesoamerica provide support for the idea that this genre has
indeed a Toltec antecedent.

The key for interpreting the pre-colonial images is the
corpus of early colonial manuscripts that were produced
under supervision of Spanish monks in order to document



M.E.R.G.N. JANSEN — THE ANCIENT MEXICAN BOOKS OF TIME 79

Traditional name
(institution where preserved)

New name (meaning)

Edition / commentary

Codex Borgia

(Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Rome)
Codex Vaticanus 3773 / “B”
(Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Rome)
Codex Cospi Codex Tlamanalli
(Biblioteca Universitaria, Bologna)
Codex Fejérvary-Mayer

(City of Liverpool Museums)

Codex Laud Codex Mictlan
(Bodleian Library, Oxford) (‘Book of Death’)
Codex Porfirio Diaz '(Biblioteca Codex Yada

Nacional de Antropologia e Historia,
Mexico City)

Codex Fonds Mexicain 20/21
Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris)

Codex Yecu

Codex Yauhtepec?
(in community)

Codex Yauhtepec

Codex Yoalli Ehecatl
(‘Book of Night and Wind’)

Codex Tonalpouhqui
(‘Book of the Diviner’)

(‘Book of Offerings’)

Codex Tezcatlipoca
(‘Book of the Smoking Mirror’)

(Book of Tututepetongo)

Nowotny 1976; Anders & Jansen &
Reyes Garcia 1993; Batalla Rosado 2008

Anders & Jansen 1993

Laurencich Minelli 1992; Anders &
Jansen & Van der Loo 1994

Anders & Jansen & Pérez Jiménez 1994,
Ledn-Portilla 2005

Anders & Jansen 1994

Anders & Jansen 1994: part IV; Van
Doesburg 2001

Jansen 1998; Simonin 1998.

(Painting of the War Ritual)

unpublished

Table 1 The Teoamoxtli (Borgia) Group

the ‘pagan’ religious convictions that they wanted to
eradicate.* The Mesoamerican calendar is the main subject
matter and structuring principle of the ancient books.
Inscriptions show that this specific time count was already in
use more than 2000 years ago. The system used in Central
and Southern Mexico (Caso 1967) differed slightly from that
of the Maya area, but the fundamental characteristics were
the same. The basic unit was a cycle of 260 days, formed by
combining the numbers 1 to 13 with twenty day signs in a
fixed sequence. With this unit many more periods were
formed. Within the continuous sequence of 260-day cycles,
solar years of 365 days were distinguished and marked as
units for agricultural purposes (including rituals) and for
dating historical events (fig. 1). The solar years were
subdivided into 18 ‘months’ of 20 days, with 5 ‘superfluous
days’. The feasts of these periods were the hallmarks of
community life. The solar years were grouped into units of
52 (the “Calendar Round”). In Central and Southern Mexico
each solar year was named after a specific day, the “year
bearer”. Full dates consisted of a day and a year bearer. The
Maya achieved a similar connection of the 260-day cycle
with the 365-day cycle by registering each day’s position in
a ‘month’. For mathematical reasons only four day-signs
may occur in year-bearer positions. Classic Maya dates
counted the number of years that had elapsed since a virtual
‘zero point’ in 3114 BC. The inscriptions often contain
astronomical references, such as lunar positions, heliacal

risings of Venus, solar eclipses, etc. (Freidel et al. 1993).

Much more than a chronometric device, the calendar
was the paramount structuring principle of religious and
social life. Each of the 260 days, but also each of the many
periods defined within the calendar, was associated with
specific patron deities, mythical personages and events, as
well as with cosmologic realms (world-directions, earlier
creations, layers of the universe). In spells and ritual speech,
days appear as esoteric names for artefacts, places and natural
elements. Each moment in time thus had a symbolic value,
which was crucial for divination and ritual. A person’s day
of birth became his/her ‘calendar name’, and this defined
character, personhood, possible marriage partners and destiny.
According to the day on which crucial events happened or
problems (such as illness) manifested themselves, the priests
predicted the outcome and prescribed ritual remedies and
appropriate behaviour (Anders and Jansen 1993).

In the religious manuscripts we find different calendar
units and periods associated with symbolic statements
painted in figurative form and/or hieroglyphic signs, which,
taken together, suggest the good and bad times for certain
activities, respectively which rituals have to be performed in
order to guarantee the desired outcome. The predictions and
related ritual prescriptions make use of a wide-ranging and
complex symbolic vocabulary that offers insights not only
into their perception of time but also into the community’s
ethos, psychology and attitudes toward nature.
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Figure 1 Codex Fejérvary-Mayer, p. 1 (Mexican pictographic book, Liverpool). The calendar count of 260 days encircles the four directions and
the 9 Deities of the Nights, with symbolic references to the four directions (trees, birds) and harvest predictions. The East-West axis is
represented by an altar with the rising sun and a white being carrying the moon (in the upper and lower segment respectively).
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3 COLONIAL TRANSFORMATION

The 16th century colonization connects the history of

Middle America with that of late- and post-medieval Europe.
The Spanish conquistadors and missionaries (e.g. Motolinia,
Sahagtin, Duran, Ruiz de Alarcon and Landa) already refer to
the social importance, the astronomical complexity, the
symbolic associations and ritual dimension of the calendar
used by the Aztecs, Mixtecs, Mayas and other Mesoamerican
peoples, but, being children of their time, they considered the
religious aspects of the native calendar “diabolical” and
consequently provided incomplete and biased descriptions
(Gruzinski 1988; Burkhart 1989). In their zeal to replace the
native religion by Catholicism, they tried to erase this
calendar, by prohibiting its use and by burning the
pre-colonial manuscript books in which its religious
meanings were registered. This religious persecution was part
of the same process as the contemporaneous witch trials in
Europe (e.g. Ginzburg 1989; Cohn 2001).

In the decades following the Spanish conquest of Mexico
(AD 1521), religious and ideological processes were set in
motion that would transform Middle America’s world and
symbolic universe drastically. The colonizers and the
colonized coexisted during hundreds of years, combining
complex interaction with a persistent mental segregation. In
inscribing their own, new sacred landscape on the earlier
Mesoamerican locales, the Spanish Dominican missionaries,
together with native artists and workers, built monasteries
and churches, which in their architecture and art (altarpieces,
sculptures, frescos) expressed the Christian ideas, but also, in
directing themselves to the native population, made use of
the pre-existing Mesoamerican idiom of terms, techniques,
spatial organization, and symbolic associations. In many
cases the locations for these Catholic buildings followed an
underlying pre-colonial indigenous conceptualization of
geography in terms of cosmic order.

On a more abstract level the same phenomenon affected the
perception of and dealing with time. Particularly interesting is
the development of the fiesta cycle and the related world-view
during the colonial period (e.g. Ingham 1986; Curcio-Nagy
2004). Here we find a “symbolic reconfiguration” and “double
encoding” of religious ideas and practices in both native and
Christian terms, a special form of what commonly is referred
to as “hybridity” or “syncretism” (e.g. Burke 2009; Witter 2011),
which allowed for a strengthening and revival of traditional
values and ritual life in the face of violent, disintegrating
forces from the outside. Ancient deities and myths were fused
with saints and Christian concepts. Widespread examples of
intercultural translations are the identification of Christ as
Lord Maize or acts such as making the sign of the cross
(both a Christian symbol and a reference of the four
directions) and praying to ‘Lord Sun’ at daybreak as ‘Eternal
Father’ to watch over the supplicant’s road during daytime.

In the process of cultural interaction, indigenous authors
produced some fascinating documents, which constitute a
central concern within ethnohistorical studies (Wood 2003;
Berdan 2009; Jansen and Pérez Jiménez 2009). The study
of documents in indigenous languages is crucial for
understanding the dialogues between Europeans and
Mesoamerican peoples, rather than focusing on the European
monologue. These documents — partly in Spanish, partly in
Mesoamerican languages — contain valuable details on the
structure and use of the calendar, the divinatory meaning of
days, associated ritual practices and related sacred narratives.
They show how on the one hand pre-colonial ideas were
continued, and on the other new terms and elements from
Europe were incorporated and adapted. Particularly interesting
is the relationship between calendar-based prophecies and
indigenous resistance movements (cf. Ouweneel 2005).

The Books of Chilam Balam, for example, constitute a
corpus of texts in Yucatec Maya, written with the alphabet
that was introduced by the Spaniards. These texts connect
references to historical events with prophetic images
associated with specific days and periods, resulting in a
remarkable form of “mantic historiography” based on a
cyclical view and interpretation of time (Farriss 1987).
Another example is the translation of European astrological
texts, almanacs, ‘books of hours’ and reportorios de los
tiempos into Mesoamerican languages — one example is the
Izcatqui manuscript in the Aztec language, preserved in the
Tropenmuseum, Amsterdam.’ These documents provide new
insights into the translation, interpretation and discussion of
the European world-view by indigenous daykeepers, in the
wider dramatic context of colonial transculturation and
changes in symbolic meaning and ritual structuring of time
and their consequences for collective memory and identity.
The particular consequences of this process manifest
themselves today in the ways in which indigenous diviners
make use of Spanish astrological and other ‘occult’ texts
(e.g. the Oréculo de Napoleon and the Libro de San Cipriano,
which are widely distributed and easily available). This
particular intellectual interaction between Mesoamericans
and Europeans in the colonial period is an interesting chapter
in the global history of ideas but has not yet received the
scholarly attention it deserves.

4 DECIPHERMENT OF THE TEOAMOXTLI GROUP

The exiled Jesuit Joselino Fabrega, working in Rome for
Cardinal Borgia at the end of the 18th Century, was the first
to write a commentary on Codex Borgia, comparing it to the
colonial religious manuscripts, explained by Spanish friars
(Fabrega 1899). Fabrega’s work (nurtured by indications
from the great Mexican scholar Antonio de Ledn y Gama, his
contemporary) was eclipsed by the interpretive studies of
Eduard Seler (1845-1922), which produced generally very
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well-founded iconographical descriptions and identifications
of the individual signs (cf. Anders 1967). According to the
ideas of his time, which saw religion as a metaphoric
representation of natural phenomena, particularly those of
the sky, Seler tended to interpret the contents of these books
in terms of symbols that ultimately had an astronomical
meaning (Astraldeutung). Seler’s influence has remained very
strong. His commentary on Codex Borgia, originally
published in German (Seler 1904-1909), was translated into
Spanish and published in an accessible edition in Mexico
(1963), which has been reprinted several times since.
Obviously this publication could be connected easily with
rising modern interest in archaeo-astronomy. We should
remember, however, that although his contributions to
iconographical analysis are fundamental and lasting, Seler’s
interpretive paradigm already had become obsolete in the
mid-20th century (Dorson 1955).

The basis for the modern interpretation of the few
religious books of the ancient Mesoamerican civilization that
have survived colonial destruction, is the work of the
Austrian scholar Karl Anton Nowotny (1904-1978). Having
been introduced to the astronomical interpretation during his
university study in Vienna before World War II, Nowotny
started a series of innovative in-depth investigations of
Mexican visual art after the war was over. He made a
thorough analysis of the place signs in the Aztec Codex
Mendoza, providing nothing less than a nutshell pictographic
dictionary (Nowotny 1959; cf. Reyes Garcia 1997).

In parallel to the work of the Mexican archaeologist
Alfonso Caso, he discovered the historical character of the
Mixtec codices — that other part of the corpus of pre-colonial
pictorial manuscripts — and commented on their ritual scenes.
His profound knowledge of religious texts and divinatory
systems in Medieval Europe and other cultures (evidenced
in his edition of Agrippa von Nettesheim’s De occulta
philosophia) enabled Nowotny to recognize the Teoamoxtli
codices (Borgia Group) as priestly manuals dealing with the
art of divination and with prescriptions for rituals, based on
the Mesoamerican calendar and its multiple symbolic
associations. A synthesis of this breakthrough is his major
work: Tlacuilolli, die mexikanischen Bilderhandschriften,
Stil und Inhalt, mit einem Katalog der Codex Borgia Gruppe,
published in 1961. This magnum opus is more than a
compendium or manual; it is a paradigmatic change with
respect to Seler. It is not a polemic work but presupposes a
good knowledge of Seler’s contributions. Like Seler,
Nowotny parts from a superb overview of the whole corpus
of codices and related texts, and from a conviction that the
scenes are not to be seen or used as mere illustrations, but
are impressive, coherent works with their own voice. He
qualified the genre of most religious codices as “mantic” and
“ritual”, and analysed the scenes not as occult codifications

of astronomical cycles, but as sets of symbols that give
meaning to calendrical structures. The Maya codices do
contain astronomical calculations but in this same mantic
context. Methodologically Nowotny identified a number of
pitfalls and criticized particularly those who wanted to rush
to premature, fanciful speculations. Nowotny did indicate the
road to arrive at that stage of more advanced interpretation,
however, by emphasizing the cultural continuity in
Mesoamerica as a crucial clue for understanding the ancient
images. As parallels in Europe he mentioned the research
on toponyms and legends (Flurnamenforschung, Sagen-
forschung) in connection with a general documentation and
study of lore and oral tradition (Heimatkunde). More field
research was necessary — an activity which he himself was
not able to undertake, due to his limited possibilities before
and after the war.

As he organizes and discusses the scenes in terms of
the distinct calendar counts, with few explanations of the
symbolism used, Nowotny’s text is condensed, technical and
abstract. Still, his work inspired a next generation of
students, such as Ferdinand Anders, Werner Stenzel and
Hans Biedermann, and formed the point of departure for a
long-term project of facsimile editions of Mexican codices at
the Akademische Druck- und Verlagsanstalt (ADEVA) in
Graz. In 1976 Nowotny himself contributed to this series
an important commentary on Codex Yoalli Ehecatl (Borgia),
which became the basis for a less technical and more
accessible study of this genre by Biedermann (1989).

Teaching at the Institut fur Volkerkunde of Vienna
University, Ferdinand Anders followed Nowotny’s focus on
the connection between the ancient Mexican civilization and
the cultural heritage of contemporary indigenous peoples,
and started a project of fieldwork in the Nahfiu (Otomi)
village of San Pablito in the Sierra de Puebla, a centre of
traditional amate-paper production. In the curing and
planting rituals, involving figures cut from amate paper,
Anders and his students discovered important conceptual
and even iconographical parallels to the codices (cf. Anders
and Jansen 1986).

Continuing in this line of scholarship, which combines a
historical-geographical dimension with references to rituals
and sacred narratives, Gabina Aurora Pérez Jiménez, working
at Leiden University, and I have tried together with several
students and PhD candidates, to reconnect the images of the
codices to on-going cultural traditions, in the wider context
of the struggle of indigenous peoples for emancipation,
dignity and cultural rights.® For the Teoamoxtli group an
important moment was the prolonged workshop organized at
Dumbarton Oaks, Washington D.C. (summer of 1982) with
the participation of Ferdinand Anders, Elizabeth Boone, John
Carlson, Henry B. Nicholson, Edward B. Sisson, Peter van
der Loo, Gabina Aurora Pérez Jiménez and myself.
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At the occasion of the 500th commemoration of Columbus’
fateful voyage, a collaborative effort of the Fondo de Cultura
Econémica (FCE), Mexico, and the Akademische Druck-
und Verlagsanstalt (ADEVA), Graz, made it possible to
publish in the 1990s a series of facsimile editions with new
commentaries in Spanish: the series Codices Mexicanos,
actually one work in 13 volumes, under supervision and
editorship of Anders, Jansen and Reyes Garcia (1991-1997).
Our main aim was to let the ancient books speak for
themselves, as a testimony of the great civilization that had
suffered the onslaught of colonialism. Inspired and guided
by the cooperation of Gabina Aurora Pérez Jiménez and
Luis Reyes Garcia with their active knowledge of
respectively Mixtec and Nahuatl oral literature, I designed
the commentaries as ‘readings’ of the pictorial texts, based
upon detailed iconological analysis and a review of the
relevant historical and ethnographic data (finding their way
in the introductions and notes).

For the historical (‘descriptive’) codices a reading in the
form of a narrative was logical, but for the predominantly
religious (‘prescriptive’) codices this method was more
difficult, as we are dealing here with a different genre.
Following Nowotny’s analysis, we tried to interpret and read

their contents as mantic texts or as prescriptions for rituals.
Confronted with these colourful sacred books, one might
feel tempted to look precisely for mystical theological-philo-
sophical speculations or narrative structures of myths.
Mantic texts, however, although using arcane expressions
and religious associations, generally aim to do the contrary,
namely to present relatively straightforward statements about
the influence of specific deities on a variety of quotidian
human activities during certain time periods. These mantic
expressions are intimately tied to the daily life and cultural
surroundings of the expected clients (fig. 2).

From a comparative perspective we know that mantic texts
tend to be fundamentally ambivalent and ‘open’, a quality
created through the use of the literary, arcane language, full
of metaphors. This brought us to consider the forms of
Mesoamerican ceremonial discourse, e.g. the ‘speaking in
pairs’ (difrasismos), present in early colonial documents and
still alive in oral tradition.” It is precisely from this
perspective that we have tried to read the images in the
codices by connecting them to the historically documented
and/or still living traditions. We have found that the very
effort to read the scenes in terms of indigenous languages,
metaphors and conventions of oral literature is a fruitful

Figure 2 Codex Borgia, p. 21: In this period, indicated by the days [3] Water, Alligator, Reed, Serpent and Movement and six following sets of

days, the merchant carrying precious goods (quetzal bird) travels under the auspices of the deity Red Tezcatlipoca (“Smoking Mirror”). He may
encounter bad luck: the tree (success, continuity, lineage, rulership) breaks; serpents and dangerous animals bar the road. A mysterious enemy
(Black Tezcatlipoca) throws a burning stick with spikes at him.
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heuristic procedure. Of course, we do not pretend that our
interpretation is final and definitive; on the contrary we stress
that our commentaries should be used as tools to produce
improvements and further understanding.

The commentaries of the Codices Mexicanos series,
therefore, contain ‘direct readings’, transliterations of the
images, as their central part, while the arguments that support
the underlying interpretations are given in introductions and
notes. This new way of writing commentaries, in
combination with the fact that we followed the breakthroughs
and methodological principles of Nowotny, which — being
published only in German — had not yet become generally
known, was bound to cause surprise and bewilderment
among several colleagues. In spite of the abundant
supporting data given in the multi-volume work, some
reviewers asked for even more evidence for our interpreta-
tions, as they limited their attention to some specific sections
and maybe were not always aware of the real state of the art
in this complex field (cf. Jansen 1999).

5 NEW COMMENTARIES

Fortunately several new books have appeared in the past
five years, which will permit a new appreciation of these
beautiful pictorial manuscripts. First of all we should
mention the English translation of Nowotny’s Tlacuilolli
(1961), published by the well-known University of
Oklahoma Press (2005). The idea for this translation was
born already in 1982 at the Dumbarton Oaks summer
workshop and then realized through the collaboration of
George Everett (associate professor of German) and
Edward Sisson (an archaeologist specialized in the style and
iconography of Postclassic Mexico). These two scholars have
done much more than a translation: by adding notes and a
bibliography they provided a very useful update of this now
classic monograph. The foreword by Ferdinand Anders
explains its importance and gives valuable background
information.

Although all modern research on codices should build on
Nowotny’s work, this proves to be not so easy, as he wrote
in an aphoristic style. Who looks through the pages for a
straightforward interpretation of specific scenes will often
suffer a disillusion. The value of this magnum opus is in its
method and scope. Therefore, in order to understand
Nowotny’s contribution one really needs a good previous
knowledge of the subject matter (e.g. reading his texts
against Seler’s), as well as concentration, discipline and
patience, which in the end will be rewarded with critical
insights.

Another outcome of the above-mentioned Dumbarton
Oaks summer workshop (1982) is the new monograph on
the Teoamoxtli (Borgia) Group by Elizabeth Boone, entitled
Cycles of Time and Meaning in the Mexican Books of Fate

(2007). Boone applies an art-historical focus on the
composition of the pictorial scenes, presenting comprehen-
sive and clear descriptions of such aspects as reading
patterns, different types of almanacs (lists, tables, diagrams),
and different series of deities. When it comes to meaning of
the scenes and to the discussion of provenience, she follows
existing literature, but provides a very well-ordered and
illustrated presentation with good explanatory tables, notes
and bibliographical references.® Although Boone’s
monograph is not based on fieldwork or other personal
familiarity with living Mesoamerican culture, and is
consequently limited in what it offers as original
interpretations, it is a much needed overview and a very
instructive and comprehensive introduction to the complex
world of the Mexican religious codices. It is a worthy
counterpart to her earlier synthetic presentation of the Aztec
and Mixtec pictorial manuscripts with historical and
geographical contents (Boone 2000).

Shortly after Boone’s study, the Biblioteca Apostodlica
Vaticana itself brought out a magnificent new edition of
Codex Yoalli Ehecatl (Borgia). Author of the monumental
commentary (2008) is Juan José Batalla Rosado, a historian
specialized in the study of Mexican codices, teaching at the
Universidad Complutense, Madrid. His text goes much
further than explaining the images of the codex: it contains a
detailed introduction to Mesoamerican archaeology, religion,
calendar and writing system (more than 200 pages),
furthermore a detailed discussion of the whole Teoamoxtli
(Borgia) Group, its provenience, the problems and methods
of interpretation (some 60 pages), and finally a page-by-page
discussion of the Codex Yoalli Ehecatl (Borgia) with multiple
cross-references to other manuscripts. In his thorough
treatment Batalla Rosado explicitly reproduces and discusses
earlier interpretations.’ His anal<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>