Introduction to Archaeology: Notes 3
Theory and paradigms of archaeology
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— A little more on what archaeology is
— Archaeology is generally defined either by its datdy its goals
— Defined by data: Archaeology is the study of theéenal remains of past human activities.
— artifacts, buildings, garbage, burials, etc.
— How is this different from antiquarianism or arstary?
— archaeologists emphasize studying these matensdinsin context
— Context or association: the relationships betwdgaats, and between objects and their
surroundings
— Many types of context
— stratigraphic (layers of soil):
— what is found together in the same layer?
- in a layer above, or below?
— spatial or geographic distribution
— what is found in hilltop sites, and what in vallegttom sites?
— what is found in the Moquegua valley, versus inkteges valley?
— functional context:
— what is found in burials, versus on house flooss between houses?
- efc..
— Defined by goals: Archaeology (in the Americadgatt) is the study of anthropological
guestions
- that we cannot address by direct observation
— because they involve people in the past
— or using written sources
— because the needed information was not recorded

— So, what are anthropological questions?

— First, what is anthropology?
- the study of people and societies
— a rather broad definition...
- Kelly & Thomas say that what all anthropologistsé@n common is that they believe in a

global, comparative, holistic approach

— that may be true, but it is not too much help,esith
- I'll add some other features typical of anthropgiog

— The anthropological approach
— 4 generally recognized subfields of anthropology:
— biological (or physical)
— cultural
— linguistic
— archaeological
— features of the anthropological approach
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- halistic: to understand humans and society, you must censidny different aspects that
all interact with each other
- biology (physical needs and abilities, evolved tarades, etc.)
— ecology (how humans affect and are affected byetivironment)
— culture (what's that??)
- language
— economics
— politics, etc.
— emphasizesculture' as a key to understanding people and society
- there are many different definitions of culture
— one definition that I like:
- “the learned, shared values, beliefs, and rulesstinacture people's thinking and
behavior”
— a slightly more complete definition: Culture is
— Learned
— Shared
— Symbolic: involves assigning meanings to things
— what is edible food, and what is not
— what the gods like as offerings, and what they tlon’
— words are symbols for things
— ideas are made up of words, or at least word-lgtegories and concepts
— so ideas about how the world works, how to do thjrmg anything else, are
symbolic, too
— Integrated: all parts affect all other parts
— Practical (often said as “adaptive”)
— it involves knowledge, practices, rules, etc. thelp people get along in their
natural and social environment
— Naturalized and unconsidered
— people tend to think that their understandinghofgs are real features of the
world, rather than just ideas that may differ ihestcultures
- these definitions emphasizes that culture is irpfees heads
— sometimes calledymbolic culture
— but we also talk aboumaterial culture
— the resulting material things: tools, houses, a@hgthetc.
— Uses acompar ative approach
— comparing different cultures
- to see the range of arrangements humans are cagable
— comparing cultures across time
- to see how cultures change from one form to another
— Seeks to avoidthnocentrism
— the assumption that one’s own culture is normaherbest, and others are deviations
from that
— not productive for studying or dealing with peopfeother cultures
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— resisting ethnocentrism is a constant struggle
— we are so immersed in our own culture that it iBadilt not to assume it is the norm
— Starts from a position adultural relativism
— belief that all cultures make sense and are valative to their own context
— you will never learn how a culture fits togethedanakes sense if you don't start
from the assumption thatdbes make sense
— involves suspending judgment in order to learn kimevculture works and why
— for archaeologists, this means resisting the tetimptao uncritically interpret things in
ways that make sense in one’s own culture
- “the past is a different country; they do thingS8edently there”
— adaptive vs. ideational approaches to studyinglpeop
— adaptive approach
— explains things in terms of how they affect thecess of individuals or the society in its
ecological and social context
— involves practical explanations that emphasize nadteeeds and consequences, and
how parts of the society interact as a system.
- ideational approach
— explains things in terms of what people think
- religious ideals, notions about equality or specgits of certain families, the desire for
power, etc.
— naturally, this is harder to do with material rensai
— Kelly & Thomas give interpretations of why Kwakwakvakw continued practicing the
potlatch in both approaches
— adaptive:
— it spread risk, getting food to villages in poocdtions when needed and forestalling
starvation or attacks
— it encouraged people to move from the riskier atedke better areas that could
support them
— another author (Marvin Harris) suggested thatuisea villagers to work hard and
produce a big surplus that they would not otherwlisze- but which would save them
and their neighbors in occasional very bad years
— ideational
— prominent people and their villages gained predtiga it
— recipients were humiliated, and responded withtzrgpotlatch to reclaim their
honor
— both approaches are valid and have their uses
— generalism vs. particularism
— generalism
— assumes that there are generalities or regulanitisgcieties and cultural change that
are useful in understanding them, and we shoulkl foothese regularities
— SO0 we compare many cases, and develop ideas bkeetges that experience
circumstance X tend respond by doing Y”
— particularism (or “historical particularism”)
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— assumes that societies and cultural changes ae@nsplex and diverse that each has to
be studied as a special case, taking into accberttistorical path that led to them
- tends to lead to detailed, complex explanationadif/idual societies as unique cases
— again, both are valid and have their uses.
— scientific approach to knowledge
— anthropology is a social science, and like otherat@ciences, it strives to be scientific
(not always successfully)
— Kuznar’s characteristics of science, in Kelly & Thas
— science is empirical or objective
— it deals with the observable, measurable world
— science is systematic and explicit
— evidence should be complete
— procedures fully explained
— so someone else would make the same observations
— science is logical
— arguments linking ideas together must be sound
— science is explanatory
— it seeks to show what happens under certain cirtamoss
— and why it happens
— science is self-critical and based on testing
— conclusions are only scientific if they are testabl
— that means, if they are falsifiable
— there must be some way of showing that they aregynd they are
- but after checking, the evidence to disprove theksion was not found
— an example later...
— Kuznar says: science is public
— methods, data, and arguments are available fotisgioy the public
— | disagree on this
— that is a nice ideal, but real science is also dgnesearchers at private institutions
that do not share their data
— this is considered bad form
— it probably slows the process, since there arerfeneds working on the problem
— and probably allows errors to remain undetectedbioger
— but it is still science, in my book
— science is basically a way of establishing knowéedmsed on thesctientific method"
— which allows us to know how we know what we know
— to evaluate and trust conclusions
— Thescientific method
— 1. ask an interesting question
— 2. suggest aypothesis
— hypotheses can be made up out of the blue
— but in practice, are usually devisedihyuctive reasoning
— get and look at the available evidence



Introduction to Archaeology F 2009 / Owen: Theangd paradigms p.5

— reason from the evidence towards an idea that nexgbitiin it all
— 3. figure out someest implications or predictions of the hypothesis
— “if the hypothesis is true, we should find X”
— hypotheses (really, their test implications) muestdbsifiable: it must be possible to
NOT find X
- this isdeductive reasoning: reasoning from an idea (the hypothsis) towaraseso
expected evidence
— 4. collect the data to see if X is, in fact, true
— 5. compare the data to the test implications
— 6. draw conclusions and repeat
— if the test implicationgre met
— then hurrah! the hypothesis is supported
— but not proven
— because it is always possible that some other hgsat could fit both the
original data and this new piece
— confirming the test implications only shows that tiypothesis MIGHT be right
— by showing that it fits some data: it is consisteith the facts checked so far
— it has been tested and has not yet been provergwron
— if there remains doubt, interest, and funding totice,
— then go back to step 3:
— develop further test implications of the hypothesid go back to collect more
data to check those
— if the test implications aneot met
- then OK, we still learned something:
— the hypothesis was wrong
— or somepart of the hypothesis was wrong
— or thereasoning behind the test implications was wrong
— or the collectediata was incorrect
— SO0 we need to:
— change the hypothesis
— or make a new hypothesis about why the test imjibica were not met
— then go back to step 3:
— develop test implications for the new hypothesid esllect more data to check
those
— using the scientific method, we can eliminate tleardy wrong ideas, and keep moving
closer (we hope!) to "truth"
— areal example
- 1. Question: Did the Tiwanaku state, centered ersthuth shore of Lake Titicaca from
about 500 to 1000 AD, establish colonies on thedarth coast of Peru?
— many people thought they had, due to finds of Takanlike pottery on the coast
— 2. Hypothesis: Yes, there were Tiwanaku colonietherPeruvian coast.
— 3. Test implications: If | dig at three sites wh@reanaku-like pottery is found, |
should find
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— artifacts that are a good match for the Tiwanalle st
— artifacts that give radiocarbon dates contempaosatty Tiwanaku
— these are falsifiable implications: there are wilgy could turn out that would not
support the hypothesis
— 4. | excavated at the sites and analyzed the data
— 5. Oops — the test implications were not met
— the pottery, textiles, wooden spoons, tomb shapesso on resembled Tiwanaku
styles, but were all slightly different from them
— the radiocarbon dates were all a little after 18@0 bit later than Tiwanaku
- 6.Solhadto
- reject the hypothesis: at these places, at leaggnbiku did not establish coastal
settlements.
— revise the hypothesis: people descended from menab¢ine Tiwanaku state settled
on the coast after the state collapsed
— test implication: future excavations and analy$esikl continue to find pottery that
resembles, but does not quite match Tiwanaku siyié additional dates should all
be after 1000 AD
- so far, that has been true
— so my new hypothesis is supported
— The result is a series of successive approximations
— we hope getting closer to the truth,
— but inevitably also reflecting intellectual bias#dhe individual researchers and their
times.
— But at least the evidence can constrain the coreiaseliminating some incorrect ones.
- “We don’t know much, but now we know that much”
- that is, archaeology does tell us something alfeupast; without it we would know
nothing at all

— So again, what those anthropological questions?
- that is, what are the goals of archaeology?
— Depends on who you talk to, and what stage of rekdhey are at.
— Question: What was life like in the past? Recorms$tpast ways of life
— analogous to ethnography: figure out as much asilplesabout all aspects of life, from
getting food and making houses, to marriage pattena social structure, to religious
beliefs.
— This is called aynchronic view: looking at the whole social system as itdions at a
given moment
— seeking to understand how a society works ovesalldlassic descriptive goal of cultural
anthropology
— harder for archaeologists, since our data is muateimited
— Question: How did cultures change over time? Redcocisthe sequence of changes over
time
— Analogous to history
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— the reconstructed sequence of events is callddre history, although some people
consider this term old-fashioned
— This is called aliachronic view: looking at the changes that occur over time.
— A diachronic view is essentially a series of syocit views over time
— understanding the course of change in culture twer is another anthropological goal,
— one that fewer cultural anthropologists have bdde to do, and then only for one or
maybe two lifetimes of history
— but archaeologists have access to long spans ef wumich cultural anthropologists do
not
— QuestionWhy did they work that way and change that wiyplain the societies and the
processes of change in each culture history
— Also analogous to history
— why was the society organized as it was?
— How and why did it change from one time to the Rext
— Question: What are the general patterns, ruleggsses of cultures and changes?
Generalize about societies and the processes nfeha them
— What causes certain kinds of developments in sgtiet
— adoption of agriculture, rise of states, collapseropires...
— What universal laws (if any!) describe the naturd development of human societies?
— There are many approaches to this, as we will see
— emphasizing the primacy of material factors likenelte, subsistence, technological
innovations, etc.
— emphasizing the primacy of ideological factors likégion, political ideals, social
norms
— emphasizing the agency of individuals and groupsiacing their own interests,
resisting others, etc.

— What is the process of archaeology? How do ardbgests proceed?
— we want to answer big, interesting questions, beitainswers are not spelled out in the dirt
we dig up.
— we use theories to approach the answers
- theory: an explanation for why or how something occurred
— a theory may be true or false; it can be checked
— if it has been checked extensively and found regaibato fit the evidence, we can use it to
build further theories
— at the first level of interpretation isw-level theory
- these are theories that are used to make basiprietations of field observations
— Is this a stone tool or a naturally broken rock?
— Is this potsherd an example of pottery style “a"l@f?
— Are these rocks in a line, or just a chance ormahpattern?
— Was this potsherd laying in contact with the flamrjust above it in later fill?
— example: we observe a patch of black material vathsoil around and under it
— we use low-level theory that says that this patteften formed by a man-made fire
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— we interpret the observations as the charcoal anat learth left over from a man-
made fire: a hearth or fire pit
— we have not actually observed a hearth
— we have observed some red soil and black stufirgedoreted it as a hearth
— it might actually be a place where a dense bushstvask by lightning and burned
— or the “charcoal” might actually be pieces of akrgontaining the black iron mineral
limonite, surrounded by soil stained red by thetiveang iron mineral
— we hope our theory is good enough to allow us jecteéhose possibilities...
— even at this level, our results are only as godth@sheories we use
- | had a supposedly skilled worker in Peru who hiallgal up a theory that three rocks
near each other in a triangular pattern were dlmnear
— he recorded many hearths on my project’s field form
— | disagreed with his theory and did not treat ntdshem as hearths in my later analyses
- this is one reason why good drawings, measuremamiisphotos are very important: to
check the actual observations behind the fieldpmetations
— next ismiddle-level theory
- these are theories that connect the interpretedaldieldwork (hearths, houses, garbage
piles, etc.) to behaviors of people or natural psses that created them
— this house was occupied by a family with more we#dan that house
— these people were specialized pottery makers, \ilinlgee others just farmed
- this garbage pile accumulated from a single bigyparhile that one built up from many
small, ordinary meals
— this trench was dug by people to defend their gdlebut that one was eroded through
town in a big flood
— etc.
— middle-level theory is often derived by
— observing living people doing things and checkimg nhaterial remains afterwards
— doing experimental archaeology, like cutting upilal@beest with a stone tool, then
checking to see what sort of wear or damage i®lethe tool's edge
— checking natural processes that can affect arcbgieal materials, like recording the
condition of bones at a hyena kill site every twomhs for several years to learn how
bone decays when left out in the sun
— in practice, often by “common sense”, which migbt be right
— that is why rigorous middle-level theory is so impot
— using middle-level theory, archaeologists try tpufie out what people did and what
natural processes happened to form the materiainsm
— finally, there ishigh-level theory
— these are theories that seek to explain the bigtiquns: why people adopted agriculture,
why certain people came to have power over otlae$,so on
— Ideally, archaeologists form hypotheses based gim-leivel theories or models about the
past and the issues
— example: we are interested in a high-level theloay $ocial change is often caused by
high-status individuals trying to increase theingo
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— so we hypothesize that in X region, the wealthpesiple threw big feasts to attract
and reward supporters
— we suggest a test implication that we should fiodagie and cooking facilities for
large amounts of food near or in the biggest, badt-homes at the site
— we go out and excavate
— we use low-level theory to identify hearths, cogkdebris, and structures built out
of stone
— we use middle-range theory to assess whether thayoasistent with feasting
— and we use those results to test our high-levelryh@bout the importance of
feasting and high-status self-aggrandizers
— high-level theories are based par adigms
— a paradigm is
— a theoretical framework,
— set of assumptions,
— point of view,
— or concept of what kinds of explanations and caasesppropriate;
- that is, an overarching view about how the worldkso
— almost like a culture of researchers
— archaeology currently has two major paradigms
— processual archaeology paradigm
— 1. archaeology should generalize, that is, seeladties or laws of culture and
behavior that cover most or all cases
— sees the particular details of places and inditigaaple as less important
— as responding to the overall circumstances, ralfagr being major determinants of
them
— sees different regions and periods as cases thdtecaompared, examples of the
same general processes
— 2. culture is a system and a form of adaptatiomaterial and social circumstances
— typically a materialist view
— economics and power are key to explanations
- religion, art, ideology are “epiphenomenal’ (“aleide the phenomenon”)
- that is, they are not causal, but are dragged dlgngaterial processes
— or are just irrelevant sidelights
— 3. the past is part of objective reality, and i t& reconstructed and explained using
the scientific method
— 4. archaeology should be objective (factual), roitipal
— factual and theoretical findings are ethically melitnot political,
— they are simply facts about the past
— post-processual archaeology paradigm (closelyttigsbstmodernism)
— 1. generalizations oversimplify; each case is uaiqgomplex
— seeks explanations in the particular details ohgdace and time
— seeks explanations in terms of how individual pe@uted, especially ordinary
people negotiating tensions around gender roleslthvdifferences, and so on
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— sees no point in pursuing generalizations, bectnesewould have to be so broad
and vague as to be boring and uninformative
— 2. explanations in terms of system or adaptatiertrarial, incomplete, misleading;
good explanations involve ideation
- instead, emphasizes ideology, religion, other idsasrucial
— often try to reconstruct the meaning assignedtttaeats
— 3. the past is always a reflection of the prese@atare only fooling ourselves with
scientific method
— argues that most archaeology is not really so stirbut instead perpetuates
assumptions and fashions in the archaeologisttsireul
— some postprocessualists have argued that thecedbjactive reality, that the
evidence can be made to show anything, and thedftire there is not even any
reason to dig it up
— that extremism has faded; most now argues thatweld try for objectivity, but
realize that it is rarely possible
— 4. archaeology is inherently political, not objgeti
— it always serves a political agenda
— In the 1980s and 1990s, the fight between theseappooaches was bitter and often
personal
- but now, most archaeologists have adopted the mah#oparts of each
— keeping much of processual archaeology
— especially the scientific method
— but becoming more skeptical of generalizations
— and recognizing that they describe tendencieshawat rules
— adding more emphasis on historical particularstaedoles of individual agency
— adding consideration of ideology
— trying even harder to avoid cultural and politibaéses
— and recognizing the potential political impactslad research

— Why do archaeology? What are we trying to accashfli
— Also a debatable question
— The plain old curiosity answer
— What is “x” artifact/building/site? What happeneere?
— Stonehenge, Giza, handaxes, potsherds...
— The intellectual curiosity answer
— We are trying to answer countless questions abauiains and our past. Examples:
— How and why did human culture arise from our nomhan, non-cultural origins?
— When and why did people shift from hunting and gatig to farming?
— When did the first people get to Australia and twtN America, and how?
— How did people come to live in cities?
— What lead to the development of the first states?
— How and why were the Egyptian pyramids built?
— What was the economic basis of Greek democracy?
— Why did Maya civilization collapse?
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— What role did Old World diseases play in the Eusspeonquest of the New World?
— What were conditions really like for black slavaghe colonial US?
— How was the first “mass production” factory of thédustrial revolution organized?
— Archaeology is the only way to get at many of thgisestions, because
— it gives us access to an immense span of time
— it transcends the limits of the present time ameémé past to which cultural
anthropology is limited
— it transcends the limits of where and when histeag written and preserved
- by doing so, it gives us access not only to lomgas of "historical" development, but
also to societies that lived in conditions thataager exist
— it gives us access to a much wider range of huneia\bors and possibilities than
history or ethnography could offer
— the very first attempts at things like farming,jtig in cities, having kings, etc.
— adaptations like specialized mammoth hunters @genrs in rich environments that
have been controlled by farmers since before writistory... etc.
— Archaeology is particularly good for answering gi@ss about society because it is
unaffected by certain kinds of bias that plaguéolnysand ethnography
— written history tends to focus on upper classegaitekinds of events and places, and is
generally ideologically biased, intentionally ortno
— ethnography is necessarily influenced by what peog@int the ethnographer to know
and think about them, intentionally or not
— “Garbage doesn't lie” - or at least, not in the samays as history and ethnography
— Rathje’s "Projet du Garbage"
— The practical utility answer
— National and ethnic identity and pride
— “El orgullo de ser Peruano” (“The pride of being®aan”)
— Political uses
— Israel’s constant excavations justify modern Jewigsence
— example: SF Chronicle, Sept 6, 2009: “Ancient wesdtifies to Jerusalem’s strength”
— excavations by Ronny Reich, “Archaeology profesgdhe University of Haifa”
— not mentioned: also Senior Archaeologist for tmadsAntiquities Authority, an
office of the Israeli government
— “Archaeological research at the site known as titye @ David, just outside the walls
of Jerusalem’s Old City, is caught up in the sttadgr control of the city.”
— site is in a Palestinian neighborhood
— excavation is funded by “Elad, a Jewish settleanrgation that also buys Palestinian
homes and brings Jewish families into the neighbadh ... critics have charged that
the archaeology is being used as a political toaketment Jewish control over parts of
Jerusalem that Palestinians want for the capitalfoture state.”
— is this a new discovery? No; the wall was firstrfidun 1909, and the current project
must have taken months
— the site is about to open for tourists, so thisprelease is a bid for publicity
— but why? the wall long predates the Hebrew kingdom
— presumably Elad thinks they are supporting thailseassomehow...
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— Tourism and display, for economic reasons
— Teotihuacan, Tikal, Giza; Machu Picchu
— The personal answer
- It's fun.
— Intellectually stimulating, outdoors work with yoliands, many different skills, constant
variety, travel to interesting places, creativelpem solving and writing
— The social value answer
— Adds richness to people’s lives, however subtlkriow that people are studying and
recovering the past; fires people’s imaginationsé¢e documentaries, museum displays,
visit sites, read articles and books about arcloggokeven if they don’t bother with the
details.

— This has all been very abstract. Most of the oéthe class will involve filling in concretely
how archaeologists actually do all this stuff



