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      Introduction

    


    
      One of the most interesting and complex eras of the prehistory of the Eastern Woodlands of North America is referred to by most archaeologists as the Middle Woodland period. It dates approximately between 100 B.C. and A.D. 400–500. Its interesting complexity arises from a complex historical process of ceremonialism that was played out within and among many regions of the Eastern Woodlands; and it is the material cultural assemblage mediating the events constituting these regional Hopewell episodes that constitutes what many recognize as among the most interesting and, indeed, most spectacular expressions of ceremonialism in the Native North American archaeological record. While these Hopewell episodes of ceremonialism occurred more or less contemporaneously across many regions, there is little debate that the material culture assemblage that mediated the Ohio Hopewell episode manifested the most complex, varied, and richest set of attributes of all the regions of the Middle Woodland period and it particularly played itself out in the southwestern, central, south-central, and southeastern subregions of Ohio (Byers 2004).


      The range of features, facilities, and artifactual contents that mediated this episode of intense ceremonialism makes the Central Ohio Valley archaeological record unique and, indeed, this particular assemblage in all its richness is often referred to as the “classic Hopewellian” expression. Probably the most visibly outstanding and certainly quantitatively most impressive material category of this Ohio Hopewell assemblage consists of the monumental embankment earthworks and the often-associated mortuary mounds. These earthworks are located on both the wide floodplains and valley floors and on higher plateau-type ridges. The embankment earthworks on the higher ridges and terraces have often been referred to as “fortifications” both because of their isolated locations and because the embankments, often 2 or more meters high and 1 to 5 km long, tend to follow the edge of the plateau-like ridges on which they were built (figure 1.1). Embankment earthworks found on the floodplain typically display geometrical forms, some as large stand-alone circular or rectilinear embankments, but also a good number being complexes of conjoined circles and rectilinears. These “geometrical” forms often incorporate mounds, both mortuary and nonmortuary, within the extensive plaza-like areas that the embankments incorporate (figure 1.2). Some of these mounds are among the largest in the Eastern Woodlands, between 100 m and 250 m long, and 30 m to 100 m wide, and 3 to 5 m or higher. Excavations have demonstrated that most of them, particularly the largest, covered the remains of timber structures associated with human mortuary residue and accompanying artifacts. The mortuary structures were typically built on prepared floor “foundations” consisting of a series of gravel, sand, clay, and earth strata. These structures are now widely regarded as serving the needs of mortuary and related ceremonialism. The importance of the mortuary aspect of this ceremonialism is clearly manifested since the prepared floors usually included multiple closely dispersed mortuary-related features. Typically, these would be timber cribs plastered in clay and containing mortuary residue, both human remains and associated artifacts. Also, there were carefully prepared clay crematory platforms or basins that while displaying signs of intense burning were usually carefully emptied and cleaned of any crematoria remains. Also there was usually a range of hearths or areas displaying residue of intense burning. These are all signs that most of these features were used to mediate complex human mortuary practices, although some may have also been used to mediate other forms of ritual.


      Found in association with many but not all of the burials and also found in large mass deposits not directly associated with any human mortuary remains were the items that make up collectively one of the most elaborate artifact assemblages known in prehistoric Native North America. These ranged from native copper earspools, fresh water pearl beads, both fresh water and marine shell beads and necklaces, multiple decorative items made of animal teeth and jaws (both actual teeth and jaws or ones made as effigies from various materials), elaborately carved (actual) human bones, and exotic resources such as native copper and silver nuggets, fine blades made of imported cherts, obsidian, and rock crystal, and so on. Many deposits of the most elaborate artifacts, usually copper plates, copper headdresses, copper celts, human skulls, mica cutout effigies and other symbolic icons, and so on, were carefully treated and placed in the mounds associated with deceased.
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          Figure 1.1


          Fort Ancient


          Source: Squier and Davis 1848, plate VII.
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          Figure 1.2


          Liberty Works


          Source: Squier and Davis 1848, plate XX.

        

      


      Clearly, while the monumental Ohio Hopewellian earthworks, both embankments and mounds, are the most visibly outstanding material cultural features of the Ohio Hopewell episode, there is no doubt that the artifactual assemblage content is equally unique—both in terms of its elaborate iconographic forms and the range of materials used. In archaeology the term exotic is used when speaking of artifacts not only to indicate special qualitative attributes they have in terms of form, care of production, color and uniqueness of style, and so on, but particularly to emphasize that the material used was usually imported from sources that were at a considerable distance from the site where they were found. These distances could be several hundred kilometers and, therefore, would entail significant modes of long distance interaction. My reference to “exotic lithic” materials means a procurement process requiring at least 100 or up to 300 kilometers of travel and the presence of obsidian required much greater distances since the closest natural source to Ohio was from Yellowstone Park. Fine and colorful chalcedony and flints from both within and outside Ohio, crystal quartz, and other types of stones were regularly procured to make ceremonial-like blades that in many cases were deposited with these human remains. Even the prolific use of mica and copper required procuring this material several hundreds of kilometers from southern Ohio. Many of the more exotic and fine flints were also used to produce a very simple, elongated unifacial flake that is termed a bladelet. These bladelets are ubiquitous on these ceremonial Ohio Hopewell sites. However, they are also found in significant quantities on Middle Woodland period sites apparently displaying no significant Hopewellian ceremonialism. These non-earthwork-based sites are now widely interpreted by most Hopewellian archaeologists of the Ohio Middle Woodland period as domestic hamlets, an interpretation that I have attempted to significantly qualify in the course of writing this book.


      In sum, the unusual components of this assemblage of the Ohio Hopewell episode were ceremonial artifacts made from mica (often in the form of effigy animals and human body parts) and procured from the Carolinas and Georgia, as well as Native minerals (such as copper and silver derived from the Great Lakes region and central Ontario) and iron-rich meteorites, and other colorful minerals (including red hematite and yellow ochers). The native copper was used to produce the above noted elaborate plates, earspools, gorgets, and flute covers, as well as ceremonial axes and adzes. The native silver was also used to produce earspools, often as a foil covering wooden, stone, or clay forms. The minerals, it is assumed, were used to produce colored powders and paints that were, in turn, used in various rituals performed at these ceremonial sites. Ceramics produced with specific figural motifs, particularly water birds and raptors, as well as other figures, were outstanding and various pipestones were procured to produce elaborate pipes, both plain and effigy in form. Marine shells procured from the Gulf coast were used as ritual containers and also as a source of shell beads and, in fact, the list of artifact categories and raw materials, often procured through long distance connections, could be continued.


      While similarly formed and varied artifacts were components of other regional Hopewell episodes, only a few of these regions approached the variety and quantity that is identified with the “classic” Ohio Hopewell episode. Importantly, however, it is widely interpreted that formal similarities across these regions marked significant sharing and interaction. Seen in interregional terms, therefore, this widely dispersed material cultural assemblage articulates what is often referred to as the Hopewell Interaction Sphere. As interesting as it would be to use this book to characterize the nature of the interregional process, the Hopewell Interaction Sphere, this will be postponed in order that this book can achieve a more modest goal, this being to build on my earlier discussion of the Ohio Hopewell episode by developing a better understanding of its nature and the likely history of its development. That is, I believe that the basic cultural premises that I can develop in this book by addressing the nature of the Ohio Hopewell episode and models of the social mechanisms that generated and sustained it are necessary in order to use these to illuminate and account for the larger Hopewell Interaction Sphere. This raises an important ontological issue, this being that, in my view, the global Hopewell Interaction Sphere episode cannot be treated as simply the aggregate sum of the multiple regional Hopewell episodes; nor can a regional Hopewell episode be properly understood divorced from the wider pan-regional context that made it possible. The two levels, regional and interregional, therefore, are treated by me as mutually emergent and interdependent.


      This presents an interesting dilemma, of course, in that it suggests that understanding the larger phenomenon is required to fully understand the parts but, at the same time, we can only come to understand the larger if we have an adequate understanding of the parts. However, this is not an overwhelming problem—as long as achieving understanding is understood to be a recursive interpretive-explanatory process by which our current understanding of the regional level becomes the basis for building further understanding of the larger process and in achieving the latter, recursively correcting the inadequacies in the earlier understanding of the regional. Hence, research and learning is an expanding circle. In fact, rather than imagining this process of knowledge building as an expanding circle of knowledge I prefer to imagine it as an expanding spiral. This image expresses the notion that knowledge grows by depth and width, each cyclic repetition adding new insights and understandings of the nature of the phenomena under study.


      In any case, because I consider the construction and use of the Hopewell assemblage to be an intensely local process that played itself out at the regional level through intraregional interaction, I consider our understanding of the Hopewell episode is most effectively initiated by focusing at this regional level; and to say this means focusing on the interaction among major subregions of the Central Ohio Valley, those in which the Ohio Hopewell episode was successfully realized and those where it failed to be realized. The former case would primarily embrace the drainages of the Greater and Little Miamis, the central and lower Scioto drainage, and the Licking-Muskingum drainage. The latter case includes much of the Kentucky region as well as parts of the Ohio region, in particular the Hocking River Valley. Why I think it is important to clarify the nature of the Hopewell assemblage and its variation at this interdrainage level is because, as I develop the story in this book, the activity that was carried out at major sites displaying significant Hopewellian materials was a result of transdrainage interaction among several different and mutually autonomous local groups. Despite their mutual autonomy and individual commitment to their particular drainage zone, they nevertheless shared a common commitment that promoted their interaction between and among each other in the major drainages. It is this commitment to a common interest that motivated these different and spatially separated local groups to work together. In this book, I will argue that, as autonomous groups, they consensually agreed to cooperate in performing rituals of a world renewal nature. In short, I am claiming that not only were they all committed to performing the same range of valued activities in their respective drainages, they also recognized that effectiveness of the rituals they performed in their local drainages to some degree hinged on the effectiveness of similar rituals in neighboring and more distant drainage and that, indeed, in some cases, the full suite of rituals entailed interdrainage performances. Therefore, coordinating and mutually cooperating to enhance the rituals performed in neighboring drainages recursively enhanced the performance of rituals in their local regions. From this it follows that not only could the autonomous groups that constituted the complex in any one of these drainages be from several different communities dispersed in the local region that they collectively occupied but also, in some cases, they could be from communities in neighboring drainage regions. Furthermore, with respect to each other, these different and dispersed autonomous groupings were also mutually autonomous.


      This principle promoting intraregional cooperation presupposes a logic that could equally promote interregional cooperation. Of course, interregional cooperation might need to be instigated by groups already committed in their own region by some of them undertaking “missions” to neighboring regions to promote the value of these ritual performances and showing their hosts that similar conditions in their region would call for and respond positively to similar rituals. Hence, they would undertake to transfer to their hosts important ritual prerogatives, and so on. Out of this process would emerge the Hopewellianization of this neighboring region. As groups within this region entrenched their commitment to this world renewal ritual and, no doubt also incorporated further rituals, they would also take on “missions” by visiting neighboring regions that were even more distant from the initial source of the ritual prerogatives, thereby transferring these same rituals. That is, the operation of the principle that specifies that performances of these renewal rituals at the local drainage level are enhanced by local groups cooperating in performances of the same rituals performed by equivalent groups in neighboring drainages would generate a dynamic that would account for the Hopewell Interaction Sphere. This also means that, despite the widespread distribution of the Hopewellian assemblage displaying common motifs and forms, there would be no centralized control hierarchy that governed the interaction processes. Instead, it was the outcome of many locally based groups, individually and in alliance, performing a set of coherently linked rituals and ceremonies, including constructing all the facilities that these rituals required, in order to discharge mutually recognized and self-identified commitments to achieving a set of shared and valued goals. As noted above, I have characterized these goals as embracing and enhancing the sacred powers of the world as they understood it to be and I have termed these goals as the ongoing pursuit of world renewal. The unique nature of committing to ritual activities that are perceived as renewing the world is that it entails having a vision of conditions of satisfaction that transcend the immediacy of the here and now, of this drainage, while, at the same time, embodying this valley and this region. Hence, in discharging world renewal duties, local autonomous groups would experience their own activities as enhancing not only the immediate region but also, of course, as participating in enhancing the wider region of which theirs was only a part. In an important way, then, the local groups necessarily would be aware of and attuned to the activities of groups of other localities in neighboring drainages committed to the same type of activities, realizing that the full felicity of locally performed rituals is partly dependent on the felicity of similar rituals being performed in both neighboring and more distant regions since, despite living in different areas, they shared a single intrinsically structured world or cosmos and the state of sacredness of one part was effected by and in turn effected the whole.


      The upshot of this locally held vision that transcended the immediacy of the “here and now” is that in general local planning for ritual performances would be attuned to how similar performances may or may not have been and how they were being performed elsewhere. Sharing by any local group of their material cultural goods, social organizational capacities, and ideological know-how and ritual resources with other autonomous groups—both intraregional and interregional—would come to be part of an active world renewal global program. At the same time the principle of local autonomy would prevail so that such sharing could not transform into a form of centralized, dominance-based hierarchical control.


      Now none of this should seem baffling to archaeological readers since the current view of the Middle Woodland communities in the Central Ohio Valley regions caught up in the Hopewell episode were mutually autonomous kinship-based groupings, and each constructed its own earthwork, and/or several such communities dispersed over a zone in a local valley may have allied to build and use one of the larger Ohio Hopewell embankment earthwork sites. Hence, it seems pretty straightforward to simply note that what I am referring to as autonomous groups responsible for a given Ohio Hopewell site complex were, in fact, autonomous Ohio Hopewell communities. Indeed, this is pretty well the current view, which firmly identifies a local Ohio Hopewell embankment earthwork and/or mound site with a local community or alliance of communities sharing the valley or nearby valleys with their multiple domestic family-based hamlets dispersed across the ambient landscape. This means that, for the most part, the large earthwork sites such as Fort Ancient (figure 1.1) and Liberty Works (figure 1.2), the type I illustrated above, are interpreted as manifesting an alliance of such dispersed-hamlet Hopewellian communities.


      But this is what I am not saying. In fact, I am precisely not identifying the Ohio Hopewell embankment earthwork or mound site with this type of dispersed-hamlet community. To say this is not to deny that the Ohio Middle Woodland period had communities that consisted of kinship-based domestic residence groups, that is, nuclear family or small extended family, that were widely dispersed across the landscape. Nor does it deny that these family-type hamlets were likely the basic units of the more complex kinship structures of these Middle Woodland period communities, for example, the clans and moieties. What it does mean, however, is that describing these communities in terms of kinship structures alone does not complete their social characterization. These communities also had a set of non-kinship-based groups and I claim that these groups were common to all the Ohio Middle Woodland communities, but they were also relatively autonomous groups of these communities and, therefore, under certain conditions the relatively autonomous groups from different communities could and regularly did ally. It is these alliances that I claim were responsible for the Ohio Hopewell system of embankment earthworks and mounds. Another way of putting this is to say that it is a serious mischaracterization to speak of Ohio Hopewell communities. Rather, there were Ohio Middle Woodland period communities that embodied autonomous groups that allied with each other and these produced and used the Ohio Hopewell earthwork system.


      A Perspicuous Contrast


      Now it is usually assumed that traditional preindustrial type communities are structured by kinship-based relations and any two or more persons who cannot trace common kinship connections must be “strangers.” While this may be the case for many such communities, I do not accept that it is for many traditional Native North American communities. Anthropologists have long recognized that persons who share formal characteristics unrelated to kinship find many common grounds on which to interact and the stabilization of these interactions very commonly underwrite the emergence of recognized groupings that are reproduced with every new generation. Anthropologists have long recognized these and refer to them as sodalities. The most common sodalities are based on the formal attributes of same-sex/same-age and the substantive core value that structures these formal kinds of relations is companionship or friendship. Possibly because a person is born into a set of kin relations while the same person must create a set of friendships, it is assumed that only the former can be treated as truly social while the latter is personal and individual. However, under a certain constellation of conditions kinship can be dependent on its complementary opposite, friendship, and I propose that these conditions were fundamental to most traditional Native North American communities. Hence, these communities were characterized by dual kinship-companionship social structural axes and it was this structure that made the emergence of the Hopewell episode possible since it was the companionship axis that served as the armature to constitute complex alliances of companionship groups, what I will term generically sodalities, and it was these sodalities, not the communities to which they belonged, that allied and constructed and used the Ohio Hopewell earthworks.


      Are the Ohio Hopewell earthworks the products of autonomous kinship-based communities, as the orthodox view would claim, or are they the products of autonomous sodalities that were themselves components of the Ohio Middle Woodland communities? This question may seem to be trivial and largely simply a matter of semantics. I would strongly disagree. If the latter case were correct, and in fact the Ohio Hopewell embankment earthwork sites were the outcome of sodality alliances, then it would be quite wrong and misleading to speak of these social groups as Ohio Hopewell communities—except possibly in a figurative sense. But even the figurative sense could be misleading since the term community as normally used in archaeology treats this type of group as constituted by kinship structures. However, if it is desired by the archaeologist to use the term in a figurative sense, then he or she would have to clearly modify it by adding a term that expresses the particular structural nature, such as speaking of it as a “sodality community.” Why is this necessary? Simply because the core social components of the Hopewell embankment earthwork groups would be sodalities of various sorts and the members of these sodalities would occupy positions of companionship, not kinship—even if the members of any given sodality could also recognize each other in kinship terms. Because of the principle of the autonomy of kinship and companionship groups, however, even though the members would be perfectly aware of the kin standings that existed among them, in the context of the embankment earthworks and related locales they would understand that the relevant standing, the one that counts, was their relations as companions. Therefore, there would be an ingrained understanding that kinship obligations and duties were not operable in this context. Therefore, even though it is easy to imagine particular sodality contexts in which the sets of same-age males were accompanied by their families, the grouping of these families in that locale would not warrant referring to it as a transient residential settlement of nuclear families forming an extended family of the community. Rather, to characterize its social nature it would have to be spoken of as a transient residential settlement of a sodality consisting of the members and their immediate families.


      What is implicated in the above is a realist ontological or theoretical posture and it strongly argues that the way we characterize an empirical patterning that is generated by a social group is the way we characterize the social nature of that group. It also perfectly recognizes that it is possible that two discrete socially generated empirical patternings can look much alike, and therefore, we are inclined to say that they are the outcome of two instances of the same type of social group. However, great care must be taken. Since different types of social groups are constituted by humans and the fundamental needs of the participants in both groups will be the same, there can be a great deal of overlap of the empirical patterning that each generates; for example, whether the men with their families are in their hamlet or earthwork settings, the families still need to carry out domestic activities. However, a careful assessment of both the overall material context and content of the two patternings will likely reveal systematic variation that can be empirical grounds for demonstrating that, despite sharing of many formal attributes, these two data sets can be recognized as generated by human groups that were constituted as socially distinct in nature.


      To establish this it is necessary to theorize different social possibilities and the likely empirical differences these could generate. And this means first starting with abstract notions that articulate social properties that we have reasons to believe, given our background anthropological and/or sociological theoretical knowledge, are relevant to the case in hand. I have already presented two major alternatives with regard to speaking of the Ohio Hopewell embankment earthworks: are they the product of autonomous dispersed residential communities based on kinship structures that carried out different degrees of intercommunal alliances; or are they the product of the autonomous sodalities of autonomous dispersed residential communities based on dual kinship and companionship structural axes? If the former is correct, then the Ohio Middle Woodland community system is pretty well identified with the Ohio Hopewell system of earthworks and the Ohio Hopewell episode is simply the working out and unfolding of the interaction of these communities in the region where these earthworks are prominent over approximately five centuries, from ca 100 B.C. to ca 500 A.D. If the latter is correct, then clearly we must carefully distinguish between Ohio Middle Woodland period communities and Ohio Hopewell social structures.


      Accordingly, the realist approach I am taking, because the nature of the social structuring implicated by the nonidentification perspective, namely, that Ohio Hopewell groups and Ohio Middle Woodland period communities are not identical, requires some fairly heavy theorizing. This is not because anthropological theories of Native North American societies do not exist, since clearly they do. There is a fulsome theorizing of settlement, subsistence, and social structure, particularly kinship and sodalities, and a fulsome theorizing of the related cultural traditions—cosmology, ethos, world view, and ideology. However, the use of this well-grounded theoretical knowledge in archaeology has been overly selective, focusing particularly on kinship structures to the detriment of sodalities and how the two relate, and most importantly, it has largely ignored the well-established theoretical knowledge of cultural traditions, not only treating the latter as largely ineffable and nonreconstructable since archaeologists do not directly interact with the communities of the past, but also because—in my view—there is a strong materialist bias in archaeology favoring explanations of patterns that can be tied to the produce of humans resolving concrete, everyday practices. I think that both tendencies, overselectivity of social structures and ignoring of cultural traditions, are a problem and require critical reflection and correction. The method I follow in this book is critical comparison. In this case, a terminology of perspicuous contrast is needed since only in this way can the strong critical comparison be effectively used to test against the empirical patternings. I use this terminology to articulate two equally plausible alternative and contrasting social systems models characterizing the nature of the Ohio Hopewell episode and its associated material cultural assemblage using the above range of anthropological theoretical knowledge—ecological, social, and cultural. Each model will be elucidated as a set of basic premises that perspicuously contrast. These social system models then become the major focus of a comparative method by testing them against the same body of empirical data. The goal is to establish which of these models most coherently interprets and explains the above archaeological assemblage that has come to be termed generally the Ohio Hopewell. The critical comparative method maintains that it is rational to accept the model that gives the best explanation of this complex assemblage while realizing, of course, that it is not the last word or “God’s truth.” Rather, I claim that the accepted model is still only approximately true of its real object, although certainly the best approximation so far in that it explains the data best. This leaves open the likelihood that critical assessment of this model will lead to presenting and demonstrating a new approximation of the nature of social system that actually explains the same data even more coherently, and so on. I have used the term hermeneutic spiral method to refer to this process of testing perspicuously contrasting models against the same data and it is the primary method of this book (Bhaskar 1978, chapter 3, 143–227; 1979, 11–28, 164–69; Byers 2004, 106–7).


      Immediately, the skeptic might certainly acquiesce that it is rational, given the comparative method, to opt for the more coherent of the two accounts. However, she or he might go on and claim that the method begs the question in that, even though it is rational to opt for the model that gives the most coherent account, logic does not always follow reality. Therefore, even though it gives a good account, it does not demonstrate that the social system it articulates really existed. My immediate response to the skeptic is that she or he is quite correct. All we can be very sure about is that, given our archaeological knowledge about how humans mess up the world, some sort of human social system generated this particular “mess.” Indeed, both models share that same basic assumption. Hence, this method does not guarantee that the social system that is responsible for this mess is well characterized by the model we rationally choose. All it can say is that it is more likely to be true than the one that we have rejected on the same rational grounds. This simply characterizes the critical comparative method I am using. It insists that we cannot start the process by assuming that one of the models is privileged, for example, because it draws on theoretical knowledge with which the model builder is most familiar. Even though it may be the case that one model articulates a very familiar set of premises, this familiarity does not alone privilege the model such that we have confidence that the social system it articulates really did exist. That is, the skeptic’s begs-the-question claim, particularly when she or he acquiesces to the rationality of choosing this model over the alternative, reveals that she or he has already assumed a privileged stance toward the model that was rejected. This puts the cart before the horse, putting an onus of demonstrability on one of the alternative models that is not demanded of the other. It also misses the point that the “proof” is in the comparative explanation itself and not in some other method, such as hypothetic-deduction.


      I will immediately point out that I consider that most archaeologists of the Ohio Middle Woodland period privilege the orthodox model. Of course, this privileging does not eliminate debate and disagreement. However, the existing contentiousness among the proponents of the orthodox model addresses less abstract concerns than the overall nature of the social system; for example, are these communities seasonally mobile or sedentary or do they vary along a continuum according to specific regions with the settlement of some regions being more sedentary and of others being more mobile? These are all relevant questions. However, their relevance is partly determined by the more abstract concern addressing the real nature of the social systems that were responsible. In an important sense, therefore, I consider the orthodox model to be privileged and for this reason readers will quickly note that I take particular care to articulate strong perspicuous contrasts between it and the alternative—to some degree to “level the playing field.” That is, I insist that the orthodox and the alternative models have to be equally articulated and demonstrated. This does not mean “starting” from the beginning since I can readily agree to accepting the “raw data” on which the orthodox model has been built and also many of the interpretations that have been made under it. However, there are many interpretations that I must critique since they arise directly from opposing premises that inform and underwrite the alternative. When it comes to these perspicuously contrasting premises, to some degree it is necessary to go to the basics. This necessarily entails full-bodied critical comparison of the two perspectives along that particular dimension.


      In short, the critical comparative methodology entails my pointing out where I think that the orthodox model fails. This does not mean that the alternative is not also critiqued. In fact, I do that thoroughly; but only some of this critique is actually expressed in this book since to do so would make the book horrendously long. Instead, what I have presented here is the current outcome of critical comparison. Importantly, the stages are critiques of a selected data set determined by the premises of each model. The critique gives reasons for rejecting that particular aspect of the model and then I pre-

      sent the explanation of the same data under the premises of the alternative model. This explanation is then used to show how it dissolves inadequacies, anomalies, and puzzles that my critique of the orthodox model pointed out. The alternative model also often extends and enhances our understanding of empirical patterning of the data that under the model it replaces were not even seen by its proponents as being relevant to the matter at hand.


      I articulated these two contrasting models in my earlier book on the Ohio Hopewell episode (Byers 2004). However, that book addressed the social nature of the groups responsible for the individual earthworks without addressing how these groups related. This book is taking on the extra task of showing how these individual groups were organized into more complex networks that linked the Ohio Hopewell earthworks together. Therefore, much new theoretical discussion is added below. However, these additions cannot be made without clearly specifying what they are additions to. This dilemma means that the most efficient method is to present the two perspicuously contrasting models and work from there. I will do this as briefly and cogently as this very abstract topic allows. I will first briefly present the core premises of the orthodox model, a model that comes in variant versions that, nevertheless, share these core premises; and then in more detail and depth I present the premises of the alternative counter or heterodox model. This differential emphasis on the countermodel seems reasonable since the orthodox is familiar to most readers, even though the terminology I use in presenting it may not be, while the latter is not familiar and will require a little more elucidation.


      The Monistic Modular Polity Community Model


      There are several community-based models of Ohio Hopewell that have been presented in the literature. Although each highlights one or the other social dimension, I think all of them share the basic premises I outline here. The best known and most widely accepted is termed the Vacant Center/Dispersed Hamlet model. This has come in varying versions, such as the Vacant Center model, the Hamlet Hypothesis model, the Dispersed Sedentary Community model (Dancey and Pacheco 1997, 8), and even the Civic-Ceremonial Center model. The primary disagreement among the above versions addresses the degree of mobility the typical dispersed community had. Many supporters of this model propose sedentary communities; others propose seasonally mobile communities. Except for these differences, however, I suggest that they presuppose the same set of basic social premises. Each premise articulates one or more dimensions of the social and/or cultural structures that constituted the communities.


      Treating these different versions as slight variations on the same basic model, I will generalize and term it the Monistic Modular Polity Community model. The terms I have used in the name of the model may be unfamiliar but none makes reference to a mysterious property or attribute, while each highlights a critical aspect that is usually taken for granted by the proponents of the orthodox model in its different versions. Monistic is a term I have used to refer to a community that has a single, basic, albeit possibly complex, social structural axis that acts as its primary integrative formal armature. When speaking of prehistoric communities based on foraging or simple gardening, this core structural axis is generally referred to as the kinship structure. Therefore, for this book, by monistic I mean that the dominant social structural axis is kinship. Of course, kinship is extremely variable across cultures. However, within any given culture, it is usual that there is a complex but finite system of kinship rules and their permutations that generate a complex but finite set of kinship relations and kinship groups. Modular is a term derived from the notion of a module and it highlights the nature of the territorialism that is usually argued to be central to monistic communities. That is, a monistic community is recognized as having a module of territory that it regularly exploits, the assumption quite correctly being that without regular access to resources, the community cannot survive. As I noted, this is a very reasonable

      position; but this survival thesis goes beyond the practical, biologically entailed necessity to characterize a very special cultural dimension to this territorial module. In effect, it assumes that at this basic survival level cultural rules are determined by objective necessity. As Charles and Buikstra (1983) argue, in conditions of rising scarcity of resources, neighboring kinship-based communities will compete for land or for the limited resources on this land. Hence, rising resource scarcity “naturally” promotes competition, which in turn promotes the regular exploiters to identify the territory as their exclusive property, that is, as “belonging” to them, or, if not the territory, the natural resources in the territory that they regularly use. In my estimate, this view of the relation a people have with their territory reduces what is essentially a cultural, intersubjective property to a naturalized phenomenon, a “territorial imperative.” This territorial imperative, whether expressed in terms of special relations with the land or with the resources on the land—or both—then determines the core concern of a community (maintaining control) and, therefore, it necessarily generates boundary-producing-and-securing behaviors, from communicative threats against the “outsiders” who might be suspected of planning to transgress to physically aggressive behaviors against them when they do. Therefore, a kinship-based community in material conditions that “naturally” promote competition translates this natural tendency into the cultural principle of exclusive territorialism, or what we call proprietorship, or ownership. The dominance of the kinship structural axis then fuses with the notion of ownership or exclusive territorialism to generate corporate kinship proprietorship. From this it logically follows that the community takes on the character of a polity since, by claiming exclusive control to a spatially delineated module of territory and its contained resources, its members must collectively sustain a defensive attitude to “outsiders” and, of course, an autonomous one at that since the boundaries entail maintaining such a status vis-à-vis neighbors.


      The Monistic Modular Polity Community model, therefore, articulates the cultural principles—kinship, exclusive territorialism, and political autonomy—that I contend are presupposed by the orthodox Ohio Hopewell community views and, of course, as these are corporate communities, the only way the Hopewell embankment earthworks could be built is by such a community building them. Finally, since each community is effectively a unitary group with respect to all its neighbors, then in order to build large embankment earthworks it is necessary for several local monistic modular polity communities to ally—despite the fact that such an alliance might contradict the exclusive territorial principle. Hence, this model entails treating the Ohio Hopewell earthworks as civic-ceremonial centers of either individual polities (small-scale earthworks) or allied regional polities (large-scale earthworks). This also means that it is quite unproblematic to identify the Ohio Hopewell embankment earthworks with Middle Woodland period communities, at least in those areas of the Central Ohio Valley where this regional Hopewell episode unfolded. Hence, in this view, the Ohio Middle Woodland period communities where the Ohio Hopewell episode unfolded and the Ohio Hopewell communities are treated under this model as being one and the same social phenomenon.


      To further elaborate this model as it particularly applies to the Ohio Middle Woodland period settlement pattern, it is widely recognized that the latter is characterized as consisting of modular community polities having family-based groups dispersed across the landscape of its proprietorial domain while the ceremonial and decision-making locus of the community was focused in the embankment earthwork locales. Indeed, the earthworks are often explained as necessary for the perpetuation of the community by serving to integrate and sustain their internal unity despite the fact that the individual kin-based family hamlets are widely dispersed in the territory immediately surrounding the civic-ceremonial earthwork center. This “splitting” of the community settlement pattern into ceremonial centers and dispersed family hamlets is widely recognized among Ohio Hopewell archaeologists and it grounds what often is termed the domestic/ceremonial dichotomy. Hence, the domestic sphere is largely identified with the family-based hamlets, whether these are argued to be sedentary or mobile in nature, and the ceremonial sphere is largely identified with the earthworks. In short, the embankment earthworks are treated as serving as the epicenter of the corporate kinship-based community polity (or allied polities) and the surrounding lands constitute its exclusive domain, albeit the precise boundaries in the uplands may be somewhat vaguely defined.


      However, this domestic/ceremonial dichotomy is recognized as particular to the Ohio Middle Woodland period monistic modular polity communities. Structurally speaking the same type of community can exist in a nucleated form, this being simply the result of the dispersed hamlets/households/farmsteads being spatially concentrated into one central nuclear locale. However, when nucleation of the dispersed community happens, it is argued, the need for the earthwork disappears as the community forms a village in which everyday and not-so-everyday life proceeds. This shift does not change the deep structures since kinship remains dominant and the surrounding land remains an exclusive territory. Even the gardens tend to be made in the land closer to the village while the men and women go out to forage for wild food in the forest and upland zones of the community’s territory. Hence, under this model only the settlement patterning and not the structural nature of the community changes and, in fact, the only reason this change occurs is either because some sort of subsistence innovation must have occurred that enabled the community to nucleate into a single center, or, alternatively, possibly intensifying interpolity aggression promoted this nucleation as a defensive strategy.


      Critical Discussion


      There are two other major cultural dimensions related to the Monistic Modular Polity Community model. One is entailed by the logic of the model and the other is contingent. The entailed perspective is generally not recognized by its proponents and this relates to cosmology and ethos; the contingent perspective relates to the mortuary sphere. Speaking of cosmology and ethos may make some uncomfortable since, of course, these appear to link archaeology with the abstract and the unknowable. These concepts are certainly abstract and they refer to equally abstract phenomena. But as I define the cosmology and ethos of a prehistoric community, I maintain it is not unknowable to the archaeologist and much of this book will develop this claim and ground it in the empirical data. In fact, the hermeneutic spiral method promotes theorizing abstract or intangible phenomena by asking what conditions must have existed for certain types of empirical, that is, tangible data to exist. The latter are observable and if their existence can only be explained as being expressions of intangible phenomena, such as beliefs and values, then it follows that such claims can be tested by means of postulating alternative models. Again, the model that most coherently explains the empirical data is the one that is contingently accepted and using this theoretical model as an empirically grounded claim, further models can be articulated to address other data of the same order but differently patterned. Hence, this approach denies that the intangible phenomena (beliefs and values) or the tangible phenomena (subsistence tools and practices) that make up the social world are beyond our capacity to characterize and empirically demonstrate. Therefore, “unknowability” is not a relevant reason to ignore such notions as cosmology and ethos since, in fact, they simply articulate two aspects of a people’s cultural traditions, those dealing with the nature of the world as they perceptually and behaviorally experience it in virtue of their cosmological beliefs and those dealing with the way they should properly conduct themselves in virtue of the way their cosmology informs their ongoing perceptual and behavioral experiencing of the world. Hence, this view entails recognizing that a people’s cosmology and ethos are very important factors in terms of shaping behavior and this would mean recognizing that, as important as material needs are for food, defense, protection from inclement weather and climate, and so on, in shaping behavior, a people’s beliefs and values of an abstract sort are also and possibly even more important and, therefore, specifying their nature and content must be part of explaining the particular behavioral patterns that are routinely carried out by a community.


      A very important sphere of behavior is the way that a human population relates to the land. This can be termed “tenure.” Usually tenure is treated under the orthodox model as simply another term for corporate ownership. However, ownership or exclusive tenure is firmly grounded on the ethos of a people. An ethos is constituted of fundamental values, attitudes, and principles or standards, and these are ground rules of conduct. Such rules constitute the deontic sphere of a community’s cultural traditions, this being the sphere of rights, duties, and obligations, as well as the rules that stipulate what particular behavioral forms will count as appropriate actions that thereby discharge obligations, fulfill rights, and generally constitute a good life, and so on. However, an ethos does not exist in a cultural vacuum since its principles and standards presuppose beliefs about the nature of the world, that is, a cosmology of the natural world and a sociology of the human world or sociality. For example, we recognize that the nature of human beings as responsible agents makes it wrong to own another person. Ownership is strongly weighted with deontic rules and moral standards; and these presuppose cultural knowledge about the nature of the world and the things in it and states of affairs that make it up, such as the nature of being human beings and the obligations that the knowledge we have entails concerning how we conduct our interactions and relations.


      As I noted above, the Monistic Modular Polity Community model is strongly committed to the view that Ohio Middle Woodland communities were based on the principle of exclusive territories. Such territories are defined and constituted as corporately owned by kinship-based communities. Hence, it is morally proper to preserve the community by excluding neighbors and not to do so is to morally fail. Besides, the exclusive territorial imperative is usually enshrined by its defining and recognizing the ancestors as the owners and they “give it” to their children. The tenure characteristic of monistic modular polity communities then consists of the set of principles and rules that define what is termed ownership, exclusive control of land and its resources. I will call this the proprietorial ethos and it presupposes what I have termed a transcendental cosmology. Such a cosmology enables, but certainly does not entail, treating the land as divisible and thereby ownable, as simply an object separate from the transcendent powers that created it. Of course, it is an important object, but it has no rights. Rather it is the object of rights and in a modular monistic (i.e., kinship-based) community, it is the object of kinship corporate rights. Of course, some land may be sacred and, therefore, have a type of life that makes it immune to or certainly strongly limits how humans intervene in its order. Hence, defined lands or particular pieces of land will be treated by the community as inviolate, possibly because the gods dwelled there when they came down to earth once in a while or because the ancestors dwell there. However, the rest of the land is divided among the communities as exclusive modules of land.1


      I have already implied the second but contingent presupposition of the Monistic Modular Polity Community model, this being the mortuary sphere and the way it is handled. This happens to be a very important sphere since, of course, one of the most outstanding aspects of the Ohio Hopewell is the complex manner of treating the dead. In any case, this sphere is typically treated under this model in the same way Euro-American culture constitutes the proper treatment of its dead; that is, the mortuary sphere is treated as a complex set of funerary behaviors. This pretty well limits mortuary ceremonialism to funerary practices. The collective burial locale is referred to as a cemetery, the individual burial deposits are termed graves, crypts, tombs, depending on the magnitude of construction and time investment, and so on. Typically, a direct connection is made between the varied treatment of the deceased and the complexity of the community. I have used the term funerary paradigm to characterize this near identification of the mortuary ceremonialism and burial sphere with the funerals (Byers 2004, 172–76). I also think it is a serious mistake (Charles and Buikstra 1983, 120–21; Buikstra and Charles 1999, 207–8). However, I will discuss this in more detail later.


      A final variant of the model can be recognized by cutting across the Monistic Modular Polity Community model with contrasting dimensions that distinguish between communities that are egalitarian, that is, tribes or tribal-like or band-like, and nonegalitarian, such as chiefdoms. Hence, the model can come in two versions, the Egalitarian (tribes and bands) and the Nonegalitarian (chiefdom or ranked) Monistic Modular Polity Community models.


      The Heterarchical Polyistic Locale-Centric Community Model


      As noted earlier, my heterodox view of the Ohio Hopewell is to treat it as the material manifestation of autonomous companionship-based groups or, as I refer to them generically, sodalities. Of course, as autonomous groups, these sodalities usually each individually identified with a particular community, which would also be autonomous. However, the individual communities from which the sodalities constituting a given Ohio Hopewell alliance came were not themselves part of the organization of this alliance. In sum, then, it was the alliances of these many autonomous companionship-based sodality groups from the many different autonomous communities of the Ohio Middle Woodland period that were responsible for what we have termed the Ohio Hopewell. Of course, the skeptic might well ask how the individual sodalities that identified with their respective Ohio Middle Woodland communities could ally and be responsible for these great earthworks and their contents while the individual communities to which the sodalities belonged were not. To answer this question, it is necessary to model the core structure that is postulated to have constituted these Ohio Middle Woodland communities following the same format as I did for the Monistic Modular Polity Community model. I call this the Heterarchical Polyistic Locale-Centric Community model. Of course, as suggested by the two different terminologies, these two models stand to each other in perspicuous contrast. It is important to note that these two postulated core structures address the same empirical data, and therefore I demonstrate which model gives the more coherent explanation of these data through critical comparison, both by arguing the validity of the theoretical premises of each and by showing how well or poorly each explains the same data. This is the hermeneutic spiral method and, following the elucidation of this alternative model of the community system, the rest of the book is devoted to demonstrating which model is the preferred one.


      In terms of the Heterarchical Polyistic Locale-Centric Community model, the core structure of the Ohio Middle Woodland community was based on complementary structural axes, kinship and companionship. I use the term polyistic to speak of community structures based on two or more social axes. This contrasts with the above notion of the monistic community, which forefronts kinship, and if there is companionship, this is subsumed to kinship obligations and rights. I use the term sodality generically to refer to groups based on companionship and, similarly, groups based on kinship I refer to generically as clans. Clans are based on the rules of kinship filiation that characterize the community; and sodalities are based on the rules of shared age, gender, and expertise/experience. Ritual expertise may operate to constitute sodalities we can call shamanic colleges, artisan societies, and so on. Same-age/same-gender organizes young boys of the same age and young girls of the same age to constitute complementary and mutually autonomous male and female age-sets. The members of these same-sex/same-age groups of companions build up shared experiences that entrench mutual trust and sustain the group into adulthood and often to death, in parallel with but separate from the complementary trust and cooperation they experience in their clans. Indeed, the complementary nature of these two settings, sodalities and clans, is based on the complementary social meaning of kinship and companionship. These two social positions are internally related in that the social properties characterizing kinship are defined in complementary contrast with social properties characterizing companionship and, therefore, in a sense, kinship relations are what companionship relations are not, and vice versa. This means that typically careful and largely implicit, sometimes explicit, sets of rules develop by which to avoid or minimize conflict that might arise when the same people have to be both kin and companions. Hence, kin and sodality groups assiduously avoid intervening in each other’s affairs. Since both groups constitute collectively the same community, the unquestioned operating assumption is that both clans and sodalities will behave in their respective spheres so as to enhance and not diminish the common interest they both have in benefiting their community. I have used the term relative autonomy to characterize the standing that clans and sodalities have toward each other. It presumes that each is autonomous in the sense that each is solely responsible for its own actions and one group does not interfere in the activities of the other.2 The polyistic community, then, is a community based on at least two, complementary structural axes (more than two is possible, that is why I use the term polyistic), and I claim that the clan/sodality structural duality was basic to most of the traditional historic Native North American communities.


      The term heterarchical expresses a new dimension that I have added to my original characterization of the polyistic community and it relates to my above comment that clans and sodalities stood to each other as relatively autonomous. As I understand the traditional Native North American culture, the central core or ethos value was agentive autonomy. As I noted above, I define autonomy as the right of an agent (an individual or a collective group) to be responsible for those activities recognized as appropriate to her, his, or their social sphere and, of course, this right included the entitlement that other autonomous agents recognize this responsibility. This definition does not at all mean that an autonomous agent or group is independent of other agents or groups, in the sense of not being responsible for and indifferent to or socially separate from other agents or groups. Of course, this state of affairs is quite possible. However, being independent does not define agentive autonomy. Agentive autonomy defined in the manner that I prefer, namely, as a social property of recognizing and being recognized as responsible for one’s appropriate sphere of social actions/activities, does not contradict the notion of equality nor, for that matter, does it contradict the notion of inequality. Two autonomous agents (individuals or groups) can be unequal in terms of their respective action spheres; for example, elders can do X while juniors cannot, but juniors can do Y while elders cannot. What being autonomous means is that this difference and inequality cannot translate into dominance of one agent or group over another. For example, while seniors can do X, and X being done is important for the juniors, and while this social action power gives seniors the power to act in ways that their autonomous juniors cannot, the principle of autonomy entails that seniors cannot dominate the juniors. Rather they are constrained by their rights to autonomy to ensure that they do X so that the autonomy of juniors’ rights to do Y are not diminished. This can be reversed also, of course. Only juniors have the rights to do Y and the seniors need such actions to be performed to maintain their capacity to do X. In a social world based on agentive autonomy, those who have special social powers are obliged by the very principle of autonomy that defines them to exercise these social powers in conditions that are important to the integrity of those who do not have such powers.


      With this definition of agentive autonomy understood, it becomes rather easy to define heterarchy. A heterarchy is a structured group of autonomous agents or of autonomous groups. A heterarchy can embody rank and differentiation, thereby constituting what I call an enabling hierarchy. An enabling hierarchy is constituted as a built-in recognition of difference and this differentiation enables the group to carry out responsible activities without, however, generating dominance of the higher ranking over the lower ranking participants. In contrast, a dominance hierarchy, also based on difference, is such that these differences ensure those who are high in the hierarchy have control or dominance over the actions of those who are lower. For my purposes, since I consider agentive autonomy as the core ethos principle of the Ohio Middle Woodland period social system, then organized groups of agents having differential access to material resources and prestige would be constituted as enabling hierarchies. Hence, if age-sets differentiated by seniority join together, namely, ally, they constitute a ranked sodality based on an enabling hierarchy determined by seniority and the activities of the sodality will be allocated according to the traditional types of actions that the seniority of each age-set enables it to perform. Since this ranked sodality consists of autonomous age-set components, it is a heterarchy (Byers 2010a, 281–82; 2010b, 230–31).


      However, the notion of communities as based on complementary kinship and companionship structures makes it important to speak of two different types of heterarchies according to whether the groups that constitute them are of the same or contrasting social natures. If the autonomous groups that are integrated are of the same social nature, such as groups of age-set companions, namely, sodalities, then they constitute a mutualistic heterarchy. Therefore, the above ranked cult sodality would be a mutualistic heterarchy or heterarchical organization. If the autonomous groups constituting the heterarchy are of different, particularly contrasting natures, for example, kinship-based and companionship-based, then what they constitute is what I term a complementary heterarchy. Since I have characterized a heterarchical polyistic locale-centric community as based on the dual complementary clan/sodality structure, it follows that this type of community is a complementary heterarchical community.


      I consider these latter concepts, the mutualistic and complementary heterarchies, to be central to understanding the Ohio Middle Woodland period and the settlement domestic/ceremonial dichotomy. Therefore, there is more than formal distinction between these two types of heterarchies. They also define two different types of organization based on contrasting forms of autonomous relations: mutualistic and relative. With respect to the complementary heterarchical community, the clans and sodalities are complementary in their social nature and, as I noted above, this means that they are relatively autonomous with respect to each other. As I also noted earlier, there are two senses to this notion of “relative autonomy.” The first emphasizes that the clans and sodalities are internally related in the sense that kinship is defined relative to companionship, and vice versa. Another sense, however, is that every member of a sodality in a given community is also a member of one of the clan groupings of that community and, therefore, even though the clans and sodalities are autonomous with respect to each other, they are only relatively autonomous. Therefore, while the clans do not intervene into the activities of the sodalities or vice versa, it is normally the case that the decisions of a sodality and the follow-up actions they perform are always in relation to the interests of the total community, and this also applies to the clans. This means that even when a sodality allies with sodalities from other complementary heterarchical communities, it remains loyal to and identified with its own community since its autonomy is only relative to the clans themselves. Hence, the welfare of the complementary heterarchical community remains as the primary interest of the sodality.


      A mutualistic heterarchy as an alliance or affiliation of autonomous sodalities, of course, also respects the autonomy of its constituent components. These sodalities ally in order to carry out collective activities that they otherwise would find difficult or impossible to perform individually. Hence, according to this model, it is this type of mutualistic heterarchy that underwrites the Ohio Hopewell system. Importantly, a mutualistic heterarchy has special demands and this would be to ensure that its constituent components can effectively carry out the activities for which they are responsible. If a sodality finds its activities or concerns are ignored by the others in the heterarchy, it would be grounds to disaffiliate. This need for public and fairly constant recognition of the component groups’ respective autonomy translates into governance by consensus. Hence, councils and consultations entailing a great deal of back-and-forth mobility would be characteristic of this type of organization, even more so than of the complementary heterarchical community. Indeed, in the latter case, there would be a tendency for the clans and sodalities to avoid schedule conflicts so they would convene separately, just to ensure that one is not seen as intervening in the affairs of the other. The consensual governance demands of the sodality heterarchical organization, moreover, would promote the construction of meeting places that could be used to publicly sustain the ongoing
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