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am of the generstion to have been nourished on the

teriete of the bour-field spproach, and [ have never been

wezhied. | bave found in my PhoD. in Antherapedogy, and [
have found in the mantea of four [bow five, and even some-
tirmes six] feld approsch, &n incredible source of sustenance
in pursuing cross-sub-disciplinary endesvors. Call me 2 renm-
nant of the twentieth century, i you will, 2z Wikipedia sug-
st ® Wet, 1 comtinue to And edification b anthropalogy's
alkg'iu:n.gr to the comundrum of participant-alservation i@
alternative realities, realities that include those of the long:

gane past,

There i linle tme here 1o pehvearse the experience that many
of us hawve had as studenis of archacology, despite differences
in generational ranks. When my age-prade was reminded
that “archaeclegy i= anthropalogy or it i3 nothing,” we took
to classes on all possible themes from kinship te high theo.
ry. Ta the astomishment of our “culhured” professors, we did
well, ofien very well 1 suspect that the situation has not
changed dramatically; neither changed in the seriousness an
our parts to move beyond our subdisciplinary spedalty, nor
chamged in the astonichment of our professors, What we
take as sustenance from the larger discipline bo use o our
ovn endeavors as archaeslogists is fascinating, but what we
bring in return from our studies to nourish the lrger disc-
pline is equally significant. Yet, what we archaeologists have
| tooffer to the larger discipline is sometimes seriously under-
|  appreciated,

The Challenge of Materiality

It goes without saving that one either loves or hates Binford's
prolegomenon of middle-range theory, a credo that includes
ethnaarchaeology. Perhaps we are now of 3 generation that
has roved beyond thiz personalized mosment bn the history
of prebistory, but indulge me for a moment. 1 sl have vivid
imaginings of Binford traveling from France to the States
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with trunks of statistics an paper generated ot the dawn af
the computer age. [ am in awe of his consequent decision o
take to the field as an “ethnographer” working with the
Munamiut jeg. Binford 1983). | find poctc pause in jat
leasty ter profoundly material moments of his research: (1)
the discovery of the expanse of space the Munamiut
knew/know and roamfed, an experiential palimpsest of
many intimate dense layers of knowledge acquired as indi-
viduals and passed down to other individuals, and (2] the ele-
gant technologicsl haiku of the Nunamingt tool repertaire,

The early version of middle-range theory was of 2 panticular
materialist brand; consequently, the poetry of ethnoaschaes-
logical encounters was submerged in the prose of a materi-
alism that was 3 remarkable offensive advance, and at the
same time, & defensive entrenchment within the larger dis-
cipline of anthropology. Giving priority o “materiality” in
theary, archasology (re-jcaimed its place at the disciplinary
kalle. Yeb as a consequence, the prehistoric and historic oth-
ers in archasalogical reeounting were determined by techno-
lagical and environmental imperatives, andfor were expedi-
ent ecological rationalizts, andjor were either powerless
casualties or ruthless power players in struggles for material
resources. 1t was a time when archeeclogists used ethmogra-
phy to selectively inform archacology, and ethnography's
many lacunae were filled in by ethnoarchacologists; filled in
scientifically by mapping, counting, weighing, x-raying, bom-
barding, and |more b oy laste) senswoksly by crafting, hold-
g, using, breaking, dhopping. ete. Yel it was and still is a
timne when many archaeologists, by fiorce of circumstance of
warking with and among indigencus populations, Hied ard
condinie to live many clhnographic momends.

What We Have Learned and What | Have Learned
25 a Cross-disciplinarian

Working as an underdog with underdogs of present sate
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societies in an atbterpt o understand uderdogs of past state
societies, | have come 1o appreciate the quality of the astute
abservatlons 2nd analyses that contemporary underdogs
have of their siuationsg (Kus 1997). In sustiined brushes
with the quobdian of the Betsiles of the highlands of Mada-
gascar, | have come to appreciate haw the private is the polit.
ical je.g., Bus and Raharijaona 2000).

My first intentional encounter with “ethncarchacology” came
when the late Susan Kent asked if [ would like 1o contribute
o a volume on domestic architecture {Kent 1990y, [t was ata
time when interest in the “symmbolic” was dificult in the dis.
courge of the “MNew Archaeology,” tut I thought that [ had
L”']-Ever]:,' lacated a berrain wherein the ﬂmbﬂl.‘il; could become
a legitimate problem focus. This was in the symbolic organ-
ization of public space and monumentsl architecture, and in
the ehservation that so much material, physical and intellec-
tual labor in early states was directed toward the crafting of
weighty material symbals and state propaganda. | supposed
that the arena of domestic organization of space would serve
as an interesting complement to the monumental, 3o 1

“decided to devole & bit of tme from a summer of archaso-
logical survey to try my hand at ethnoarchaeology. | went
inte the feld looking for vestiges of traditional practice and
expecting not to learmn much beyorud the “facts™ that every
ethnographer knew about the symbolic layour of domestic
Space in the hig]'il::n.ds n'FH:l.d:E.amr_ Everyone ks that
the house of the highlands is oriented north-south; that the
cardinal directicoe come with sesociations that compare and
comtrast the noble with the humble and the sacred with the
dark and arnblguous; that e central pillar of the house
plays an important role in Jocal ritual, etc. | suspected [
would find 2 Malagasy version of fergahud, formulaic and
|i|];]1.1'_ Bt ILDI'I."‘I'I.Hl my cosresearcher ¥ H.]harii;mm}, e
care to find a tenacicus tradition, viable not because of
blind, conservative arthodoxy, but rather because of active
recreation of the “tradition”™ by rifual specialists who
remained faithful to the spirit of, rather than to the leter of
the lawe.

Faithfulness to the spirit of the law on the part of gifted ritu-
al gpecialists pushed me o explore how this re.creation of
tradition was accomplished. This ethnoarchaealogical
encounter forced a reassessment of my understanding of
“the symbolic” by looking at it through the lens of “the sci-
ence af the concrete,” informed by an appreciation of sensu-
ous human practice, There are many attractive and enticing
pieces of theoretical vocabulary, from “embodiment” to
“bricelage,” that offer archacologists the possibility of grap-
Pling with car individual problem foc. Yeq, it is by force of
working in the countryside among the Betsiles that [ have
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come to underpin my choice af vocabulary with a conviction
hased on the details of those encounters, details of ohserved
daily and ritual practice, and details of the discourse of mas-
ters and mistresses of rope.,

Ome initial result from the sustained encounter with ritual
specialists and ohserations on Betsileo domestic space was
the rephrasing of my research question. No longer was my
exclusive focus on the blinding swjejful(ljness of palaces and
prrarmids. 1 have come to understand the powerful ground-
ing, both material and experiential, of local symbals and
worldview. Az a consegquenos 1 have come to understand that
the wresting of symbol and metaphoric logic from the local
to put it to use in service of state propaganda is neither gra-
taitous nor fortwitous. [ have also come Lo seriously entertain
Cramsci’s understanding of hegemondc struggle 19 3 “war of
position” (of belief and discourse) taking place alongside the
moare Farmiliar “war of maneuver”™ (for contral of resources
and institutions) that we have traditionally mvestigated in
the domain of the explicitly political and econcamadc.

Archaealogists ance awakened to theory have proven to be
hearty, unashamesd theoretical bricoleurs—how marvelogs!
Whereas, a classic materialism was the first (and sometimes
too enduring core] of theory in archacology, we have now
come to appreciate and take up the challenge of how mate-
riglity is & nentrivial dimension of the symbolic. Yet, that
challenge needs ethnographic underpinning bo assess and
appreciate it. Let me use a concrete exarmple from my explo.
eations as an ethnographer 1o clarify this last point by
returning to the Betsileo region of central Madagascr to
lack at the issue of the “re-creative” labor on the part of rit-
ual specialists, Mpanandre (Makers of Days), Their labor
guarantees the tenacity of tradition concerning the con-
straction of houwses and tombs. [n order to understand the
symbaolic labor of Mparasdre, we need to appreciate several
tuings. First, thelr labor iz povesfally redundant across mul-
tiple domains fe.g. directional erientation, placerment af
objects in space, timing of inaugural elements of construc
tion), This redundancy is net so much a litanic drone, bat
rather an edifying refractive reminder of a Betsileo core cul-
tural principle: life is to be fostered and death kept to ils
proper domain, Second, the labor of the Mparandro is spm-
balic labor that invelves the play of ropes {(across persocn,
gender, language, objects, gesture, landscape, eic.] not only
reinforcing tradition, but allowing innovations and e
interprefations to sustain radition, Third, we need w under-
stand that the symbolic ks not just the sonosous arbitrard-
negs of the asockation of signifier o signified, it s alse the
resonant m-n-i-unull-l-"p q,l'r.l'n: wonis and indedcal; the symbalic
of sustiinad sensuous engagement.
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To properly orient 3 house within the changing forces of
space and time the Betsileo Mpanardro nol only decide on
the wh e an individuasl whose pazents are both living),
the when (&g the appropriaie hour of the appropriate day of
the appropriste mooth of the appropriate yeas), and the
where (eg.. ofentation and locale) of layving out of a house,
buat also about srmbolic accoutremnents o plant to foster life
and to ’hl.lrg.' o progect & I"arnl!g.' from malfeagance. A central
plecd of this svmbolic abdeau 58 the orieniaion of the cenlral
hearn of the house, 3 |:-i|~n* that | want by exarmine b0 allow us
to understand an imbroglio of trope across the materiality of
imdex and oon.

The Betsiles house is ariented north-south, bas this orienta:
tion b5 not of strict compass disection, The central bearm of
the house nesds ko be orienticd toa tanjom-belong—a “life aris
enting target/point” |Figure 1). ldentifying a tamjoen-beloma
within a landscape i3 anything but formulaic. Most individ-
ual adull Betsileo can easfly generate a3 list of what MOT to
orfent the fanpmi-beiona to: not o bouldere thet deip water
{remindscent of tears), not 1o ombs or abandoned villages,
aok b valleys that draw one inio @ vaid, or to dlyways of birds
that sugpest chaos, etc. But it takes 3 specialist bo identify an
effective domom-belona, One mught naively assume that a
tanjom-heiona should be oriented to the highest point on the
landscape, That would be a mistake of o portaster. From the
1..|_:|=1-~;r it theree i3 11-||.|:. the auggestion of dowrwand
movernent. Consider rather the following landscaps
mornent (Figure Y. The poinl demarcsbed is the tanjom-
belona af the house of one ritual spacialisl. It i an snists
appreciation of the landscape, a moment of sooure paude on
the landicape. Once your eyes are momentarily ammested at
that pofnat ol constancy, then vour vision 18 drawn upw.::‘d.
That is 3 Jesentst] paet of the conerete’s” understanding of
landscape; what | imagine was characteristic of the practice
of the Mpanasdro when howses were allowed [beer sifuated-
mess 1 the eratocy. Bt with French colonial suls. jsolabed
houscholds an heights were outlawed and village of “ten for
pvoee] roals” were o be established along new ameries of
contrdled memement. So what of the howses now forced inia
the submissive Spaoe of colonization and miodermization?
They too need tamjom-belone. Look at the bollowing landscape
[Figure 3]. Mot as phatogendc or poetic an the previous view,
Yer, herein Lave the apirit of the Low and the poetry of jcon
and indesx, The tree. as one riful specialists expliived, i 2
tree that swrvived the creation and continuing resarfacing of
a road between a reglonal capital and & secondary market
tow; @ tree that survives the dust and fumes of 2 major traf-
fic flows a iree that survives the incettant need for firewood.
This is & iree that s kcon and index of an orbentation of life,
Tiday, walking on that same posd it is difficult to distinguish
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this Mirfem-helona among “restosad” vegetation; this is a hur-
ther testarment fo the acuity of the original orsentaton,

What are the “mke away” poimts here given space con-
straings?

« Ethnographic experiences continue to remind me o Aol
twg=dimensonalze the prehstone other; hapless non-
elite victimes of cther states are not .-1:'r.':".'.:.|nJ:.' wabless vic-
THITEE,

«  Their "wit” i one |:||"l'm]'r:=. of n'u;'hphnr steeped N mate-
rial engapemeent with their world. We archaeolopgiate
shauld not forget that s domain of the symbolic 15 one
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Fgure 3, The peist oo i lanasonpe st serme as (he “Hjr-onambiag
target” of fue house of o riual geecialist.
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Figure 3. The free that ranves ax the “lije-onizating target” of cthe house
af amether Akual spacialise.

i onky of the abstract sign, but alse one of the material-
ity, sensuality, and affectivity of icon and index.

Careful and powerful choice of abstract thearetical vocab-
wlary should be grounded both in the materiality of
archaealogy and in the materiality of ethnographic expe-
Flemie.

Sorme have epoken of hybrid scholarship to qualify reseanch
that escapes the frame of raditional subdisciplinary and dis-
ciplinary boundaries. I see such scholarship as owing alle-
giance to & problem focus rather than a disciplinary specialty.
Yet, with that said, training a= an archaeologizst brings impor-
tant sensitivites. There is the sustained cultivation of an
appreclation of the “deep altertty” of many ways of being in
the world that precede conternporary tirmes and these should
find their way into the discourse of the larger discipline as a
whole, Archacologists comtinue o come to the table as mate-
riakists but now equipped to dismantle the old dichatemy of
the material and the ideal. They come also as “deep materd-
alists” who understand that material sensusl engagement
with the world both renders the world meaningful and trans-
formational, and are thus powerfully equipped to engage in
answering the kow of the transformation of self. society,
world, and meaning.

Mow that gur thearies recognize 3 prehistoric and historic
piher imbued with agency, embodied, situated in alterities of
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not only ecology and landscape, but ontology as well, and
transformed by material and symbalic engagement in every-
d::,' life, 1 would arg that the pmrl."i.n-. -.-.d-ﬂllmngn.]ﬁl}"in the
ranks of archacologists is critical. Tt is critical, cerfainly, as
incitement to theoretical imagination, but more importantly
it iz critical &8 touchstome =0 that our theoretical vocabulary
does 0t become efther appropriative oF prurient concernlng
other subjectivities, This call for ethnography within our
ranks woull seem to fa3ll under the common axiom of
“anthropologically intermed archasology.” But [ would push
us further. Archasalogiste bring to the larger discipline a pro-
found sensativaty for “deep materiality” and a sense of "deep
alterity.” We need to take up the challenge not only of anthra-
pologically informed archaeology, but also archasologically
informed ethnogeaphy. | wonder if the courses taught by
archaenlogists to ethnographers becorme an inleresting
arena for taking up this challenge. Rather than being content
ter instill cultural .:nl:hm-pnh:g;.isr.:. with a healthy respect for
the methods and material findings of archaeology, we might
loak to cur ethnographic marnents to camry cn further dia-
logues, perhaps even writing our own short classics to rival
Shakespeare, “Shakespeare in the Bush® that is. o be
remembered beyond the classromm.
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1. This paper was ariginally presented at the AfA XS
Annual mestings in a session organized by Kathryn Lafarenz
Samuels and Joshua Samuels

2, hitpe f fenwikipedia.ong fwiki Anthropalogy
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