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Reports

An Interview with Irving Rouse!

PETER E. SIEGEL

John Milner Associates, 309 N. Matlack St., West
Chester, Pa. 19380, and Department of Anthropology,
Field Museum of Natural History, Chicago, Il
60605-2496, U.S.A. 14 X1II 95

PS: I would like to ask how you got involved in anthro-
pology and archaeology.

IR: I originally came here to Yale as an undergraduate
student, intending to become a forester. Since forestry
was a graduate school, I had to do my undergraduate
work in plant science. I obtained a B.S. in that subject.
The Sheffield Scientific School, in which I was enrolled,
had a special program whereby I could take the first
three years in plant science and combine the senior year
in plant science with the first year of graduate studies in
the Forestry School; after the second year in the Forestry
School I would have gotten my M.F. degree. When I ar-
rived at Yale in 1930 I put what little money my family
was able to give me after the stock market crash the
previous year into a bank; the bank went broke, so I had
to support myself. I was fortunate enough to get a job
cataloging archeological specimens in the Peabody Mu-
seum. Cornelius Osgood, under whom I later got my
Ph.D., had just arrived at Yale and had discovered that
George MacCurdy had catalogued less than half the
specimens. There was an item in the budget for this
work, so Osgood was able to hire me.

PS: Was there any particular reason you took this job
over any others at the university?

IR: No, it was just the first decent job offered to me.
Yale had a job-placement bureau. It gave me a couple of
jobs raking leaves in the fall, then sent me to be inter-
viewed, and Osgood apparently liked me. He felt
strongly that I ought to have some training in anthropol-
ogy, but he didn’t want me to take the undergraduate
courses in anthropology, which were then being taught
in the sociology department. He didn’t think they would
help me with the job, so he signed me up for the course
he taught in the graduate school. The result was that I

1. © 1996 by The Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological
Research. All rights reserved 0o11-3204/96/3704-0004$1.00. This
interview was conducted June 11-13, 1993, in Rouse’s office at the
Peabody Museum of Natural History, Yale University. Funding
was provided by John Milner Associates.

Irving Rouse, 1993.

took one graduate anthropology course a year through-
out the time I was at Yale College. When I came to
graduate school, I already had one year of graduate
classes. I was required to take a full two years of gradu-
ate courses anyway.

In my junior year, I decided I didn’t want to be a for-
ester, and Osgood persuaded me to come into the Yale
graduate program. That meant that I had my senior year
free, so I took only social science courses in preparation
for my graduate studies in anthropology.

PS: Was your background in forestry and botany in any
way responsible for your interest in classification in ar-
chaeology?

IR: Yes. I was drawn towards taxonomy in botany, but
it appeared to me as I went through undergraduate
school that it had become a mature subject and that all
that was then being done was fine-tuning. I shifted to
anthropology because I could see a need there for classi-
fication and figured that I could accomplish more than
by just fine-tuning the Linnaean classification.

I contrast that with what happened in the 1960s and
1970s. In the early years almost all anthropology depart-
ments were associated with museums, often in natural
history. In the 1960s and 1970s, with the expansion of
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672 | CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY

anthropology after World War II, there was a shift to
teaching departments of anthropology within the social
science field. There was a shift from people like me,
who were trained to study artifacts per se, to social ar-
cheologists, who were interested in the role of artifacts
in social behavior. In other words, there was a shift of
interest from the manufacture to the use of artifacts.

As Ilook back, I'm impressed by the fact that archeol-
ogy in the 1960s had reached the same state of maturity
in classification that biology had reached when I was an
undergraduate. I suspect that if I had come into anthro-
pology during the 1960s I would also have gone into
nonclassificatory approaches, but by that time I had be-
come too involved in all the problems of classification.
I felt very strongly then, as I do now, that these problems
are still with us. We have to use classifications, and
there’s still room for a person like myself, who'’s inter-
ested in refining the established classifications, so I de-
cided that I might as well continue the rest of my career
doing what I had been doing before.

PS: So you had an interest in classification even when
you were in plant science?

IR: Yes. I took courses in ecology, but they didn’t inter-
est me as much as taxonomy.

PS: Were any particular individuals influential in your
development?

IR: Osgood was the primary one, since he was my disser-
tation adviser. I would say that my main recollection of
graduate school was that the professors had diverse and
conflicting points of view. That bothered me, because
as an undergraduate I had been led to believe that there
was a right way of doing things and all I had to do was
learn what it was. I'd be told one thing by [Edward]| Sapir,
for example, and a contradictory thing by [Leslie] Spier,
and others by [G.P.] Murdock and Osgood. It bothered
me a great deal at the time, but when I look back I think
it was perhaps very good for me because it forced me to
develop my own viewpoint, and it also forced me to be
relatively open to other points of view, which I've tried
to do throughout my career.

Another major influence on my thinking was in lin-
guistics. Sapir was the chairman of the anthropology de-
partment. He had brought to Yale six linguists who had
just obtained their Ph.D.’s. In those days, in the middle
of the Depression, there were no jobs. He was able to get
them postdoctoral stipends here at Yale. [C. F.] Voegelin,
[Mary] Haas, and [Morris] Swadesh were among them.
Sapir gave a seminar in linguistics each year. That was
the only course in linguistics that he taught. He put me
in the seminar, along with Weston La Barre, who was a
student of social anthropology, and we sat there lis-
tening to all these people talking. I had no training; I
didn’t even know the phonetic characters. At the end of
the semester he finally remembered we were in the
course and asked both of us a question, which neither
of us could answer. At the time I thought it was a fiasco.

Now I realize that the seminar had a great influence
on me, because the linguistic methods of analysis and
linguistic assumptions sank into me, and the concept of
modes I've developed is derived from them.

Leslie Spier was a major influence on my thinking.
He was a cultural historian, studying the distribution of
traits, a strong Boasian in that respect. Actually that
kind of approach didn’t interest me so much, but I
learned it anyway through him.

Murdock, and his cross-cultural approach, were also
very important to me.

PS: That’s interesting, because the cross-cultural ap-
proach has also been one of the aspects of the New Ar-
cheology that has been promulgated by Binford and oth-
ers [Binford and Binford 1968|.

IR: I've been criticized for being hostile to them, but
actually I'm not, because I had that background. In fact,
Carl Hempel was on the Yale faculty, and I'm sure he
had an influence on Murdock.

PS: What do you think is classification’s place in arche-
ology now?

IR: You can say that chronology is a form of classifica-
tion. You can either classify in terms of chronological
periods—the dimensions of time and space—or you can
classify in terms of attributes, which I like to call the
dimensions of form. At the most general level, you do
genetic classification. None of those things were being
done when I came into anthropology. I participated in
the major advances that were made.

PS: What do you mean by “genetic’”?

IR: You put the units you are studying into separate
classes in terms of their ancestry rather than because
they look alike. It’s the difference in biology between
the Linnaean classification, which is genetic, and nu-
merical taxonomy, which is descriptive. One of the
problems in biology is that those two kinds of classifi-
cation don’t always agree. One thing I learned as an un-
dergraduate from my botanical courses is that you can’t
group the trees together on the basis of all their charac-
teristics, because it would make no sense. You have to
select the criteria for classification that mark ancestry.
I remember being told that in trees it was reproductive
organs that gave you the best way of doing genetic classi-
fication.

PS: How would you define “classes’” vs. ““types’’?

IR: The two are often used interchangeably. The thing
I came to do, and I think this was also characteristic of
the better classifiers among my contemporaries, was to
restrict the term “‘class’’ to the objects themselves. The
artifacts from a collection that look alike are separated
out, and each of those groups then becomes a class. It’s
a mechanical process. You're working with objects, as
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you are when cataloging specimens. The “type,” on the
other hand, consists of the attributes which define each
of the classes that you’ve established. This was a major
contribution of Jim Ford, among others; you refer to the
set of attributes which defines a particular class of pot-
tery as a type [Ford 1954].

PS: So a type is an abstraction.

IR: Yes. There are two ways that one may proceed. You
may start by simply grouping artifacts into classes, or
you may start more abstractly with the type and set up
series of attributes that are definitive of the type and
then arrange the artifacts accordingly and see whether
it makes a consistent classification. At the time there
was an argument as to which of these approaches was
better. From the standpoint of the New Archeology, the
first approach would have been nonscientific because
you're not testing hypotheses.

PS: Do you think one is better than the other?

IR: I think it’s a waste of time to say that one is better
than the other. In fact, you do both. I agree with what is
still being said by many archeologists who do classifica-
tion—that there is no standard procedure for classifying
artifacts. It’s an intricate procedure, and you have to
classify and reclassify your artifacts, by either of these
methods, ten or twenty or thirty times before you finally
get a classification that works, as we say. Classification
is not really an intellectual operation; it is simply a de-
vice for organizing things. When we say that a classifi-
cation works we really mean that our colleagues find it
a useful way of organizing their material to do other,
more interesting types of study.

PS: Once you have a classification that everybody agrees
works, can the classification ever change?

IR: Yes it can. This I learned in biology. The reason they
still have taxonomists in biology is that they’re always
finding better ways of classification. If you're doing it
genetically, rather than descriptively, then you revise
a classification because it provides you with a better
knowledge of how the development of organisms took
place. The same ought to be true in anthropology. We
ought to be aiming towards classifications which better
show the development of individual types of artifacts
and, in the case of assemblages, of whole cultures.

PS: How do you conceive of the term “culture” as an
archeologist?

IR: I remember I was impressed at one point by a remark
made to me by my Yale colleague Michael Coe, whose
father-in-law was the geneticist [Theodosius] Dobzhan-
sky. He said that Dobzhansky once said to him that the
central point of study in biology is life, but no biologist
knows what life is. They’re simply trying to find out
what it is. So it’s a goal rather than something that you
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know. And Coe said to me that he thinks the same is
true for culture in anthropology. Social anthropologists
won’t believe this, of course, because society is the cen-
tral concept for them. But in my opinion, if we’re going
to take society as a central concept, then there’s no rea-
son we're not sociologists.

PS: I think there are some archeologists today who
would call themselves paleo-sociologists.

IR: Yes. I know at least one graduate student who’s do-
ing that right now. I'm not saying it isn’t good, because
I think we ought to do everything to learn as much as
we can about the past. But I think one of the things that
makes anthropology unique is that we have a focus upon
culture. This enables us to compare culture with lan-
guage and physical anthropology, and if you want you
can add society to that. But I think, for me, and this is
my prejudice, culture would be the central point.

PS: How would you distinguish “culture” from “soci-
ety’?

IR: It’s analogous to the distinction between class and
type in the sense that society consists of the individuals
who form groups and interact with each other and cul-
ture consists of the traits or norms which govern their
behavior. This is why Binford [1968] didn’t like the nor-
mative approach. You can talk about the cultures of dif-
ferent societies, but you can also talk about culture in
a geographical sense. When we talk about American cul-
ture that’s really what we mean.

PS: And American culture can be subdivided.

IR: Yes, into different social or ethnic groups, as the case
may be. The thing that I'm trying to get at by quoting
Dobzhansky is that culture is a very vague concept and
we're trying to find out all that we can about it. I think
it’s a reflection of the fact that anthropology is so much
newer a discipline than biology that we really haven’t
gotten as far as the biologists have in studying their ma-
jor focus.

PS: This leads me to a question again on types. Types
are constructs of the archeologist, some abstraction. Do
you see any value in them, other than for organizational

purposes?

IR: Well, yes. If you use “‘organizational” in the broad
sense I was using before, it would include time and space
chronology. But the ultimate value for me would be us-
ing it to determine origins—in other words, again, the
genetic approach.

PS: Do you think that types reflect cultural differences?

IR: Yes. Types are one of the criteria that may be used
to distinguish one culture from another.
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In January 1944. (Photo courtesy of Irving Rouse.)

PS: It seems that there are people now who have taken
modal analysis, for instance, much further in quantifi-
cation by putting information into the computer and
thereby gaining access to many analytical techniques—
such as numerical taxonomy. You once told me that you
see that as sometimes becoming an end in itself.

IR: Yes, that’s true. In this sense Binford and his follow-
ers were correct. People were using classification as an
end in itself, and they were trying to do things with
classification that it can never do. In particular, classifi-
cation will give you the norms. But I would take the
point of view that what we seek to learn in archeology
is all possible information about the past. The norms
are only a part of the total amount of information avail-
able to us, and I think we have to get into the study of
variability. It’s taken me a long time to learn this, but
that of course is what Binford was pointing out in the
case of Bordes [Binford 1973, Bordes 1973]. He was using
a classification to study variability within cultures, as
opposed to classification of the cultures themselves.

PS: Would that be related to the difference between
lumpers and splitters?

IR: Yes. One reason that I'm more of a lumper than a
splitter is that I don’t think we should go any further in
classification than we need to for organizational pur-
poses, or for the purposes of working out ancestries of
artifacts or human groups.

PS: When you did your classic work in Haiti [Rouse
1939], your inspiration for doing it was to help in clarify-
ing chronology for that region, correct?

IR: Yes, that'’s right.

PS: It seems that modal analysis is a flexible technique
that can include other kinds of interests besides chronol-

ogy.

IR: It’s the same as with types. At this point I need
to distinguish between modes and types. I got into this
originally because in my doctoral dissertation I tried to
apply the concept of type to the pottery of the West
Indies, and it wouldn’t work. Later, when I worked in
Florida with John Goggin, I found that it worked fine
there, and I used it in place of the concept of mode be-
cause it did work so well [Rouse 1951]. There are two
ways in which you can make pottery. One is that you
can start with a goal in mind, the kind of pot that you
want to make, and just go through the procedure so that
you end up with your model. That is a holistic approach,
you might say, because you’re looking at everything as
a pattern; you're putting together a jigsaw puzzle, so to
speak.

PS: A mental template?

IR: Yes, that’s right. There’s another way of doing it,
which is in terms of the procedure of manufacture. At
each stage in the procedure of manufacture, you stop
and think, “What do I want to do next? Do I want to
add something here? Do I want to end what I'm doing
here? Or do I want to choose between a number of alter-
natives?”’ If you follow this approach you end up with
an infinite variety of types of pottery. That’s the situa-
tion in the West Indies. So the concept of type won’t
work there because there aren’t any mental templates.

PS: But then how do we come up with styles, such as
Hacienda Grande, for instance?

IR: That has to do with assemblages, not with artifacts.
We're talking now about the classification of artifacts.
Style is a concept derived from the study of assemblages.
You can apply it secondarily to type or mode, as the case
may be, but you can’t form it that way. The only way
you can form it is by classifying assemblages. Take an
example from art history. We have what we call the
Gothic style of architecture. That was established by
studying all the architecture of the Middle Ages and not-
ing that it was similar enough to group together and
form a style. It’s a classification of assemblages, that is,
of all the buildings that you find in different sites in
different parts of Europe. Once you’ve established that
style, however, you can apply it secondarily to individ-
ual artifacts, and you can say that a building here on the
Yale campus was built in the Gothic style. There’s no
assemblage of buildings in the Gothic style here in New
Haven. It's picking something out of the past and
applying it to a particular building. People confuse that
secondary use of the term “‘style” with the primary
use—the way it was developed. To get back to modes
again, the problem you have is that there are three ways
you can look at an artifact. You can look at it as an
artifact as such, or you can look at it in terms of its
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manufacture or of its use. Starting off with a natural
object, what artificial attributes were produced in that
natural object to make an artifact? At the beginning of
my time people were interested in the artifact per se,
as an object. But when you go beyond that to become
interested in behavior associated with the artifact, then
there’re two ways of looking at it: either in terms of
how the artifact was made (behavior of manufacture) or
in terms of how the artifact was used (its function).

PS: Today, these are big issues.

IR: I know. In my generation we were primarily inter-
ested in manufacture. Today, relatively few people are;
they’re primarily concerned with use. And that again
reflects the fact that they’re thinking in terms of socie-
ties and how societies use the artifacts. I've noticed that
in your work, for example. To me the two approaches
are complementary, and we have to do both of them in
order to get a complete knowledge of the past. The only
thing I object to is doing one over and over again, merely
repeating yourself.

PS: When you look at elements of a pot you focus on
specific characteristics of it—whether they are techno-
logical or stylistic?

IR: Yes, you're really not focusing on the procedure of
manufacture itself; rather, you're simply using that as
an organizing principle through which to investigate all
the artificial qualities that have been produced in the
artifact.

To get back to the concept of mode again, what I've
been talking about so far is in terms of whole pots. You
look at the pot from the standpoint of how it’s made or
how it’s used. But when you get potsherds, that adds a
new factor to it, because potsherds have to be recon-
structed into whole pots before you can do these things.

PS: Frequently we don’t have that luxury.

IR: On the one hand, if the procedure is done in terms
of a mental template of the potter, then we can recon-
struct that mental template. However, if the potters had
the additive approach whereby modes are piled onto one
another, so to speak, then there’s no way you can get at
a mental template to use for classification.

PS: It seems that it’s impossible to make a pot without
a mental template of some sort, isn’t it? There has to be
some idea of a goal. The potter knows what he/she
wants to make.

IR: The potters know what they want to make, but the
point is whether the mental template is small enough
to be fully comprehended—so that it actually is a tem-
plate—whether there are so many options and alterna-
tives as they go through the procedure that they end up
with a big confused mass of attributes. At one extreme
there is a very simple plain hemispherical bowl, and at
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the other extreme you’ll have a procedure in which they
put a pedestal base on that bowl, they make a keel on
the side, then decorate the shoulder with different kinds
of designs or then put lugs on the rim or flanges on the
rim and lugs on the flanges. Well, when you get that
type of situation, there’s no way that you can produce a
coherent mental template at the end. An analogy to this
would be in flint working. In the old days they used to
classify flint artifacts in terms of mental templates.
Now they find that they have to work instead in terms
of the procedure of manufacture—the modes that I'm
talking about. You will find that certain separate types
of artifacts before are simply stages in the manufacture
of the completed artifacts. What it amounts to is classi-
fications of different stages of procedure and use. That’s
what the concept of mode does in ceramic studies.
Anyway, if you have a complex ceramic tradition,
such as in the Philippines and parts of Africa, there’s no
way that you can use the kind of type that you get in
the Ford classification. It just won'’t fit the artifacts.

PS: Why is that?

IR: Well, because his concept of type is a template, a
simple template, and you can classify the artifacts into a
series of templates. But sometimes you have overlapping
templates, and there’s no way you can separate them out
to get discrete classes of artifacts. So with more complex
ceramic traditions you have to use a different approach.
That’s the situation in the West Indies. As I said earlier,
I got the idea out of linguistics. This is what linguists
do when they analyze words. Words as such mean very
little. You have to break them into their linguistically
significant parts—phonemes—for analysis, then use
those as your classificatory units.

PS: And those can transfer.

IR: Yes, from one word to another, and be modified as
they are transferred. The same is true of pottery. The
key there to me is “feature.” For me a feature of a pot
is any part that would have been recognized as being
distinct by the potters. Instead of classifying artifacts as
whole objects, in terms of the end product, you classify
them in terms of their features. For me, a mode is a type
of feature. You group features into a class, and then you
establish a type of feature as opposed to a type of artifact.
Because that latter dichotomy was confusing when I
originally developed it, I coined the term ““mode’ to re-
fer to the diagnostic attributes of a class of features, as
opposed to the term “‘type,” which refers to the diagnos-
tic attributes of a class of whole artifacts.

PS: So mode is the smallest unit of analysis.
IR: Yes.
PS: And perhaps with refinements in a modal analysis

you may even be able to break a mode down into finer
units.
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At workshop on prehistoric cultures and artifacts of the Lesser Antilles held in Rouse’s lab at the Peabody
Museum of Natural History, Yale University, July 25-28, 1994. Left to right, Martin T. Fuess, Rouse, Birgit
Faber Morse, David R. Watters (back to camera), Aad H. Versteeg, James B. Petersen, and Desmond V.
Nicholson. (Photo courtesy of A. Reg. Murphy and Desmond Nicholson.)

IR: Modes are overlapping just as linguistic characteris-
tics are overlapping. For example, if you look at a partic-
ular design, which is a mode, and see how it is applied
to different parts of a vessel’s surface, you'll find great
differences. The best example of that in the West Indies
is the curvilinear incised designs on Chican pottery,
which were transferred to Ostionan pottery in Puerto
Rico. On the Chican pottery, they’re on the shoulders
on the outside of the vessel, where they're relatively
broad. Puerto Rico potters transferred them to their fa-
vorite area of decoration, which was ridges or bevels in-
side the rim. These were very narrow, so they had to
simplify the designs. They broadened the ridges more
than before and simplified the incised designs in order
to fit them into a narrow space.

PS: That reminds me of Jeff Walker’s recent dissertation
|Walker 1993]. He did some interesting things along
those lines but also in seeing designs transferred to
stone, such as stone collars.

IR: Yes. When designs get transferred from clay to stone
there are differences.

PS: But he could also identify similarities.

IR: Yes that’s the study of modes I'm talking about. And
that’s very different from establishing types of artifacts.
Ford was aware of this, but Evans and Meggers [1960]
weren’t; I don’t think they understood the concept of
mode.

PS: What happens when people don’t understand the
concept of mode?

IR: Well, they equate modes with types.

PS: Today there’s an interest in such issues as systems
of production, exchange, and ideology. Some archeolo-
gists are trying to get at these issues through looking at
artifacts. Is there a place for modal analysis in light of
these interests?

IR: There is if you're looking at ideology, because ideol-
ogy is structured in terms of concepts. That’s what
you're really dealing with here—the artisan’s concepts
of what pottery is like—and you can go on from that to
look at what those concepts meant to the artisan. But
not with respect to behavior of using the artifacts, which
is something else again—and I'd like to get at this from
two points of view. There is the difference between the
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manufacture and use of artifacts. I think that’s why, and
correctly, your generation of archeologists no longer
does classification in the way that we did it. If you're
looking at use, you want to look at the attributes which
made the artifacts useful, not all the attributes that the
artisans built into the artifacts when they made them.
Attributes may be made with an eye towards use, but
particularly in pottery, where you get so much emphasis
on form and decoration, the attributes of use are a rela-
tively small number when compared with the attributes
of style, so to speak. Style vs. function is another way
of saying it. If you're interested in the manufacture of
artifacts, you're interested in the stylistic attributes that
were produced in the artifacts. If you're interested in
function, you're interested in the functionally signifi-
cant attributes.

That leads me to a more general subject: How do you
reconcile differences between different people’s ap-
proaches? This became a point of great interest to me
in the 1960s, because I was sort of a whipping boy, or
one of the whipping boys, of the New Archeologists; I
was a normative archeologist. I'm still getting criticized
for that by people like Straus [1987] and, more indirectly,
by Sued-Badillo [1992]. The implication is that I'm not
politically correct, and Straus thinks it’s deplorable that
I continue to flaunt the term “normative’” when it’s so
discredited at the present time—I'm just being old-
fashioned. When all this came up in the 1960s I had a
reputation among students around the country for being
more permissive than most archeologists in allowing
graduate students to do what they wanted. I didn’t insist
that they do what I wanted them to do. I started with
the basic assumption that the aim of archeology should
be to learn as much as possible about the past—that any
new technique that gave us additional information of a
new kind was important and that the worst sin was sim-
ply repeating what had been done before to no purpose,
thereby wasting time and money.

PS: I think one of the things Binford was saying at the
beginning was that it’s impossible to know everything
about the past because culture has an infinite number
of attributes.

IR: That’s true. That was the point I was making earlier.
Culture is something that we’ll never know. All we can
do is approximate it. All I'm saying is that the aim is to
learn as much as possible about the past. I didn’t say
“learn everything about the past.” That would be impos-
sible.

PS: You need to have a framework to structure your
investigation.

IR: Just before the revolution in archeology took place,
archeologists had very high prestige in the discipline of
anthropology because we knew what we wanted to do.
I remember once in the early 1960s I was asked to attend
a conference at the University of Minnesota of social
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anthropologists who felt that they had no real goals and
were all going off in different directions and weren’t re-
ally accomplishing as much as they might. They decided
to bring in linguists, physical anthropologists, and ar-
cheologists, because they felt that these researchers had
a better conception of their goals. We saw what was
needed and we were doing it. Then Binford and his gen-
eration destroyed all that. To me, archeology has turned
into groups of specialists on different subjects who often
think that their subject is the only one that’s worth pur-
suing. We've lost the overall sense that we once had.

My feeling at the time was not that the New Archeol-
ogists were wrong but that we were both right. The prob-
lem was that we didn’t understand what each other was
doing, and so I set out at that time to try to figure out
a strategy of archeology to replace the one we had before
that would encompass both sides. That’s the basis of the
strategy of archeology that I've been talking to you
about. The latest version of it is in my book on migra-
tions [Rouse 1986]. What I did was start off with the
assumption that you can look at archeology in terms
of a series of levels of interpretation. The first level of
interpretation, which was the major level of interest
when I became an archeologist, was simply the artifacts
themselves. I remember, as an example of this, the first
review I ever wrote [Rouse 1936], which was of a book
by Willoughby [1935]. He wrote a general summary of
New England archeology. Well, it was just a description
of all the remains that had been found, and then a brief
chapter at the end discussing origins where he presented
some theories of migrations to explain how these differ-
ences arose. I wrote a review in which I pointed out
that there was no real evidence in favor of any of these
migrations. I received a plaintive letter from Wil-
loughby, in which he complained that I was setting up
straw men. In a sense I was, because for him his com-
ments didn’t mean anything; they were just opinions
that he was putting in at the end of the book. He was
primarily interested in describing the artifacts.

Well, that’s Level 1, and that’s divided into two parts:
first the sites from which you obtain the artifacts and
then the artifacts themselves. It was followed by the
development of chronology. That’s what I did in my doc-
toral disseration [Rouse 1938]. I divided this level, too,
into two parts, the setting up of chronological periods
[Rouse 1941] and a test of those periods [Rouse 1939].
Each period is defined by types or modes formulated on
Level 1; you select out the ones that are diagnostic of
each period. Those we call “time markers.” Then in
Level 2 you look at the distribution of individual types
and modes relative to these periods—in other words,
trace their distribution, establishing horizons and tradi-
tions whose distributions serve as a check on the periods
you’ve set before. You may find there are horizons that
don'’t fit your positioning of the periods. So you have to
move the periods up and down to adjust to the horizons.
That’s Level 2. In effect what you do in Level 1 is look
at the data per se, the sites and artifacts. In Level 2 you
organize the data in terms of time and space.
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Then you go on in Levels 3 and 4 and look at the
people who possessed and made the artifacts. In other
words, you're turning more towards human behavior,
that is, at the manner in which the artifacts were made
and used. Level 3, as I see it, is the level of culture, and
I would call its study cultural archeology. Level 4 is the
level of society, or social archeology. On Level 3, you
take the periods that you’ve established on Level 2 and
look at them not simply as time-space divisions but
rather as groups of people, each with its own culture.
Often you can take a period and convert it into a culture
simply by saying that the culture is the culture of
a particular period. On Level 4, you can take a given so-
cial group and study the culture of that social group
rather than the culture of a time-space unit as you do on
Level 3.

PS: In terms of this logic, if you come up with a different
chronological framework, then that has drastic implica-
tions for social concerns.

IR: What actually happened during the period when we
were setting up chronologies, during and immediately
after World War II, was that two different approaches
developed. One was in the Southwest and the Southeast,
where they did it the way I've been talking about—
starting with chronology and forming cultures. But in
the Midwest they couldn’t do this. The reason was that
in the Southwest and the Southeast they had been dig-
ging refuse sites, habitation sites, so they were able to
get chronology primarily by stratigraphic excavation of
refuse or by seriating house types, or something of that
sort. In the Midwest, however, for various reasons ulti-
mately going back to the Field-Columbian Exposition in
1890, a big thrust was made to excavate mound sites to
get fancy artifacts to show at this exhibit. They got
started doing that and spent the next 50 years just dig-
ging mound sites. I remember as a graduate student read-
ing through that literature and feeling very frustrated
because they would tell you about the structure of the
mounds and so forth but nothing about what the refuse
was like and the pottery that was found in association
with the mounds. Then when the point came to orga-
nize this material they couldn’t do it chronologically.
They were quite aware that they should, but they just
couldn’t. So they said, /Since we can’t do it chronologi-
cally, we’ll do it descriptively.” That was the origin of
the Midwestern Taxonomic System. It was simply a de-
vice to use to organize the great mass of archeological
material that had accumulated in the absence of chro-
nology. The more sophisticated people among them said
that this was only a temporary device—/‘When we get
the chronological knowledge, then we’ll convert it into
chronology.” That, in effect, is what James Griffin did.
He started out by being a typical Midwestern taxono-
mist, but he immediately began doing chronological re-
search. That’s why he concentrated on pottery so much.
Eventually he came out with a chronology [Griffin
1952]. In all these units I'm talking about, I would make
a distinction between strategy and tactics. The strategy

is the ideal method of doing it, but there are always
cases, as in the Midwestern Taxonomic System, where
you can’t follow the ideal and so you have to use a tactic
which is different.

PS: Something that’ll get the job done.

IR: Yes. Actually, in this case they used the taxonomic
units, rearranged, as the units of chronology. One of the
problems that the taxonomists had, and Binford made a
lot of this, is that if you're classifying first in terms of
chronology, all the remains of a given period are grouped
together, regardless of what the remains were used for.
For instance, artifacts from ceremonial and village sites
are considered together. Because they’re being classified
by time-space, artifacts are grouped together as a single
culture. In the Midwest they had all of these mound
structures, and it turns out that they were used for the
same kinds of activities by different peoples. The typical
example is what Ritchie [1938] called Hopewell in New
York State, which was actually not a Hopewellian cul-
ture but simply a Hopewellian mound-building activity
that was taken over by a local people in western New
York State.

From this point of view, Binford and those who fol-
lowed him were correct. You've got to take into consid-
eration the activities of the people. But that can still be
done on Level 4. There’s no reason people can’t start
with Level 4. In fact, again, if I can quote my colleague
Mike Coe, he thought that with their interest the New
Archeologists would be most successful in studying his-
torical archeology, because they can obtain so much so-
cial information from documents and these can be eval-
uated along with the material remains. My strategy is
inductive. That is, the researcher generally proceeds
from lower to higher levels of abstraction, Levels 1—4.
That’s nonscientific from Binford’s point of view, and
I'm an empirical positivist. If I were a historical archeolo-
gist, however, I would not start with Level 1 and go to
4 but start from 4 and go back to 1. In that case, the
primary data are the historical evidence, and archeologi-
cal remains are used to fill in gaps and to check on the
documentary evidence when there are discrepancies,
which are bound to occur because people don’t always
say the correct thing. Archeology is like detective work.
The few cues we have determine where we start. If you
get clues about Level 4, start with Level 4—don’t feel
that you have to wait for Levels 1, 2, and 3 to be filled
in beforehand.

When I first set up this strategy, before the New Ar-
cheologists came along, there were only three levels, 1,
2, and 3. And then along came the New Archeologists,
with a different approach. At first, I thought that they
were attempting to do the same that I was on Level 3.
However, they were saying that these are two alterna-
tive procedures; you either do one or the other. One is
politically correct and the other is not. Early on, I came
to believe that this was not so, but I was so bound up
in my own research on Level 3 (the study of cultures)
that I just couldn’t understand what they were talking
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about. It took me about 20 years to figure out the differ-
ence between these two approaches. You get in a rut of
thinking, and it’s hard to recognize things that you don’t
know, especially if they’re not within your sphere of
experience.

It is important to note that on Level 3 you concentrate
on populations or, as I prefer to call them, peoples. The
two terms are synonymous so far as I'm concerned; I
prefer the simpler form. One archeologist doing post-
graduate studies under me was from Japan and another
from Germany. That was when I was writing my Intro-
duction to Prehistory, in which I stressed the concept
of people [Rouse 1972]. They both told me at the time
that that concept wouldn’t be acceptable in their coun-
tries because the term ‘“‘people” had been so misused
during the war by the Nazis in Germany and by the
Imperialists in Japan. My answer was that you can’t cor-
rect something like that just by ignoring it, sweeping it
under the rug; it must be used in the right way in order
to show that there is a way of applying it that is valid,
as opposed to a way that is not. I've been attempting to
do that in my emphasis upon people, working on Level
3. A ““people’’ is a geographically and temporally defined
unit to which a name is assigned. This is accomplished
by classifying assemblages of artifacts rather than indi-
vidual artifacts. By doing so, we get at the total assem-
blage of cultural traits that each people had.

PS: Are “peoples” and “cultures’” synonyms?

IR: No, a people is to a culture as a class is to an artifact.
That is, people are the individuals who were involved,
as opposed to the artifacts themselves, which are dealt
with on Levels 1 and 2. The culture consists of the hab-
its, customs, beliefs, and artifacts that were possessed
by that group of people. When discussing a specific sub-
set of an assemblage, say, the pottery, as we tend to do
in the West Indies for practical reasons, the term ‘‘style”
may be employed. A style consists of all the ceramics.
To be more symmetrical about this, one could say you
have a school of potters; then the style is the characteris-
tics that were produced by that school of potters. Corre-
lated with the peoples and their cultures, directly or in-
directly, are speech communities with their languages
and races with their biological characteristics. This is
all done on Level 3 of my analytical strategy. Peoples
and cultures are defined on Level 3A, and the manner
in which they develop is investigated on Level 3B. In
other words, peoples are classified in such a way that
one is able to work out lines of development or ancestry
moving back into the past.

All of this is normative. Norms are the criteria that
you use, primarily modes and types. My colleagues and
I had a long discussion when we were first working on
this about whether types or modes were better for estab-
lishing both chronological units and cultures. At the
time, I argued that types were more important for chro-
nological purposes and modes for forming cultures. I
wouldn’t say that now. I now believe that it depends
upon the nature of the material. When dealing with pot-
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tery, in which features were produced in that compli-
cated way I was talking about earlier, modes are more
appropriate to use. In contrast, if you are dealing with
artifacts that were produced by a relatively simple men-
tal template, then it’s better to use types. Again, the
important question is which works better. There
shouldn’t be any preconceptions about what you use, in
my opinion.

PS: It’s simply a pragmatic choice?
IR: Yes.

PS: In the West Indies, we focus on pottery for practical
reasons.

IR: Yes, if there was good preservation in the West Indies
we’d also be including wood carving in this, and we do
include stone carving.

PS: What about a ceramic complex?

IR: “Ceramic complex” is the other way of referring to
a style—or it’s often called a “phase.”” In the Midwestern
Taxonomic System it’s a ““focus.”

PS: Ritchie’s projectile points are types [Ritchie 1961].

IR: Yes, that is what he calls them. The term “style”
often is used to talk about types of projectile points, but
that’s poor usage of the term.

PS: A style is more inclusive?

IR: Yes. On Levels 1 and 2, types of sites and types of
artifacts are the primary units of study. When moving
to Level 3, where a holistic point of view is desired (that
is, you look at the culture as a whole}, you must work
with artifact assemblages of different types and pottery
with different modes. In my experience, that’s one of
the most difficult things for amateurs to understand, be-
cause they’re interested primarily in types, and they try
to read the concept of type into what I call a style. As
time goes by, I've become convinced that assemblage is
the key to this. Assemblages of types are the units of
study on Level 3, as opposed to the individual types that
are studied on Levels 1 and 2.

PS: What about variability in all of this?

IR: Variability comes on Level 4, where the units are
not peoples but the societies into which the peoples are
organized. A people is a group of individuals who have
similar customs and feel that they are related to each
other because they occupy a given area, an interaction
sphere, so to speak, in which they exchange ideas and
norms of various kinds. In other words, a people is a
stylistic unit. A society, in contrast, is a functional unit
in the sense that it consists of individuals who belong
to the group not because they have common norms or
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styles but because they have a common purpose and are
interested in achieving certain goals.

In my opinion Binford’s greatest achievement is that
he stressed the need to study variability. He’s saying it
with reference to Level 4. At the time, I was trying to
apply the norms of Level 3 to achieve the goals of Level
4, which is impossible. The important thing about my
strategy is that you have to use different concepts and
methods on each level.

PS: It’s interesting that in 1935, when Willoughby pub-
lished his book, your criticism of him was along the
lines of what today is called middle-range theory. He
presented detailed information on artifacts and specula-
tions on migrations but did not attempt to link the two.

IR: In those early years the orientation was entirely to-
wards the objects. That was Boasian. Boas said that you
can’t draw conclusions—that it’s nonscientific to draw
conclusions—unless you have very good evidence about
them. As I went through my career, interests in the field
shifted to method. I believe that my doctoral disserta-
tion [Rouse 1938, 1939] was a major contribution to this
change—at least everybody seems to still like it. I was
trying to develop methods for drawing conclusions
rather than simply describing artifacts. It seems to me
that there has since been an overemphasis on method.
I feel partially responsible for that. People became so
interested in methods that the results in effect were un-
important. Archeology was held in very high regard by
other branches of anthropology when I first came into
the field, but its position has deteriorated. We're often
regarded now as just playing around with methods.

PS: Part of this problem may be related to the develop-
ment of computers and the use of them. People became
very enamored with the black-box approach to problem
solving.

IR: Well, that’s true with every new technique that
comes along. It started off with radiocarbon dates. Before
we had radiocarbon dates, chronology was established
through elaborate procedures of stratigraphy and seria-
tion. Many people in your generation now think we
don’t need those procedures because all time and space
issues can be resolved by obtaining radiocarbon dates.
That’s a great mistake, in my opinion. When radiocar-
bon dating was first developed, one of the few labs was
here at Yale. I was on the board of the lab at the time.
People who had charcoal samples immediately brought
them into the labs and asked to have them dated. It was
impossible to date all of them. We had to think of a way
in which we could reasonably select the samples that
were worth analyzing. We came to the conclusion that
the best way to do this—and I think it was Wendell
Bennett who suggested it—was to select samples that
had already been dated by some other method, namely,
by the kinds of chronological research in my Level 2.
For instance, a charcoal sample that could be reliably
assigned to such-and-such a ceramically defined period

could be accepted for radiocarbon dating. If, however, a
sample was found in a site and the researcher simply
wanted to know the age of the site, we wouldn’t touch
it. That’s what the New Archeologists were doing. They
were saying that it was unnecessary to know the cul-
tural correlations of the radiocarbon dates—that the ra-
diocarbon dates in and of themselves were sufficient.

PS: I think people are less naive now.

IR: You're right, I was talking about the 1960s. The
point is that ceramic analysis and radiocarbon dating are
two different lines of evidence. You can draw conclu-
sions from each of them, but they both have weaknesses
of different kinds. A solid date is obtained by comparing
the two lines of evidence and making them consistent.
This is what I call “consilience’” in my Tainos book
[Rouse 1992]. That term comes from biology. Conclu-
sions are derived from two or more different lines of
evidence which reinforce each other. That’s the real
chronology; I should amend what I said about Level 2
to include radiocarbon dating.

PS: How has radiocarbon dating affected your initial
chronology of Haiti?

IR: When radiocarbon dates were obtained they con-
firmed the ceramic chronology in some places and in
others caused us to revise it. In the West Indies, as in
most of the New World, the radiocarbon caused us to
push our sequences back, because we had had no way
of determining duration from only the artifacts. When I
first came into archeology, we believed that the West
Indies had only been inhabited a few centuries before
the time of Columbus and that we could identify local
cultures by using the historical names for the peoples
that possessed them. We expected the Tainos, for exam-
ple, to have extended way back into prehistory. Now we
know better.

PS: I have a general question concerning types: Within
an assemblage from a given time period, you have sev-
eral types?

IR: That’s the nature of an assemblage. It’s a collection
of artifacts of different types. Once types and modes
have been established they may be used to classify as-
semblages. This will result in a class of assemblages and
will also provide a definition of each class, consisting of
a complex of types and modes. I use the terms ““‘com-
plex’” and “‘style’”” interchangeably.

The last detailed site report I have to write is for
one on Trinidad. I haven’t done this, partially because I
couldn’t figure out how to. Arie Boomert had the same
problem when he worked in Trinidad. Between us we
finally worked it out. It’s the problem of plural cultures
that I discuss in my book [Rouse 1992]. Trinidad is right
off the coast of South America and was subjected to in-
fluences in pottery from different directions, coming
south from the West Indies, west from western Venezu-
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ela, east from the Guianas, and north by way of the Ori-
noco Valley. Trinidad is situated at the junction of all
these routes and was therefore subject to influences
from all these places. If the influences had been simply
in terms of individual artifact types—as for example in
the case of the so-called three-pointer, which our present
evidence indicates originated perhaps as far east as Co-
lombia and spread along the north coast of Colombia
and Venezuela to Trinidad and then out into the West
Indies—then it would be relatively straightforward to
determine origins of specific influences. But the problem
is that in these sites, entire assemblages came from dif-
ferent directions.

Specifically, in the case of Trinidad the ceramic age
begins with the Saladoid series. This starts with the
Cedros culture, which is typical early Saladoid. This is
followed by Palo Seco, in which vessels are no longer
decorated with zoned incision, a typical Cedrosan Sal-
adoid ceramic mode. We also begin to see evidence of
modeling coming in from the Barrancoid series in the
lower Orinoco Valley. Modeling was already there, so it
was only modified; it didn’t produce anything new. Dur-
ing the next period, Erin, there is a real jumble of influ-
ences, and that’s what causes the trouble. Pots that look
like Los Barrancos ceramics from the lower Orinoco and
others that are obviously derived from the earlier Palo
Seco period of Trinidad are found side by side in the
same sites. Does this indicate overlapping of occupa-
tions, one Palo Seco and the other Los Barrancos? It
doesn’t look that way, because they’re found in precisely
the same contexts, just as are vessels decorated with
zoned incised cross-hatching and others with white-on-
red painting in many Cedrosan Saladoid sites. An anal-
ogy may be drawn between this situation and the plural
cultures and societies that my former colleague Mike
Smith talks about in the West Indies [Smith 1965] and
that are of course a big issue in the United States now.

PS: Multiculturalism?

IR: Yes, multiculturalism. That’s what I think we have
in prehistoric Trinidad. I think I could now go back and
really make sense out of that pottery. But I couldn’t do
it at the time because I didn’t have a concept that would
account for typically Barrancoid pottery mixed with the
local styles.

PS: What about interassemblage variability?

IR: Let me get at this through an analogy to language.
My colleague here at Yale, Floyd Lounsbury, once made
the comment to me that in traveling from Lisbon in
Portugal through Madrid in Spain through France and
into Belgium, you’d never visit a village where the in-
habitants didn’t understand the people in the next vil-
lage. There’s always a language that’s understandable to
the two neighbors. However, when you make that trip
you're going through four different languages, starting
with Portuguese and then Spanish, Catalan in Barcelona,
and finally French. The point is that there’s a difference
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between speaking of a language as such and of variability
within it. When you study both you’ll find that bound-
aries may be drawn around the language territories, but
people living along the boundaries are going to be transi-
tional. This is purely utilitarian. They have to be able
to converse with each other, so they develop a variant
of the language, which is closely related to the next lan-

guage.
PS: Dialect?

IR: Yes, different dialects. In the case of culture, there
is so much contact across the border that they exchange
traits, resulting in blurred boundaries and greater vari-
ability within and across groups. This is a type of vari-
ability that I don’t think Binford has shown any interest
in, but it exists. The problem is that when you find the
boundaries, with transitional forms, the tendency is to
assume that they’re different cultures, instead of recog-
nizing that they are comparable to different dialects.
They are variants on the main culture.

PS: You got involved in archeology fortuitously by need-
ing a job as an undergraduate. How did you get into West
Indian archeology? You've also done work in eastern
North America. How did that come about?

IR: Eastern North America came first, when I was still
an undergraduate at Yale. Professional archeologists de-
cided that they couldn’t prohibit the activity of ama-
teurs and that it was better to try to educate them and
get them to do work that would be useful for scientific
purposes. The National Research Council established a
program to set up state archeological societies. In Con-
necticut the Peabody Museum at Yale was asked to do
this. It was Osgood who founded the Archeological Soci-
ety of Connecticut. I was only an undergraduate student,
so I didn’t attend the first meeting, but [Froelich] Rainey,
who was a graduate student at that time, did. The fol-
lowing year they asked me if I would be secretary of the
society. Though still an undergraduate, I agreed. I was
the secretary for a number of years, and then they asked
me to be editor of their journal, which is called the Bul-
letin of the Archeological Society of Connecticut. 1
served as editor for about 15 years. Through my associa-
tion with the Archeological Society of Connecticut I be-
came involved with the Eastern States Archeological
Federation. Osgood and I were among the founders of
that federation; he was president for a term and I was
president for a term. I used to travel regularly to the
meetings of the federation.

PS: What about the work you’ve done in Florida?

IR: Osgood defined the Caribbean Anthropological Pro-
gram to include Florida. When he came to Yale, he found
that MacCurdy had founded an organization called the
School of American Research to study European prehis-
tory. MacCurdy eventually turned the School over to
Harvard rather than Yale, unfortunately for us. Osgood
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had to look for a new focus of research. He decided on
the Caribbean because when he was a graduate student
at the University of Chicago one of his fellow graduate
students was Charlotte Gower, who wrote her disserta-
tion on the West Indies [Gower 1927]|. It was a typical
trait-distribution study. Gower was interested in the
fact that the West Indies are a geographical connecting
link between North, Middle, and South America. She
studied the diffusion of individual traits from the main-
land into and through the islands to the neighboring
mainland. Osgood continued this research program, and
he started in Florida because it was the easiest place to
get to. He and Rainey conducted archeological fieldwork
for a season in Florida. Then we went on to the West
Indies and Venezuela. We never did get as far as Central
America.

PS: The Caribbean Anthropological Program was a de-
velopment out of Gower’s dissertation?

IR: Yes. And it included social anthropology as well as
archeology. Sidney Mintz was on our faculty at the time.
A number of his graduate students, such as Bill Daven-
port, worked in the Caribbean area. Later there was Mi-
chael Smith. So Yale has had a strong emphasis on Ca-
ribbean social anthropology as well as archeology.

After World War II it was difficult to get back into
the West Indies. Transportation patterns hadn’t yet been
reestablished. I wanted to go into the field, so Osgood
suggested that I work in Florida. At the same time John
Goggin came to Yale as a graduate student. He was a
Florida archeologist, so we brought him into the pro-
gram [Goggin 1946, 1947, 1948; Rouse 1951]. Then I
went back into the West Indies.

PS: So Osgood had the idea of Caribbean anthropology.

IR: As I said, he envisioned it—and so did I at the begin-
ning—in terms of trait studies [Rouse 1958]. One of the
criticisms made of me was that I was just a diffusionist
tracing traits. That was what I did in the 1950s [Rouse
1953]. Eventually I grew out of it. After realizing that
there was really little relationship between Florida and
the West Indies, we dropped Florida from the program.
We never went into Yucatdn, for the same reason.
Thereafter, we limited the program to the West Indies
and northeastern South America [Rouse and Cruxent
1963]. We shifted the problems from the study of indi-
vidual traits, which we had done through classification
of artifacts and features, to the study of the origin and
development of cultures, which is done in terms of clas-
sification of assemblages. My efforts have been largely
devoted to trying to counteract the assumption that ev-
erything had to come in from the outside. I have become
more and more interested in recent years in looking at
the developments that took place inside the Caribbean
area. If you simply say that migration doesn’t exist, you
don’t get very far, but if you also look at the develop-
ment that took place there, the whole theory of migra-
tion falls away.

PS: You’ve taken at least two sabbaticals that I know
of, one to England and one to South Africa.

IR: The second wasn’t a sabbatical. I taught there for a
spring quarter. This was at the University of Cape Town
in the 1970s. One of the students I had here at Yale was
Nick van der Merwe, who’s now at Harvard. He had
come from South Africa and had gone back to become
a professor at Cape Town.

Van der Merwe was a Rhodes Scholar in reverse;
Rhodes gave money not only for American students to
go to England for graduate work but also for South Afri-
can students to go to the United States or to England for
their graduate work. Van der Merwe had started out at
an Afrikaner university in South Africa majoring in
chemistry; he came here also intending to study chemis-
try. He took my course in world archeology, and it inter-
ested him in archeology. At the same time he got to
know Minze Stuiver, who was then the head of our ra-
diocarbon lab. He started working for Stuiver, extracting
carbon from charcoal samples. Eventually he got an NSF
[National Science Foundation] fellowship to go on at
Yale as a graduate student in anthropology.

He decided that it would be good for his students at
Cape Town to hear from outside lecturers. The first one
was Binford, who came in the middle '7os. I was the
second one.

PS: That was already late in your career. You were well
established in your ideas. Given that, was there any fur-
ther influence on your thinking by going to South Af-
rica?

IR: I was interested in going there because I taught a
course on world archeology in which I had come to feel
that Africa was not being given the importance it de-
served in studies of the origin of man. I was really trying
to acquire more knowledge about the prehistory of that
area. When I got there I was impressed by two aspects
of methodology. One was that the South African arche-
ologists were technically better than we were. They
used excellent laboratory techniques. The other was
that van der Merwe and his colleagues were using what
is sometimes called the direct historical approach. He
had started at Yale as a chemist and then worked with
the processing of archeological samples for radiocarbon
dating. We had expected that he would continue that in
graduate school. But midway through his career there
he decided to take a year off and go to the University of
Wisconsin to study African ethnohistory. He wanted to
study modern ironworking practices among the blacks
and then, in effect, project them into the past. He has
done a very good job of this. One of the problems with
much of the technological analysis that’s conducted in
the United States now is that it’s purely technological.
Researchers go through the process frequently without
relating their results to culture as a whole. Van der
Merwe realized that you couldn’t really understand
what was going on without examining the process as a

This content downloaded from 130.68.183.128 on Fri, 16 Sep 2016 18:16:50 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



whole in relation to other aspects of culture, economics,
religious influences, and so forth.

PS: When were you in England?

IR: In 1963—64. I went to the Institute of Archeology at
the University of London. I was attracted to that institu-
tion because it had been founded and headed for many
years by Gordon Childe, who had been one of my idols
as a student. I was disappointed because Childe had died
a few years before. Since he had been a poor administra-
tor, the university had decided to replace him with
someone more practical. They brought in a man named
[W.F.] Grimes, the English version of a contract archeol-
ogist. He had made his reputation recovering remains
exposed by bombing during World War II, and then he
became head of the Museum of London. He changed the
character of the Institute, making it practical instead of
theoretical.

The one thing that impressed me intellectually at the
University of London was its strong environmental ap-
proach. At that time Fredrick Zeuner was there. He was
a geologist specializing in the study of the Paleolithic
environment. I took his course; unfortunately, he died
halfway through it. I also sat in on a number of other
courses while I was there.

PS: So you found that a useful experience.

IR: Yes, it was very useful. I was learning new method-
ological approaches. This is where I acquired the empha-
sis I've had in recent years on people; indirectly, it’s
from Childe. Childe looked at cultures in the abstract.
I've added to this concept the peoples that possessed
the cultures. If you only look at each culture abstractly
there’s no way of connecting it with what people do and
what needs they have. If you focus on a people it pro-
vides a connecting point between the culture and the
environment that surrounds the culture.

PS: This sounds somewhat similar to what Binford
[1977] would call middle-range theory—linking up the
abstractions to the data.

You mentioned that Childe was one of your idols. You
certainly made a big case for migrations in prehistory.
Is that an outgrowth of your interest in Childe’s work?

IR: No, that had nothing to do with Childe.
PS: He's often associated with diffusionary arguments.

IR: He was not primarily interested in migrations, al-
though he did assume some of them. Mainly he studied
the spread of traits from centers [Childe 1951]. For many
years, in teaching my course on world prehistory that
was my focus. When moving into a continent, I would
first look at the center of cultural development and then
trace the spread of traits out from the center.

PS: Is that an age-area approach?
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IR: No, because I wasn't interested in it in terms of chro-
nology. It was my way of explaining the origin of periph-
eral developments and the fact that peripheries often
acquire innovations later than those in the center. What
I've learned over the years—as a matter of fact, I was
stimulated to this to a considerable degree by the year I
spent in England—is that peripheries have their own
independent developments. That’s been a particular
trend in England since the time of Childe. He viewed
the English people as simply barbarians who were in-
fluenced by the innovations from the Mediterranean re-
gion. Recent archeologists, such as [Colin] Renfrew,
have argued instead that there was very strong local de-
velopment, which is really a blend of influences going
back and forth. So you have to look at cultural contact
and interconnections rather than at peoples in the pe-
riphery slavishly copying innovations produced in the
center.

PS: That’s interesting. Today there’s an interest in this
notion of core-periphery relations [e.g., Chase-Dunn and
Hall 1991]. Renfrew is one of the people with this inter-
est.

IR: But they look at it not as the periphery being depen-
dent upon the core but as the periphery having develop-
ments of its own which are parallel to the core.

PS: And also in relation to other cores and peripheries.

IR: Yes, that’s right. There’s one other major trip of mine
which you haven’t touched on and that is to Japan.

PS: I wasn’t aware of that one. What year was this?

IR: This was in the early 1970s. I was about to publish
my Introduction to Prehistory at the time, and I showed
the manuscript to Kimio Suzuki, a young Japanese ar-
cheologist. He offered to translate it into Japanese and
did so while he was at Yale. His translation was pub-
lished in Japan soon after the original was published
here. That got me an audience in Japan. Subsequent
books have also been translated into Japanese. I don’t
know why, but I may have greater popularity in Japan
than here.

PS: Perhaps its being an island?

IR: Well, that’s partially it, because I showed them that
the way we handle islands in the West Indies could be
used in Japan [Rouse 1986]. It’s a similar situation. You
have a linear string of islands extending from Taiwan
and Korea in the south to Siberia in the north. There’s
a problem of migration and diffusion through these is-
lands. For example, I was able to show that the concept
of passage area, which I've developed for the West Indies
[Rouse 1982], also applies to Japan. The Japanese be-
lieved that they had migrated into Japan by way of Ko-
rea. I pointed out that the southern tip of Korea and the
adjacent part of Kyushu Island in Japan are actually a
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passage area, which was a center of development rather
than a route of migration. Developments were taking
place on both sides, and traits were being exchanged, as
in the case of the Mona Passage, between Puerto Rico
and the Dominican Republic.

The Japanese have done probably the best chronologi-
cal research in the world. They had a very good situation
because during the protohistoric Kofun period, when
there was close contact with Korea and China, many
Chinese trade goods were brought in. They are precisely
dated in China, and those dates can be applied to the
Japanese remains. Japanese archeologists are able to date
their protohistoric sites within a range of about 75 years.
Of course, they also do excellent radiocarbon dating.
They were, however, influenced by their cultural experi-
ence to think in terms of cultural purity. They are so
homogeneous that they have developed a strong feeling
that they came from the mainland as a result of a migra-
tion. One of the arguments I made in my book on migra-
tions is that this is not so; their archeological evidence
indicates that it’s a false problem, as it is in many parts
of the West Indies [Rouse 1986]. The Japanese originated
in an interaction sphere which is based on the strait
between Korea and Japan. You can’t say whether it’s
Japanese or Korean, because it’s both.

PS: Is it fair to say that from your West Indian experi-
ence you've always had a particular interest in archipel-
ago situations around the world?

IR: Yes, that’s true. More important, I've always worked
in peripheries. The places you've talked about, where I've
been, are all peripheries. Japan is the same way—it has
a similar geographical position relative to China in the
Far East—and South Africa is peripheral to the rest of
the African continent. The fact that I happened to go to
those three places reinforced my interest in peripheries.
I would say that you have two kinds of archeologists:
centrists and peripherists. The centrists are people who
study the centers of civilization. One of the reasons that
Childe interested me was that he too had an interest in
peripheries—that is, he was looking at Europe as being
peripheral to the Near East. A problem with studies of
evolution is that they tend to concentrate on the cen-
ters. One way of teaching world archeology is to teach
it in terms of stages, which are based upon the develop-
ments that took place in the centers. Peripheries are
thought not to be important because they didn’t really
contribute to the rise of civilization.

After my sabbatical in England, I gradually developed
a new approach of my own, based upon the study of
peoples and their assemblages. What happened was that
I started out to write a book on world prehistory. The
first chapter was to be devoted to method, which is the
way I taught my course. That expanded into a book in
itself, which eventually became Introduction to Prehis-
tory [Rouse 1972].

PS: Did you want to say anything about the movements
of ideas vs. peoples vs. objects?

IR: I found it essential in my courses on world archeol-
ogy to define the terms that I was going to use before-
hand. When I was writing Introduction to Prehistory I
found that I was using terms differently in different parts
of the book. I finally ended up writing a card for each
term, which formed a basis for a glossary at the end of
the book. At the time, I thought this was the best part
of the book; it would tell you how I was using each of
these terms. That’s the problem I think you're getting
at in this question. Within the dimension of space there
are several different kinds of forms that may pass from
one place to another. One would be objects that move
by trade. A second would be ideas diffusing through the
spread of modes from one people to another. The third
would be peoples, and their movement can occur on two
levels: one is social movement, or immigation, and the
other is population movement.

PS: Population movement would be a whole group of
people—everybody?

IR: In economics a distinction is made between micro-
economics and macroeconomics. Microeconomics is
studying the small intimate processes; macroeconomics
is concerned with broad-scale changes. That’s the differ-
ence here. Micromovement (social movement) would be
the movement of individuals or families from one popu-
lation to another, which takes place almost instantane-
ously compared with the total perspective. Macromove-
ment (population movement} occurs gradually over a
long period of time, in the course of which you actually
get a replacement of one population by another. I distin-
guish that from immigration. Included in the category
of social movement are the seasonal migrations studied
by Binford and others. Precise definitions for different
processes are developed in this manner. This has to do
with process rather than pattern. Different processes
take place on different analytical levels. Separate con-
cepts must be developed for each level of interpretation.

The thing I'm proudest of, from a theoretical stand-
point, in what I’ve done in the West Indies is establish-
ing the idea of passage areas [Rouse 1982]. During the
ceramic period—Saladoid and Ostionoid—people on ei-
ther side of a passage were more closely related to each
other culturally than they were with the rest of the is-
lands on which they lived.

PS: One point that we haven’t addressed directly is the
relationship of migrations to culture change.

IR: I have some opinions on that subject. I've said in
several publications that I think archeologists tend to
read their own cultural experiences into the archeologi-
cal remains [Rouse 1986:106|. That’s particularly true
in the West Indies, because the prehistoric population
was completely wiped out in a few years and replaced
by people coming in from Europe, Africa, and Asia. That
meant a complete change in the human population and
also in the culture and the language and a great deal
more ethnic diversity than existed previously. New peo-

This content downloaded from 130.68.183.128 on Fri, 16 Sep 2016 18:16:50 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



ples came in from other parts of the world and estab-
lished separate colonies in various places in the West
Indies. Researchers often assume that cultural changes
that occurred in prehistory were a result of similar fac-
tors. They immediately jump to the conclusion that
there’s been a repeopling of the West Indies (to use my
term) in an attempt to explain culture change. This is a
mistake because what we have been dealing with in the
past few centuries is something unique in the history of
the world, that is, the development of the ability to
travel over such long distances, making it possible for
people from diverse parts of the world to come together
in a place like the West Indies. It’s unreasonable to as-
sume that these same conditions would have existed in
prehistoric times.

PS: There were also dramatically different stages of tech-
nological development between the colonists from Eu-
rope coming here and the Native Americans who were
here.

IR: Yes, that’s another factor. In talking about popula-
tion movement and differentiating it from social move-
ment, we should note that population movement im-
plies conflict. If one population is replaced by another,
there is likely to be conflict over the land. That’s really
what’s going on in Bosnia at the present time, and I'm
sure it went on in the West Indies as well. As I read the
record in the West Indies, this repeopling really hap-
pened only in Saladoid and modern times. At no other
times do you find such sharp contrasts between cultures
and the opportunity for one population to eradicate an-
other population. It is difficult to identify population
movement unless there is evidence of sharp contrasts
between cultures, and those come mostly when the new
people have come from a long distance away, where the
culture is very different.

In this connection, I have cited a concept from Lévi-
Strauss that he called “strong” and “weak’” interaction
[Lévi-Strauss 1971]. One of the characteristics of popula-
tion movement is strong interaction, that is, conflict
and a strong degree of difference between the two cul-
tures, so that one is able to prevail and to eradicate the
other. Those are the kinds of culture change that I would
see as resulting from population movement, that is, mi-
gration of peoples. Changes that occur through immigra-
tion, such as what is developing in the United States
now, produce cultural plurality—a series of peoples
coming in and accommodating to each other but still
retaining many of their previous traditions.

PS: I'm wondering if something similar might not have
happened in the prehistoric context. Plural society, for
instance, could change the complexion of, say, the early
vs. late Saladoid cultures.

IR: As I read the record in the Caribbean, some cultures
were more or less uniform and others were plural. That’s
one of the most fascinating aspects of archeology in the
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area. The case I mentioned earlier of plural Barrancoid/
Saladoid culture in Trinidad during the Erin period is a
good example of this. In the course of my own career, I
began working in the Greater Antilles, which was rela-
tively isolated and where there was no opportunity for
the plurality of cultures to develop, and so I acquired a
preconception that cultures, and ceramic styles within
cultures, would be nonplural. I was greatly surprised
when I traveled to Trinidad and discovered that that
wasn’t the case there. Now we have found plurality
again in the case of the Cedrosan Saladoid cultures.
There are essentially two ceramic heritages—a white-
on-red painted heritage and a zoned incised cross-
hatched heritage. I've used the term ‘“ware’’ to express
this plurality, which is a different use of the term from
the one you were talking about—ware as a utensil or
functional category. There’s another way that changes
can take place. Rather than getting a penetration, so to
speak, of culture brought by an intrusive ethnic group
into another culture, cultural traits may spread. The best
example I know of that is in Japan, where because of
isolation for so many years under the shoguns the Japa-
nese developed a very strong local identity with a con-
comitant ethnic homogeneity. Then the Meiji restora-
tion led to exposure to Western culture. But people
didn’t come in bringing their own culture. Instead, the
traits themselves came in and were adopted by the Japa-
nese and, most important, integrated into their culture.
That’s happened many other times. I've always seen a
similarity between Great Britain and Japan in this re-
spect, throughout history. They’re both island groups on
the peripheries of continents. They both have taken
traits from the continents and reinterpreted them to
conform to their own cultures. That’s something very
different from the intrusion of a culture, as is happening
in the United States, to form a plural culture. One of
the things that I have been most often criticized for in
the West Indies is my emphasis on cultural contact and
my belief that traits spread across cultural boundaries.
For example, when I worked in Haiti, my first fieldwork
actually, I found that you have first the Archaic cultures,
with their flint blades and rather elaborate groundstone
tools, followed by ceramic-age people coming in with
pottery [Rouse 1947]. I pointed out that the distinctive
forms of stone grinding and flint work present in the
Archaic cultures persisted into later cultures. Everybody
jumped on me for that. They said, “That’s impossible.”
The same thing happened in Cuba. I noted that the shell
gouges characteristic of the Archaic people there, the
Redondoids, survived right up to historic times [Rouse
1942]. Again, Harrington [1921] said, “That’s impossible.
They're separate cultures; therefore, they couldn’t ex-
change traits.” I don’t know why people have that atti-
tude. I think, again, it may be ethnocentrism. They feel
so strongly about the identity of their own cultures that
they don’t see any need to recognize intrusions or influ-
ences from other cultures.

PS: So in this case it would be influences from earlier
times.
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IR: Earlier times, yes, and more primitive peoples. The
difference between centrism and peripheralism that I
mentioned earlier is also involved. The assumption that
everything comes out of the more advanced people in
the centers, who bestow their bounty on the poor peo-
ples in the peripheries. But remember, if our archeology
is correct, there was an interface, a frontier, between the
earlier and later peoples for hundreds of years. Traits
could have been exchanged across that frontier.

PS: An interaction between two groups of people—that
itself could produce culture change on both sides?

IR: Yes, that’s what [ meant to say. I have been impres-
sed in this respect with the similarities between the
West Indies and Japan. In the original formulation of
Japanese archeology there was a Jomon culture, consid-
ered to be very primitive and non-Japanese. I remember
attending a meeting of Japan’s Society of Archeology at
one time. Not knowing Japanese, I couldn’t understand
what was going on; Suzuki would explain things to me
every once in a while. At one point they were having a
very strong argument. Somebody had had the temerity
to suggest that Jomon traits might have been adopted by
the Japanese as they moved north into Japan—like the
Saladoid/Ostionoid movement in the West Indies.
That’s always been a very sore point with Japanese ar-
cheologists. I didn’t help it any in my book by pointing
out that the direct ancestors of the Japanese were not
foreigners from the mainland introducing more ad-
vanced cultures but arose in southern Japan from its Jo-
mon populations, which developed a new culture as a
result of influences—rice agriculture in particular—
from the mainland. By so doing, that local population
became so strong that it was able to advance to the
north, just as the Saladoid people did in the Caribbean
area. In both cases, the peoples that moved north mixed
with the previous populations and adopted many of their
traits.

PS: You get blending.
IR: Yes.

PS: It does sound like genetics. People say that in a pejo-
rative way, as Straus (1987) does in his review of your
book—Ilike ceramics mating and producing sherds. But
to a certain extent it almost is that—although obviously
ceramics don’t reproduce.

IR: As I said earlier, each discipline has a different kind
of data and has to use different concepts. But they’re
often comparable, and that’s true in this case. Genes are
the basis for studying biological change. Modes are the
basis for studying ceramic change. The basis for study-
ing language change is phonemes. They’re all analogous,
and in all three cases you're looking at similar processes.
You exchange genes in a different way from exchanging
modes or phonemes, but the effect is the same.

PS: What would you say are or were your principal con-
tributions to archeology?

IR: That’s a difficult question. I'm going to rephrase it
to say what are the achievements in archeology of which
I am most proud, the things that I value the most. I
think my major contribution would be to chronology,
which I started to study in my doctoral dissertation and
have continued with an accumulation of a succession of
chronological charts. In terms of the gathering of basic
data I never really emphasized the excavation of sites.
That didn’t interest me all that much.

PS: This was in the 1930s? In the history of archeology
that would be when chronological schemes were being
developed.

IR: That’s right. I think I've also made a major contribu-
tion in proposing the concept of mode and in using it to
study the kind of ceramics that you get in the West
Indies. I wouldn’t recommend it everywhere, because it
depends on the way pottery was made. It certainly has
worked for me and for the interests that I have on higher
levels of interpretation. I would say also that I have been
more interested in pattern than in process. I think it
would generally be recognized that I have contributed
to the clarification of what a type and a mode are and
how they can be used in archeology.

PS: Well, you are known for chronology building.

IR: I combined two levels of chronology. On the one
hand, I set up sequences of periods or styles, which were
based upon stratigraphy. On the other hand, I checked
these sequences by studying distributions of individual
modes. I did this in my doctoral dissertation. The two
lines of evidence strengthened the resulting chronology.
Then, of course, when radiocarbon dates came along
they confirmed our chronology. There are still gaps in
it, which are gradually being filled. In this respect, the
Caribbean is somewhat comparable to the Southwest.
When I first went into archeology the only place you
had a really reliable chronology was the Southwest, be-
cause of their tree-ring dating, among other procedures.
That was the model everybody followed. I think that the
West Indies now deserves that same appreciation,
within at least lowland South America, because it’s the
one place in which we’ve really worked out a detailed
and reliable chronology. Which isn’t to say that it
doesn’t require fine-tuning—I think it does. But the
main outlines are correct, and most people accept them.

Anyway, I'd say that chronology building and modal
analysis are the things that occupied me in the first half
of my professional career. There was a break when I
took my sabbatical in England. Influences from Childe,
Clarke, and others were important in shaping the work
that I did during the second half of my career. I'm still
criticized for my earlier work—for being nothing but a
chronologist or a student of the distribution of traits.
But I've gone on to other things since then.
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I would say that the greatest contribution in the sec-
ond half of my career was the development of the con-
cept of “peoples” [Rouse 1965, 1989] and using it as a
means of linking individual social groups with the cul-
ture that they possessed. The greatest weakness with
the New Archeology, as I see it, is that they start with
society and never tie it back into culture to any great
extent. The missing link is the concept of “people.” I
try to use it in that way, particularly in my latest books.
My other achievement concerns the classification of
cultures. In the West Indies we still have not really fig-
ured out how to distinguish peoples systematically
enough as population units with definite limits in time
and space. My contribution has come in how peoples
are classified once they have been established. There I
was strongly influenced by Gary Vescelius [1980] and
have adopted his idea of a two-level classification. The
most important thing I've done is to realize that these
groups are comparable to language groups—speech com-
munities—and to physical anthropological groups—
races—as already discussed. These three different kinds
of groups shouldn’t be mixed, because they’re based
upon different criteria.

I'm relatively timid about moving from pattern to pro-
cess. I'm strong on setting up patterns, such as types and
periods. On the level of process, my main contribution
is in the question of migrations and population move-
ment. I remember, however, one person who was asked
to read and comment on my migrations book pointed
out that I could have given a clearer idea of the differ-
ence between population movement and what I call so-
cial movement. I think that’s true, but it’s a very hard
thing to do.

PS: You said that classification often has become an end
in itself—that people frequently lose sight of the larger
picture, of why it is they’re classifying.

IR: Classification is sometimes applied to situations and
problems to which it is not applicable.

PS: Today, in this era of computers, it’s very easy to
enter numbers into the computer and then to manipu-
late numbers in all sorts of elaborate ways. You end up
often having fancy statistical analyses but losing sight
of larger issues. Your modal analysis, I think, is often
an inspiring formative study that people frequently refer
to as a way to systematize.

IR: I regret the fact that classification in general and
modal classification in particular are used for solving
problems that they’re not designed to solve. Archeolo-
gists often fail to recognize what ought to be a guiding
principle, that in moving from one analytical level to
another new concepts must be developed which are suit-
able to the new level of inference.

One thing that you haven’t asked me is what I
thought were my failures. That’s also appropriate for
someone of my age to mention. The greatest failure is
my inability to come to grips with the problem of teach-
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ing world archeology. As more and more archeological
data accumulated and as approaches to archeological
study became more diverse, it became more difficult for
me to cover the whole world. I regret now that I didn’t
write a summary of world archeology when I was
younger, when it was still possible to do it with the
methods of which I was then aware. I feel very strongly
that world archeology is one of the greatest contribu-
tions that archeology can make to our intellectual life.
It’s perhaps the best illustration of diversity, the best
means of counteracting the ethnocentrism that we all
have. We need to instill in our students an understand-
ing that the United States is not the center of the world
and that our culture is not the best in the world, one
which all other cultures ought to be emulating. One way
of doing that is to teach world archeology, or world pre-
history, if you will, in which you follow the develop-
ment of human culture throughout the world, thereby
demonstrating that groups of people in disparate parts
of the world have been able to reach similar levels of
development. Our route is no better than anybody else’s
route. I regret very much that I haven’t been able to
winnow out the data to the extent that I would have
been able to write a book doing that.

PS: You have two volumes of unpublished text started
there on your bookshelf.

IR: That’s the problem. It was too big. My intention was
to come back to it in my old age and cut it in half.

PS: To summarize it?

IR: Distill it. Actually, it’s a methodological problem.
What is needed here is a synthesis. I think the system-
atic approach in terms of classification is the key. I've
succeeded in doing it in the West Indies in my most
recent book [Rouse 1992]. I think if I had had time I
could probably have done it for the world as a whole.
The key to this problem is classification of peoples and
cultures. I collaborated with José Arrom in writing an
article on Taino art for the Columbus exhibit at the Na-
tional Gallery of Art [Rouse and Arrom 1992]. We agreed
that I should have only a paragraph in it to discuss the
prehistory of the West Indies. I could see his reaction;
he was thinking, Rouse has been writing long articles
on this subject; how is he going to compress it into a
single paragraph? Well, I actually compressed it into a
footnote; I could do that because of classification. If you
approach the problem in terms of cultural series (there
are six major series in the West Indies), it’s very easy to
produce a capsule summary of what is known about
West Indian prehistory in a footnote. I could have done
that for the rest of the world as well if I had had time.

PS: Well, then, you don’t need to write a book. You can
write a condensed paper.

IR: Actually, one of the last things Kroeber published
was a roster of peoples and cultures throughout the
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world [Kroeber 1962]. He was working on it at the time
of his death. The Wenner-Gren Foundation was in-
trigued by it, so they published it, even though it was
just an outline. In its preface he said that archeologists
were focusing on society and were overlooking the con-
cept of culture. Archeologists fail to realize that our au-
dience wants us also to talk about culture. We have a
lot to offer to the resolution of problems dealing with
cultural contact and cultural conflict, but we don’t be-
cause relatively few of us are studying it. I would have
liked to expand upon Kroeber’s outline, and I may end
up by doing so. There are two levels on which it can be
done. It can be done in outline and then letting a student
go on, insofar as he wants to, if he’s interested in a par-
ticular unit within the outline and learning more about
it. This is what I did for the course that I taught in
South Africa on world archeology. There I did it a little
differently by simply picking a few key sequences in
different parts of the world. But I would rather do it, if
possible, from a genetic point of view, that is, by tracing
the sequence of development or evolution throughout
the world. That’s where archeology can make its great-
est contribution. Our contribution is time perspective
and changes that take place through time. My colleagues
disparage me because I have this interest in peoples, but
I'm still convinced that it’s the future of archeology—
peoples and cultures. That’s the one thing that differen-
tiates archeology in particular and anthropology in gen-
eral from other social sciences like sociology. It’s where
we have something to offer, and we’re not taking advan-
tage of it. Well, that’s my sermon for the day.

One example of processual research that I have been
concerned with deals with the difference between what
I have called procedural and conceptual modes. A con-
ceptual mode is a pattern that may be picked out of the
artifact by analyzing and classifying its features; it’s in
the appearance of the artifact. A procedural mode is the
behavior that may be inferred from that pattern. For ex-
ample, the formal characteristics of incised designs may
be analyzed, or inferences may be derived that deal with
the procedures by which the designs were produced. So
one has either the incised design itself or the manner in
which the procedure of incision took place as different
kinds of modes. You raised a third possibility, which I
would call cognitive modes—that is, from the pattern
one may infer the artisan’s thoughts regarding the sig-
nificance of the pattern.

PS: That may lead into symbolism.
IR: Yes, symbolic meaning. That’s something I've al-
ways shied away from, but it’s becoming more popular,

and I think it’s important.

PS: Would you say, then, that there is a hierarchy of
modes, in a sense?

IR: The problem here is the term “conceptual,” because
I don’t think that’s a good one. It certainly doesn’t dis-

tinguish them from what I am now calling cognitive
modes. I don’t know what a good term would be.

PS: The point I'm trying to understand is that regardless
of the kinds of modes you're dealing with here, you're
still looking at the same features of the artifacts.

IR: Yes, that’s right. In terms of procedure one starts by
analyzing out constituent features, then classifying the
features, and finally abstracting the attributes that are
definitive of each class. It’s your basic unit.

PS: So one could look at, say, design elements on a ce-
ramic pot in terms of manufacture—how the artisan
formed the designs—in terms of concepts or thoughts.

IR: What I really mean here is in terms of appearance,
rather than the artisan’s thoughts about it.

PS: Yet you could also look at those same design ele-
ments in terms of symbolic meaning.

IR: Yes, that’s right. There are two ways of getting at
symbolic meaning. One would be, as it’s commonly
done in the West Indies, to employ ethnohistorical evi-
dence. The other would be to utilize cross-cultural evi-
dence and to look at designs throughout the world and
the major trends—what they mean. That has been re-
ferred to as direct vs. indirect or historical vs. general
analogy. I think they are going to be emphasized in the
future much more than in the past. I'm unhappy about
using this approach because you can never be sure, but
it’s something that interests people, and if our goal is to
get at all the information we can about the past we
ought to be trying to do this type of research.
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Genetic studies based on synthetic gene maps have re-
cently provided support to the demic-expansion model
(Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza 1973) of the Mesolithic-
Neolithic transition in the Iberian Peninsula (Bertran-
petit and Cavalli-Sforza 1991, Calafell and Bertranpetit
1994a). Population growth associated with the adoption
of the Neolithic economy presumably homogenized the
genetic scenario of the Mesolithic, confining a small hu-
man group, the Basques, on the western edge of the Py-
renees. Accordingly, this population is one of the main
sources of genetic variation in western Europe (Calafell
and Bertranpetit 1994b).

Skeletal materials from these crucial periods are still
scarce in the Iberian Peninsula, and some of them have
only been partially published in minor journals. Fortu-
nately, Muge, an exceptional sample from the Meso-
lithic {Cabego da Arruda and Moita do Sebastiao at the
mouth of the Tagus River [Ferreira 1994)|) is available
and has been exhaustively studied (Ferembach 1974).
Recently, another relatively large sample (comprising 15
individuals), dated between 7,570 and 7,640 b.p., has
been excavated in Oliva, El Collado, Valencia (Pérez-
Pérez et al. 1995). Although analysis of skeletal remains,
especially those of pre-Neolithic populations, may fur-
nish valuable data for the debate about the Neolithic
expansion, no attempt has yet been made to examine
these samples as a whole.

We have compiled the physical anthropological infor-
mation available on Iberian populations from these pe-
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