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PREFACE
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conversations between the editors, and a numbgraofuate students and
faculty at the University of Chicago during the lgaand middle years of
the past decade. Most notable among the latterAdgm T. Smith,
Kathleen Morrison, and Mark Lycett, and we thanknthall for their
valued insights. In October 2006, after a long dzfy hiking and
conversation on the high mountain ridges above H8aend in British
Columbia, we came to the idea of organizing a ses$or the 2008
Society for American Archaeologists’ (SAA) annuatetings that would
gather a series of papers from archaeologists wtbedr central objective
sought to explore past political practice and axtio ways that engaged
with contemporary anthropological theory and aelaention to data and
epistemological concerns.

Among our goals for the SAA session was a questpoif what had
been archaeology's central foci in political ana&y$n the past, in
particular the theoretical emphasis on socio-eimhatry narratives, and
the dual focus on large-scale institutions andetaticontexts referred to
as ‘complex.” Our initial goals for the sessionrav¢o examine if issues
such as the resolution of archaeological data dats, collection strategies,
and the selection of research foci were somehawetstring the emphasis
of archaeological investigations of the politicalthe past to this relatively
narrow spectrum of issues and contexts. As suctagkeed upon the title,
Selective Foci or Fuzzy Data Resolution: Politigaithropology and the
Archaeology of Political Production in the Padbr the session and
invited a group of 13 archaeologists who were wagkbn issues of past
political production in socio-historic contexts thaere either small in
scale, quotidian in nature, or non-institutionacontext. The session was
composed of papers by of Wendy Ashmore, Andrew Badkcole
Boivin, Peter Johansen, Susan Kus and Victor Riglogua, lan Lindsay,
Diane Lyons and Andrea Freeman, Laura Popova, Ndamas, Uzma
Rizvi and Adam Smith. Papers presented in the sessere remarkably
cohesive as a whole and we decided to approacttipartts shortly after
with the suggestion of expanding their papers iatmapter length
discussions of their research. Wendy Ashmore, IdiBmivin, and Diane
Lyons and Andrea Freeman were not able to joinnuthé volume but
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each made very valuable contributions to the sesai@ the intellectual
spirit of the present volume. Lyons and Freemaxpanded paper from
the session entitled’'m not evil’: materializing identities of marginiaed
potters in Tigray region, Ethiopjacan be found in a 2009 issue of the
journalAzania

As the volume began to take shape we invited sewtrar scholars to
participate and were delighted to have chaptersriboited by Elizabeth
Brumfiel, Steven Kosiba, and Andrew Martindale @&mn Letham. In
addition to this Eileen Murphy and Aleksandr Khakhljoined Laura
Popova to contribute Chapter 9 of the volume. Wk them all for their
valued contributions. We would also like to thankr@ Koulikourdi, our
editor at Cambridge Scholars Publishing for heistamsce, support and
patience with the volume. Thanks also to Amandda¥iiit CSP for her
careful assistance with the production of the vaurm® number of other
individuals and institutions have our gratitude #mahks.

Peter Johansen would like to thank the DepartmieAnthropology at
the University of British Columbia for their suppand granting of a
UBC Teaching and Research Postdoctoral Fellowgtipg-2010), during
which much of his contribution to the volume was€éo Special thanks to
former and current Department Heads David Pokotyld John Barker,
and Michael Blake and Zhichun Jing for their constaupport and
encouragement. Johansen would also like to thamlSdtial Sciences and
Humanities Research Council of Canada (and the&gers of Canada)
for the granting of an SSHRC Postdoctoral Fellows@010-2012) that
enabled time to work on the last year of his cbutibn to the volume.
Finally he would like to thank his family, Sandfenny and Lucy for
their constant love and support.
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INTRODUCTION

RECONFIGURING THE'POLITICAL’
IN THE RECONSTRUCTION OFPAST
POLITICAL PRODUCTION

PETERG. JOHANSEN ANDANDREW M. BAUER

Archaeology’s engagement with the politics of pastio-cultural
worlds is longstanding, extending to at least thst fhalf of the 28
Century when many archaeologists grappled with rstdeding and
reconstructing recently discovered ancient urbdtleseents and an ever-
expanding epigraphic record that spoke of pastttras and expressions
of power and forms of governance. Yet despite #agly interest and
indeed adegree of theorization about particular kinds of politica
organization (e.g., Childe 1936, 1942, 1950), iswath the development
of the ‘New Archaeology’ and a sustained revivalsotio-evolutionary
theory in American anthropology that the attentddmany archaeologists
became focused squarely on the subject of politicghnization in the
past. The engagement of archaeological research thi# subject of
politics from the 1960’s onwards was primarily cenmted with the
recognition of ethnographically derived stage-typepolitical organization
(e.q., Fried 1967; Service 1962) from patterneth@eological data and the
explanation of the causal mechanisms of teelutionfrom simpler to
more complex forms (e.g., Adams 1966; Carneiro 197ldessen and
Skalnik 1978; Flannery 1972; A. Johnson and Eafi871 G. Johnston
1982; Sanders et al. 1979; Wright 1970; Wright dotinston 1974). A
critical development of this scholarship was theéenmstanding of political
forms as organizational systems that articulatedpiee and resources
within wider socio-material, cultural, and ecolagiramings. Yet despite
the benefits of a renewed attention to explanatthis scholarship was
constrained by a rigid adherence to both formal ef®dnd structural-
functionalist logics. Particular emphasis was plaaan categorizing,
classifying (and reclassifying) those large-scatems deemed most
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socially and politically complex (i.e., chiefdomsdastates), largely to the
exclusion of those considered less complex or emadlscale.

During the 1980s and 90s there began a more caoatemteffort to
understand the operation of power, authority, @sistance in specific and
strategic articulations of economic resources,tideal constructions, and
ideological contexts of very particular past socidtural loci (e.g., see
volumes by Brumfiel and Earle 1987; Brumfiel andkA®94; Earle 1991,
Earle 1997; Price and Feinman 1995; Parker-PeasdrRichards 1994;
Schortman and Urban 1992). The practice theori&oofdieu (1977) and
Giddens (1979, 1984) engendered significant intenemng archaeologists
in agency, and even the relationship between strei@nd agency through
practice, particularly among practices set withalitical contexts (e.g.,
Ashmore 1989; Bell 1992; Dietler 1998; 2001; Claukd Blake 1992;
Dobres 2000; Dobres and Robb 2000; Hastorf 1993)dble 1996;
Hodder 1991; Joyce 2000; Joyce and Winter 1996kdtati2000, 2001;
Shanks and Tilley 1987). These developments, tegetlith those of a
recently revitalized political anthropology (seeeBper 2007) have led to
recognition among a growing body of archaeologitthe importance of
socio-historical context in the development of ficdil institutions and
forms, and also to a recalibration of analytic cptiaway from
uniformitarian types and forms of political orgaatibn to a focus on
culturally-inflected, historically situated, potiil practice and production
(Bauer et al. 2007; R. Bauer 2007; Dietler 1998)12QJohansen 2008;
Kus and Raharijaona 1998; 2000; Lycett 2001; Morri2008; Morrison
and Lycett 1994; Pauketat 2007; Sinopoli 2003; BrhR99; 2003; Stahl
2004; this volume).

We begin the Introduction to this volume with a shexamination of
politics and archaeology (cf. Smith 2011). Spealfic we ask what it is
that constitutes politics, its social and cultuoadation, its materiality and
sociology, and especially its position and postieéd as a conceptual
category in archaeological analyses of past sadlimi@l worlds. We hope
this discussion will contextualize some of the dbity of new positions
and approaches provided by the chapters that follomthe end, we
determine that politics could be more productiveilgwed as a fluid and
dynamic field of social relations where navigatioepgotiation, consensus,
and contestation over the production of a web aiaddifferences and
affiliations unfold. Our primary goals for the vohe are thus twofold: the
problematization and re-conceptualization of pgitirom its understanding
as a reified essence or structure of political ®(mg., a state, a chiefdom,
a stratified or egalitarian society) to that of@d, dynamic and culturally
inflected set of practices; and, second, to comgiditics’ entanglement
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with the materiality of socio-cultural worlds at hiple-scales through the
demonstration of innovative analytical approaclethe material record.
As such we outline some new and hopeful dimensimkdirections of an
exciting and dynamic topical and analytic field fourrent and future
archaeological research.

Problematizing the Analysis of Politics in the Past

For decades archaeological analyses of politice Heeen focused on
larger-scale institutional structures and contepésticularly those of past
‘complex’ polities to the near exclusion of bothcmties with less
technocratically sophisticated governing institnicand non-institutional
settings within larger polities. This appears toéhdeen part of a larger
tendency in the social sciences to focus analytienfion on structures
rather than the practices and social relations dnatconstituent of these
structures and crucial for understanding change @mdinuity (Sahlins
1985: xi). In much of the archaeological literatthis has led to the use of
typological distinctions where politics has becomeeified essence of
very particular kinds of political formations (e.fands, tribes, chiefdoms,
states) rather than historically constituted reladibetween peoples, places
and things (cf. Inden 1990). Despite the consideramount of productive
scholarship on institutional forms and scales,risilt has been a general
neglect of investigations of political practicedther social frames, scales
and contexts (e.g., gender relations, families, upations, village
communities, landscape productipnDoes this focus in archaeology on
the politics of large-scale, institutional contexesult from a particular
understanding of what does or does not constitutiqs? Is there
something inherently more political about the igibnal practice of
social relations in states than in non-state orgmvernmental aggregate
social settings? Or is the nature of most archagmdb data simply such
that the examination of politics at multiple scalsd sites is a more
vexing analytic proposition? Regardless of how weswer these
questions, our understandings of political practiogl action in the past
beyond broad and formal institutional contexts remmafor the most part,
less well-developed.

Especially neglected are the political practicesewéryday life—the
pursuit of common social goals by people at a tarié scales, contexts
and positions relative to the historical dynamiégower, authority and
legitimacy. How then, as archaeologists, can weartmeyond a notion of
politics as simply an essence of some institutistraicture (e.g., the state)
towards an understanding of politics as a diversityction and practice
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orienting social relations towards general andigaler kinds of social
goals? The solution we feel lies in part in circemting what Jonathon
Spencer (2007:5) has recently called “the paroigmabnd formalism that
has so disfigured the academic understanding optigical.” This will
require us to probe, perhaps with some discomidrét it is at the heart of
our conceptualization and mobilization of polities a category of
sociological, historical and indeed, anthropolobaaalysis.

At issue here are a number of ontological tensiogtsveen what we
consider constitutes politics, political activilgnd the subject of political
analysis. Tensions such as those between instraiigtrand expressivist
understandings of politics, between private and lipulnstitutional
domains, and the curious analytical divide betwsteacture (e.g., forms)
and agency, or structure and practice (Bourdiewr18@hlins 1985) are all
manifest in many cross disciplinary forums on thbkjsct, and worth some
discussion here (cf. Soja 2010; Zizek 1999).

Despite certain formalisms that haunt politicaleace and some
political anthropology, decades of ethnographieaesh, which consciously
documented political thought, practice and actibaye underlined the
culturally inflected nature of politics (Spencer0Z0 6). Cross-culturally,
political thought and action navigate a spectrunomtblogies and social
locations. These range from instrumental logics ceomed with the
mediation of power through coercive and cooperatagtion and
structures, to the expression and performance ope@tive activities, or
resistance to structures of power by a range dbbkactors as willing and
active participants in a diversity of interdeperndealationships and
institutions. In the history of sociological andstarrical political analysis
these tensions have been demonstrably difficulteognize, let alone
address. In archaeological analyses of politics tbeus has been
overwhelmingly on instrumental dimensions of poéti action, with
attention to political performance or expressiomgédy reserved to spatial
proxies of political form$,e.qg., settlement hierarchies as representative of
socio-political types of organization, or strucwur@.g., temples, houses)
as containers for particular kinds of institutioktowever, a humber of
recent analyses of political action in the histaimd prehistoric past are
addressing a closer convergence of these dimensafngolitics,
particularly through the entwined analytic framésmatial production and
landscape, as well as those exploring political lapg commensal
politics, ritual economies, identity production¢ti@nalism, and resistance
(Bauer et al. 2007; Cameron and Duff 2008; Diedad Hayden 2001,
Gilchrist 1999; Kus and Raharijaona 2000; Morri@®01; 2009; Nassaney
and Abel 2000; Smith 1999; 2003; 2006; Voss 200082 Wall 2000).
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The institutional setting of political action is aher field of tension
that needs our attention. Classical political aspbtogy produced in the
frame of British and American structural-functideal effectively navigated
a broad range of institutional scales from puldiptivate, yet homogenized
political thought and action to a near universatrimmentalism echoed, in
among other locations, the socio-evolutionism swagmve in much post-
1960’s archaeology. Here not only was the culturfiéction of political
action dissolved in the interest of a unifying sttwe and narrative of
instrumental politics (and formalist economics)t biso mislaid was an
attention to the historical uniqueness of the dd@éls in which political
activity was located; rather, interest was placed a much broader
universal history, or prehistory if you prefer (c6eertz 1980; Sahlins
1994; Spencer 2007). Perhaps then we are facedavittither ontological
tension in our efforts to configure politics—ondlweven broader analytic
and interpretational implications deeply rootedhea development of post-
enlightenment historiography, that between thellettial production of
universal and local histories (cf.,, Ogborn 2008;hi®a 1985;
Subrahmanyam 2005; Wolf 1982). This is a subjedt urfamiliar to
archaeologists and socio-cultural anthropologiit®ugh recast as the
clash between evolutionary meta-narratives andstmetimes atomistic
and at times relativist renderings of the past fbim the accounts of
historical particularists (cf. Gledhill 1989; Rosety 1987; Shanks and
Tilley 1987).

In archaeology, the pervasive legacy of socio-eimhary approaches
to the analysis of politics may indeed reflect aralgtic disposition to
focus almost exclusively on a particular kind oalecof institution in past
societies viewed as essential to its position inoaerall evolutionary
scheme of politics—i.e., the “State” or “chiefdoitFried 1967; Johnston
and Earle 1987; Service 1966; Hayden 199%paving aside for a
moment the more serious epistemological pitfallspodducing meta-
histories, this attention to the largest, or mosseatial, institutional
context in archaeological analyses neglects othmaoitant institutional
structures and practices and leaves the dynamioricsl web of social
relations and practice that construct, reproduod, @ntest institutional
structures remarkably under-pursued. Furthermdreyei put too much
stock in the recognition of familiar ideal tydesf institutions (e.g.,
chiefdoms, states)—generated originally by a vepgcsic kind of
comparative ethnography—in order to navigate uriffamilata we run the
risk of seeing a far greater uniformity of formsaar collective research
than actually exists. An analytic focus on practi@nables a clearer
understanding of the uniqueness and shape of alljtunflected political
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forms that political practices produce as theycatéite social relations.
Perhaps then, rather than compress variation dealitypes of political
organization—such as bands, tribes, chiefdomsgstagtc.—apparent
cross-cultural similarities in political practiceowdd be viewed more
productively as what Adam Smith (2003: 22) has &trrans-historical
regularities in practice, displacing the emphasis the operational
recognition of forms and squaring our attentiomfir on the practices and
social relations that constitute political fieldsaation.

A further related problem is the neglect of poéticanalyses of
prehistoric societies deemed not to have touchednita-historic moment
of “complexity” (cf. Rowlands 1989: 32). To apprbaa question we
posed at the beginning of this paper, we argue thahan social
organization without large-scale political instituts areno-less political
than those with the most complex and large-scastitions (cf. Bender
1989; Whitelaw 1994). While the scales, degrees amédnsities of
political thought and action vary across sociowmat and historic
locations, politics inhabits every dimension of aadlective social lives
(Gramsci 1971; Smith 2003: 11). It is therefore Hueial location and
cultural inflection of political practice that reiges the most serious
analytic attention in all cases.

The poststructuralist political anthropologies whitave emerged in
both the ethnographic and archaeological projeétshe past several
decades have broadened the field of political aislyo incorporate a
much wider range and scale of the social actiorpadt and current
political life. Extending the lens of analysis irttee articulation of smaller
scale institutional spheres and exploring pattefr@sistance from within
and without institutional structures has moved fthus of attention from
broad and synchronic political structures or fortasthat of dynamic
political practice. The result has been a more fohrattention to the
political production and reproduction of everydage,l its culturally
inflected strategic logics and performative dynanfe.g., Inomata and
Coben 2006; Smith 2011; this volume). It has braoughthe center of
analysis relations of power involving less visitdad privileged social
actors and their articulation and exclusion withider social and
institutional frames (e.g., Appadurai 1981; Comaesfd Comaroff 1991;
Ferguson 1992; Gordillo 2004; Guha 1997; Morris883, 2001; Pauketat
2000; Scott 1985; Sinopoli 2003; Wolf 1999). Stitie prudent (if glib)
note of caution provided by Sahlin's (2002: 20-28joinder to the
ascendance of power and resistance studies inottial sciences during
the 1980s and 90's is of particular salience her@rder not to dilute or
indeed dissolve the analytic utility and inferehtialue of the study of the
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political we must avoid “translating the appareritlyial into the fatefully

political” (2002:23). In other words, while ther® much in the social
practices of everyday life thas political there is much in both the
quotidian and non-quotidian fields of practice the& not. The

archaeological challenge, then, becomes the irgtion of which socio-

cultural practices and strategies constitute thenalo of politics at

particular times, and which are the domain of thpparently trivial” at

others.

Many recent archaeological explorations of pasitipal practice have
been influenced by a surge of post-colonial ethaplgies and histories
focused on studies of resistance to developinguakites of access to
resources, spaces, and institutional structurepavfer in historically
documented societies (e.g., Comaroff and Comar8§1l Guha 1997
Scott 1985). An emergent theme in this body of warkan analytic
concern with the operation of power, its modaliti@sd inhabitation
within a range of socio-material and socio-symbpliactice inhistorically
situated settings (Comaroff and Comaroff 1991; @lord2004; Guha
1997; Morrison 2001; Sinopoli 1988, 2003; Wolf 199099). While
much archaeological research has been temporatigtdd in historic
period research—especially that of modern colosnadi (e.g., Kus and
Raharijaona 2000; Leone 1995; Miller 1989; Morrigk95, 2001, 2007;
Nassaney and Abel 2000; Sinopoli 2003)—a growingybof work on
prehistoric periods has been exploring politicssages of historically
situated practices through which power is diffei@ht articulated,
manifested and impacted on a variety of sociatimrahips by a diversity
of social actors in the conscious pursuit of paféc individual and
collective goals (Bauer et al. 2007; Brumfiel 1992894b; Cameron and
Duff 2008; Dietler 1998, 2001; Dietler and Herb2001; Johansen 2008;
Morrison 2009; Pauketat 2000; Smith 1999, 2003,620This work has
demonstrated how the materiality of social life veagaged in historically
contingent, culturally inflected political practe&ewhich strategically
ordered, mediated and expressed social relatiomsigh a diversity of
aggregations and distinctions. This suggests awean® another question
we posed earlier: that patterned archaeologica thain fact rather well
suited to the analysis of political practices &hsdety of scales and sites.

Building on this scholarship we suggest that theogaition of the
political from the “trivial” can be evaluated by gaging a concept rather
familiar to archaeologistsontext In the cases presented in this volume
there is acute attention to the cultural, sociat] &istorical contexts that
constitutes some actions and activities as poljtiaad others not. For
example, Bauer’s analysis of Iron Age landscapéuetion in South India



8 Introduction

(Chapter 3), argues that the construction of comanative megalithic
monuments and other seemingly mundane featurels,asuoock pools for
the purposes of watering grazing animals, constitytolitical practices of
spatial appropriation largely because, as an ensegflrelated activities,
they contributed to the production of places charémed by social
inequalities of access both to the places themseaiwnd to the capacity to
reconstitute the material and symbolic resourceaated with herd
management, provisioning communal feasts, and atéhp mobilizing
labor. His interpretation of thpolitical relevance of the creation of these
commemorative places would have been much diffefethiere was not
well-attested evidence for the economic and symbioiportance of cattle
during the Iron Age.

Another good example of the critical role of sohistoric context in
situating socio-material practice as decidedlytjwali is found in Thomas’
investigation of the politics of value involving n@rals and pigments
during the early Spanish-Puebloan colonial encatint&6" Century New
Mexico (Chapter 2). In this case it is the “struetuof the historical
“conjuncture” of two unique and unfolding culturédgics of value
(converged on one and the same range of minethts),having become
entangled in the political economy and ecology ofogial encounter,
produced and defined (or perhaps amplified) twairtis yet convergent
and overlapping fields of political logic (perceptj conception, valuation)
and practice (e.g., collection, assessment, ustgelgh conflict and
negotiation over the value, procurement and exohasfgmineral ores.
Moreover, Brumfiel’s chapter draws our attentionae important scale
and context of political practice often overlookey archaeologists as a
unified socio-political (or indeed internally apatal unit: the household
(Chapter 8). Her study of variation among a (layp€lommon suite of
design motifs on spindle whorls and serving vesaétsin a Mid Post-
Classic household in Xaltocan, Mexico demonstratas the practice of
decoration and display were used to negotiate iddal and group
identities within private and public spheres of ificdl practice, both
within the household and the wider community. lis ttese, the display of
decorative motifs on spindle whorls within the pitir place of individual
households was a means for individuals (likely wojrte negotiate their
individual identities (as distinctive or convergetat that of the larger
household group), while the public display of a ensestricted set of
motifs on serving vessels, through the commenskiiqggoof sponsored
feasts, demonstrated household identity (and unity)the broader
community. Such examples take us to the hearteothboretical issue we
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have been exploring—namely, what constitutes pslitivithin a wider
suite of social actions and practices.

Investigating the Theoretical and Sociological Lod#on
of Politics: Framing Practice, Power, Structure andAgency
in Archaeological Analysis

If archaeology has largely pursued the analysipdditics in the past
through a somewhat restricted set of conceptuatiaaretical constructs,
epistemological framings, scalar and sociologidgeots and optics, how
then might we refocus our analytic attention onidewsuite of political
thought, practice and action? Part of the answehi question we feel
lies with a redefinition or reconstitution of whatis that we mean by
political, both in terms of its theoretical locati@and also how politics
inhabits socio-historical contexts and socio-mategpractice. Such a
reframing we hope will allow us to better explom only those political
contexts thinly pursued by archaeologists to datealso enable us to re-
examine, with new eyes and inferential logics, ¢h@venues of past
politics more frequently pursued in archaeologieakarch.

We do not wish to provide a reductive or restrietilefinition of politics
here; the intellectual history of political scieremed political anthropology
serves as poignant reminders of the conceptualamatitic constraints
that emerge from such efforts (Spencer 2007; Tayf85). Yet not to
make any attempt at some, even very broad framiirigeosocial field of
politics risks its trivialization by the inclusioof all and sundry cultural
phenomena as somehow political in character (Sal@002). Here then
we offer a framing that is somewhat flexible yefinked, but critically one
that is capable of incorporating the myriad of erdtly inflected political
logic and practice regardless of spatio-temporalesor socio-historic
context. We viewpolitics as a fluid and dynamic field of social relations
where navigation, negotiation, consensus, and staiten over the
production of a web of social differences and @ffibns unfold. It is the
social location where power is mediated throughldisthed and emergent
cultural logics and social relations, where relagioof power are
challenged, renovated and reinvented, or the statoof social orders are
maintained. Finally, it is a field of creative amperformative tensions
though which ideological positions, individual armllective interests, and
structures of authority, legitimacy, status andeascare acted out and
upon. While the mediation of power and the strategstrumentality of
agents (individuals and groups) are crucial comptmef the political
dimension of social life, politics is neither a @tion of the expression of
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power or of a rational self-interé{Geertz 1980: 122, 135; Sahlins 2002:
20; Spencer 2007: 37). Rather, politics often pedse along social
trajectories that are decidedly non-rational, withtine interest or promise
of material gain, in which power operates throughmplex configurations
of complimentary and juxtaposing modalities at sntarough relations
and forms not immediately recognizable as such, €bmaroff and
Comaroff 1991; Miller 1989; Scott 1985; 1998; Spem@007; Wolf
1990).

The expression of power through a political fiefdsocial relations and
practices warrants at least some brief expositiere.hMiller (1989:64)
draws our attention to a poorly resolved analyieston between agency
and structure located between more traditional @aiso of power with
their focus on instrumental control and coerciory.(ethat discussed by
and derived from Weber 1947), and those of the 268 Century (most
notably Foucault 1977, 1981) in which power exaétsa compelling force
or principle within an underlying structure of ptiae and discourse.
Comaroff and Comaroff (1991: 22) and Wolf (199ajidress this tension
through the identification of two analytically diste modalities of power
that inhabit and inhere to culturally—inflected isbcrelations and the
materiality of political practice. The first is drgctural or non-agentive
mode where social thought and practice are dire@edn controlled by
naturalized ontologies that are deeply and hisidlyicembedded in
cultural values and conventions such as ethicsamsthetics (Comaroff
and Comaroff 1991: 22). The second is an agentivéactical mode,
which entails the purposeful exercise of controkrothe “actions and
perceptions” of all or segments of society by dartamember groups
(Comaroff and Comaroff 1991: 22; Wolf 1990: 587hefe modalities of
power articulate differentially and contingentlycacding to historical
circumstance, cultural location and spatio-tempscale. The emphasis of
the latter is on instrumental and strategic logaicsl practices and the
aspirations of agents while the former is with dnistally seated traditions
and naturalized logics and practices. Both, howegatail performance
and materiality. Yet despite the utility of theinaytic separation, these
modalities of power must be recognized as convérged dialectical in
producing political practices in socio-historic texts; they do not operate
independent of one another regardless of the appaaralytic pre-
eminence of one over another in a given contextdditanding the
convergence of these two modalities of power, i@ ithterpretation of
historical processes of political production frolne tarchaeological record
is an important and useful analytical focus.
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Much work in historical anthropology has moved todgma clearer
theoretical understanding of the dialectics ofdtite and agency through
practice within a scalar recognition of time (amtléed space) (e.g.,
Appadurai 1981; Basso 1996; Comaroff and Comar®®11 Gordillo
2004; Lansing 1991; Mintz 1985; Roseberry 1987;1i8ah985; Wolf
1991; 1999). Political practice involves the exsecbf power by agents
through social relations within a given structure power, with the
consequent mediation of contingent or anticipaté@ames (cf. Comaroff
and Comaroff 1991:18). The resulting political sdogy may be enduring
or fleeting, maintaining or altering that which peeled it. However, as
Comaroff and Comaroff (1991: 18) note, transcendimgn a short to
medium term temporality, emergent relations of po@ an agentive
character) that once appeared contingent and rftgetimay through
regularized practice, become naturalized and opesafguestioned (as
tradition for a time) within localized ontologieth(s inhabiting a more
structural location). But such a situation develegthin its own unique
articulating history of social relations, politigadactice and modalities and
relations of power; i.e., as an historical proaafspolitical production (cf.
Taylor 1985: 36).

The sociology produced by political practice ardeimbedded relations
of power is one in which social relations of difface (and affiliation) are
constructed, maintained, challenged and reprodusedal relations that
are based on varying degrees of unequal accesslatesp people,
positions, materials, and knowledge. The scalecamtburs of these social
relations and the degree and intensity of sociceriatinequalities differ
considerably in conception and practice from rig@tial hierarchies to
flexible and even permeable distinctions. Politeabnomy with its focus
on social differences and the potential for unedésiributions of, and
access to, social, material and symbolic resowjeesrated by productive
activity has been an important location of study ttee analysis of the
sociological context of political practice in arelwdogy and historical
anthropology.

Yet, political economy’s materialist framing hasehecritiqued on a
number of levels as placing either too strong apleasis on, or granting a
determinative role to, economic relations in itsaeption of political
structure (and what we understand here as politactice and
production) (cf. Martindale Chapter 10 Roseberr7;9Rowlands 2004,
2005; Smith 2011). Among the consequences of pdaticshades of
materialism on the framing of politics’ sociologlidacation are a lack of
attention to the role of symbolic resources, idwal constructs such as
meaning, the materiality of social life (see belpwahd the historically
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constituted nature of political productiofRoseberry 1987; Rowlands
2004). While in many cases much of this critiquejustified, recent
research is replete with examples of efforts t@akpolitical economy
paradigms to mitigate these very concerns (e.gueBat al. 2007; Bauer
Chapter 3; Johansen 2008, Chapter 6; Kosiba Chdptetartindale and
Letham Chapter 10; Roseberry 1987; Rowlands 200d5;2Stahl 2004).
Here we argue for an inferential logic to the asa&lyof past political
practice that begins with a recognition of the dristl operation of
structural and agentive modalities of power in tcdi practice that
produce sociological contexts and social relatiohslifference, one that
acknowledges both a materialism and materialityhin politics of social
life. It is from such a position that we may beginanalyze and assess
many of those issues and contexts of political fwaanore common to
archaeology and social science (e.g., authoritgitifeacy, conflict,
resistance, institutions, structures, agents, igemtender, class) and those
less commonly addressed (e.g., evaluation, consgnsetesion, altruism;
agonism, daily life, families, occupations, nontitugional settings). As it
is with the archaeological vestiges of the matgyialf political practice
that our greatest potential for inference buildiagd interpretation as
archaeologists and historical anthropologists lie® turn now to a
discussion of the deep entanglement of politicatioac within the
materiality of socio-cultural worlds.

The Materiality of Political Practice

Politics, as a specific and dynamic field of powsacial relations and
practices, both produces and is constrained bytariakty. There are (at
least) two distinct, emphases on “materiality” aleting among
archaeologists and socio-cultural anthropolog@tey. Some scholars call
attention to the degree to which objects and thiaigs actively imbued
with meaning and come to embody and encode impovines through
their production and circulation within historiaalltural contexts, while at
the same time recursively shaping human experiesutgectivities, and
society (cf. Boivin 2008; Demarrais et al. 2004;lI8ti 2005; Meskell
2005a). Meskell (2005b), comes the closest to mitiehal stance on this
position:

Materiality represents a presence of power in zemji the world, crafting
things from nothing, subjects from nonsubjects.sTéffecting presence is
shaped through enactment with the physical worlgjegting or imprinting
ourselves onto the world [Armstrong 1981: 19]. Swchyinary crafting
acknowledges that there are no a priori objectgyTdan never be simply
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inferred as axiomatic; rather, they must be sensegberienced, and
believed [Simmel 1979: 61]. Reciprocally it is ttiame material world
with which human beings are constituted as cultagaints.

(Meskell 2005b: 51-52).

Other scholars have placed emphasis on the dynaeiaional
attributes of physical materials to resist paricukinds of cultural
imprints, uses, and projections, and instead highlthe degree to which
the material world contributes to the generativecpss of constituting
things, histories, and meanings through socio-riadtarticulations. Tim
Ingold, for example, takes a different position the histories of things,
arguing against the suggestion that we simply %gutij or “imprint”
“ourselves on the [physical] world.” His emphasigplaced provocatively
on properties of the materials themselves arguiaty they “are not fixed
attributes of matter but are processual and relatid They, too, are
historical—changing according to the mediums thiowghich they are
experienced or according to temporary conditionshsas being hot or
cold, wet or dry, rooted in the ground or floatimgwater. Consequently,
they always have dynamic potential and are not cafyable of resisting
preexisting kinds of (cultural) “imprints” or “pregtions,” but in fact
contribute to the generative process of constiguteaning through socio-
material practice (see also Boivin 2008: 26). Idgduggests that
“making” inanimate things is a process of “growthfrach like raising
crops or animals—not a processes of producing dongetout of an
infinitely malleable material substrate. Materiairis are generated—Ilike
the forms of living beings—within the relationalrdexts of the mutual
involvement of people and their environments” (liig@000: 88, see also
Ingold 2000: 339-348). In a similar vein Nicole Bioi argues, in
definitional terms, that materiality:

emphasize[s] the physicality of the material worlthe-fact that it has

dimensions, that it resists and constrains, anditldfers possibilities for

the human agent (or organism) by virtue of itsofgthysical properties.
(Boivin 2008: 26)

Between the definition provided by Meskell and thientation toward
materials advocated by Ingold we see differentifngsiof what “materiality”
should or could mean. In the case of the firsteiimphasis is placed on the
power of meaningfully imbued objects to do work ansocial field;
“[m]ateriality is thus a set of cultural relationigh [Pels 2002]. Imbued
matter and embodied objects exist in relationshipspecificities of
temporality, spatiality, and sociality” (Meskell @®a: 6). In the second
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case, emphasis is placed on the properties of@mmigntal constituents to
actively inform, resist, enable, and constrain rtHgrowth,” uses, and
circulations among people through a dynamic proa#fsgractice and
engagement: “The properties of materials, in shemd, not attributes but
histories (Ingold 2007: 15).” Despite the (at timesntentious) debate
spawned by Ingold’s concern foraterials against materialitieswe hasten
to add, perhaps too quickly, that the emphasesarenutually exclusive.
Ingold’s protests stem largely from a concern fbe tgeneration of
meaning and form; he opposes the idea that humansasimply impose
meaning and form on materials entirely as they shamnd please, with no
regard for the activities and dynamic propertiesptaints, animals, and
things that are interactive in the process of tHaghioning. Such a
framing tends towards the reproduction of an omficlal dualism between
the intentional worlds of humans and unintentiomailds of other things-
plants-and-animals, subjects and objectscuture and nature that a
considerable degree of postmodern scholarship h#serr effectively
challenged (e.g., Descola and Péalsson 1996). Yethrof the materiality
literature, including that of Meskell's cited abo® likewise attempting to
dissolve the boundary between priori subjects and objects (see, for
example, Miller's [2005] discussion of ‘objectifiban’) through the
process of their “mutual constitutiorRegardless of where their meanings
originate and the dynamic relationships through ciwhthings become
things (and subjects become subjects), thiftgsome to have meanings to
people, meanings that may have a degree of permanenthat may
change through their (re)fashioning, consumpticsgsy and circulations.
Meanings may also change as their material pragsentiove through their
own histories (e.g., as rocks weather, slopes erame®d cracks etc.)
interactively within a field of other constituenttars in socio-historic
contexts. In other words, things do participateha social and cultural
fields that Meskell and others attribute to these(also Knappett 2007).
Many of the case studies in this book demonstrate materiality
matters in either framing of the term discussed abovei&8aelationships
and political practices are constituted not onlsotigh a symbolic field,
but also a material one—complete with nonhuman tdoests that take
on and inform important meanings and attributeshiwithe context of
localized and historically constituted cultural ilcgy and practice. This
materiality actively inhabits socio-cultural worldthrough political
practices, recursively producing (anekproducing) social relations,
individual and group subjectivities, and sociol@jicontexts; it holds the
potential for further anticipated or contingent sequences of both
meaning and practice (cf. Keene 2005). As such, iarkkeping with a
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more general theoretic of materiality, the opti€soalysis for a political
materiality cannot be subsumed in a set of relatigps entailing the
simple reflection of political forms or meanings rimaterial objects (see
Miller 2005); this kind of reductionist analyticrategy has characterized
much archaeological research on politics such as eimployment of
settlement hierarchies as proxies for socio-evohatiy stage types (e.g.,
Johnston and Earle 1987). Rather here we advobateeicognition of
political materiality as a “mutually constitutédirocess that embodies and
empowers both people and objédisrough culturally inflected political
practices that produce distinctive political soo@és and socio-material
worlds.

The dialectical relationships between people amdg) humans and
nonhumans, are inextricably bound together by fitstand emergent
relations of production. Yet understanding the dwyita (re)productive
character of political materiality requires us tevisit the dialectical
articulation of structural and agentive modalitiégpower discussed in the
previous section. As such, we are exploring bothdialectics of
objectification between people (individuals andug®) and objects (Miller
1987; 2005; cf., Ingold 2000; Lemonnier 1992; Rawls 2004) and a
dialectics of power, between agentive and struttacdalities (Comaroff
and Comaroff 1991), which coalesce in the actiorpalitical practice,
making and remaking both people and things (cf.wiRods 2004).
Agentive and structural modalities of power actvehhabit objects/
artifacts such as buildings, landscapes (and aspiwreof that are
physically constructed or socio-culturally conceiyetools, weapons,
regalia, food and drink (to name a few) throughcpice within historical,
contextual conjunctures at a multitude of scalepat{e-temporal,
behavioral), effecting change or stability with ieigtated or contingent
consequences.

The naturalization of power relations, in peoplesifions or objects
and the relationships between particular objects aople may begin as
the contingent effects of very particular circumstes but their historical
origins may cease over time to be recognized, yigldagency to other
sources in embedded cultural logics (e.g., superaltnatural or socio-
cultural). The displacement of emphasis from anntige to structural
modality of power can result in objects assumingae agentive role in
culturally-inflected power relations whereby cemtéorms (e.g., buildings,
monuments, landforms, insignia) are imbued with gmguestioned (or
little questioned) power of convention with attentdatatus, value and
meaning (cf. Comaroff and Comaroff 1991; Fernand®Z7; Foucault
1977; Kus and Raharijaona 1998, 2000; Lansing 19%tour 2005;
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Markus 1993; H. Moore 1986; J. Moore 1996; Smitt Bravid 1995). As
Miller (2005: 32) reminds us, “[s]ocial relationgigt in and through our
material worlds that often act in entirely unexgectvays that cannot be
traced back to some clear sense of will or interititsee also Latour
2004). This ensuing and resultant political matityigs an intrinsic part of
a political sociology of practice as many of the@as in this volume
demonstrate—a materiality that is identified throulge patterned remains
of archaeological landscapes. Thomas’ discussionthaf historical
conjuncture of color and mineral valuations betw8panish and Puebloan
peoples during the early colonial period in New hdex(Chapter 2),
Johansen’s Iron Age South Indian architectural fizes of residential
separation (Chapter 6), and Rizvi's spatial ae&thetf Indus toiletry and
civic sanitation practices (Chapter 7), all speakatpolitical materiality
and sociology located within deeply embedded, mdingd ontologies of
power. Yet we cannot loose sight of the fact thettyweal human agents
produced these materialities and sociologies thropglitical thought
practice, and action.

This leads us towards contexts of political matiyiawhere the
agentive modality of power appears more pre-emimepolitical practice.
Political materiality is no less active in contegfspolitical practice where
human social agents employ instrumental and siategics to achieve
political goals. Of course social actors, be thedividuals or groups, must
navigate local, historically established structw&power when practicing
politics and this entails the strategic manipulatid material relationships
and forms. This can manifest itself in multiple wawhere individuals
and groups control, appropriate or manipulate tleammg or physical
presence of things in order to maintain or effebange on their
sociological contexts at multiple, and at timeswavgent, scales of practice.

Several Chapters in the volume discuss examplethisfshade of
political materiality. Bauer's examination of theoliics of landscape
production during the South Indian Iron Age unde$ the role of an
agentive modality of power expressed in practiagshsas feasting and
ritual commemoration that reauthorized social retet and relations to
redefined places, all within the contexts of weltablished structures of
power (Chapter 3). Kosiba' analysis emphasizes rtle of mortuary
practices and commensalism as elements of agesitategies for creating
localities of political autonomy during Late Intezdiate Period in the
Cusco region of Peru (Chapter 4). Lindsay's chajreestigates how
emergent Late Bronze Age political elites, buildingon an earlier
tradition of martial leadership, amplified and ihgionalized established
social inequalities by renovating thMiddle Bronze Ageregional



