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        Introduction

        Coercion, Violence, and Inequality in Archaeological Perspective

      
      Sarah C. Murray and Thomas P. Leppard

      
      Interest in the study of inequality and its dynamics is currently at a high ebb within a number of academic disciplines. Trends in academic research are often driven or inspired by pressing issues confronting humanity, and the recent crop of studies on inequality is clearly no different, as global concern with rising inequality is increasingly prominent in public discourse. Articles and collected volumes addressing questions pertaining to the rise and fall of inequality in human societies by historians (e.g., Lindert and Williamson 2016; Scheidel 2017; Scott 2017; Levitt 2019), philosophers (e.g., Blake 2011), social scientists (e.g., Beenstock 2012; Atkinson 2015; Boix 2015), anthropologists (e.g., Willführ and Störmer 2015; Mattison et al. 2016; papers in Kohler and Smith 2018), and archaeologists (e.g., Chapman 2008; Campbell 2014; Houk 2017; Porčić 2018; Fochesato, Bogaard, and Bowles 2019) are multiplying rapidly. The purpose of this collection of papers is to build upon and engage with this scholarship and the interest that it has generated among academics and the general public. While far from unique in focusing on inequality, this volume is distinct from existing studies. First, the papers here focus especially on prehistoric archaeology, as opposed to most extant work, which deals mainly or exclusively with societies that have left behind substantial textual records. Second, rather than focusing on a particular region or time period, this volume embraces a widely comparativist perspective. Third, the papers in this collection break new ground by embedding detailed archaeological case studies within strong theoretical frameworks.

      Space exists for many voices, perspectives, and areas of focus in archaeological research on inequality. The papers in this volume center on the relationship between violence and inequality. The rationale behind this focus relates to both the complicated role that violence plays in recent influential scholarly work on the dynamics of human inequality, and the promise that archaeological approaches hold for robust engagement with questions that conclusions resulting from such recent work pose for the material record. Many archaeologists, historians, and anthropologists—scholars within disciplines concerned with longue durée accounts of the emergence of complex societies and formalized inequality—have tended to assume that violence and its threat buttressed elite social control. This is now challenged from various perspectives, not least recent major work in economics that suggests that large-scale violence in fact depresses and erodes emergent wealth inequalities.

      We have thus arrived at a critical moment for scholars concerned with the evolution of the state. What role did coercive violence play in trajectories toward complexity? How can we trace levels and types of violence alongside emerging wealth disparities? Can we generalize about the social role of violence, or must we necessarily retreat to the specific? This volume nuances prehistoric archaeological understanding of the dynamic relationship between coercion, aggression, and the state, offering an original deep history of violence and inequality. Rather than aiming at grand overviews or easy generalizations, we focus on specific evidence for relationships between coercive force and unequal distribution of resources, which complicate and often undermine the simple and sweeping conclusions that have taken strong root among historians and policy-makers.

      In sum, violence and its threat, in their capacity to reinforce or transform, are now a central preoccupation in the social sciences and humanities. Archaeology, as the discipline with the longitudinal focus necessary to model long-term social evolution, rapidly needs to incorporate and synthesize emergent models of social violence. This volume, then, in advancing the prehistoric archaeology of social and coercive violence, fills a critical lacuna in the scholarly landscape at a critical juncture.

      The papers in the volume interrogate the archaeological record in dialogue with diverse intellectual trajectories about relationships between violence and inequality. Although the present volume is organized and written by archaeologists, work by economic and political historians and anthropologists has also been a major source of our inspiration in conceiving and carrying out the underlying research project, and so we review perspectives from both archaeological and historical disciplinary literatures in this introduction. In our view, the literature can be divided conceptually between scholarship linking violence explicitly to the buttressing of state power and its inequities, and alternative perspectives according to which violence intersects variously with states and inequality, often undermining rather than supporting both. We summarize the implications of and complications within existing scholarship, as a background to the volume, before moving on to consider the potential contribution that prehistoric archaeologists might make in understanding the relevant evidence. Finally, we close with a description of the volume’s structure and implications.

      
        War Makes States, States Make War (and Sometimes Peace)

        Discussions of inequality almost inevitably entail consideration of political structure and social complexity, insofar as consistently unequal access to material and social goods among community members is usually related to differential distributions of power, a resource that is determined by political structure (Price and Feinman 2010, 2). Most scholars agree that inequality increases as political structures become more complex (e.g., Mattison et al. 2016). Ultimately, the existence of violence presupposes a hierarchical distribution of power and access to resources, because people wielding violence possess a form of power and extend that power to deny certain physical freedoms to others. It is therefore widely understood that there is a close connection between systemic inequality in terms of resource distribution; the formation of the complex, hierarchical political entities that we generally call states; and incidence of interpersonal and institutional violence.

        Historians have long interrogated the role of violence, or the threat of violence, in the development of complex states. Violence—its actualization or implication—has generally been reconstructed as a vital mechanism by which social and wealth inequalities are built and maintained. The resulting power disparities reach their apogee in the modern nation-state, which is the current steward of rampant and growing economic inequalities that are deeply unsettling to many.

        The anthropologist Robert Carneiro (1970, 1988) influentially advocated a model in which force provided the essentially unitary mechanism allowing a steady global progression from villages to states. Carneiro elucidated a discrete model of state origins, which he later called the circumscription theory. He argued that, given a subsistence economy and an environment in which productive agricultural land was tightly circumscribed, and presuming a growth scenario in which population pressed upon carrying capacity, groups with a monopoly on violence would both conquer surrounding regions to relieve population pressure and coerce community members to increase marginal production, partly to generate surplus with which to pay taxes supporting the violence monopolizers. This process would result in a society divided between oppressed producers and violent rulers who were completely divorced from agricultural production (Carneiro 1970, 734–36). In Carneiro’s view (1988, 505), “conquest warfare is the only demonstrated means in human history by which village autonomy has been systematically transcended and larger and larger political units established.” Crucially, he takes for granted that no individual or group would ever willingly relinquish any level of autonomous control except under threat of violence.

        This model of social violence, according to which structural, social, and economic inequalities in the premodern past almost always arose directly because of violence or its threat, was largely accepted by the historian Charles Tilly (1975, 1985, 1992, 2005), whose work has significantly shaped thinking on violence and inequality amongst European historians. While Tilly’s work is quite complex on the topic of war and states, a central and widely cited tenet of his research bears a close resemblance to Carneiro’s circumscription theory. According to Tilly, hostile environments in premodern Europe caused communities to turn to war-making as a necessary mechanism for territorial security. In this environment, community members with a monopoly on or preferential access to instruments of violence gained sufficient power to form static, hierarchical states that depended on coercive force for their legitimacy and, once developed, were optimized for making war. So, in Tilly’s pithy truism, “war made the state and the state made war” (Tilly 1975, 42). This argument fits well with the model for Medieval and Early Modern Europe proposed by Norbert Elias, who argued that the warrior societies arising from feudal systems depended for their existence on a performative monopoly over violence (Elias 1994).

        Elias and Tilly both noted that these coercive societies eventually became less violent internally, a conclusion that was expanded by Ian Morris beyond the development of European states. Morris’s War: What Is It Good For (2014) places war in a functionalist global perspective. In it, Morris argues that, although war is dreadful in the short term, it serves a useful and ultimately beneficial purpose for human society, because it enables the consolidation of large, authoritative territorial states that govern considerable swaths of the global population. These states have a vested material interest in maintaining peace within their borders, because domestic peace ensures that productivity is high and that governing parties can collect maximal inputs from taxation. Notwithstanding their self-interested pursuit of domestic peace, states continue to prepare for war, stockpiling military capabilities to ensure defense of the sovereign territory against external forces that would threaten internal prosperity.

        This model resonates with many Western historians familiar with a strong contrast between the so-called Pax Romana, a period in ancient history characterized by the sprawling, stable Roman Empire and a concomitant absence of frequent warfare, and the Classical period of Greek history, characterized by small, constantly squabbling city-states, among which warfare was truly endemic. Morris’s thesis contends, then, that Tilly’s model was only partly right—war makes states, sure enough, but the purpose of states is not to make more war. Instead, and somewhat ironically, states built through war are deeply invested in keeping the peace. Large states might be rife with inequality, but people accept differential access to resources and power because a life of relative security and prosperity enabled by the presence of a state that claims a monopoly on coercive force is preferable to a Hobbesian dystopia where every man must fight for his own survival. Not to be outdone in pithy sayings, Morris (2014, 17–18) riffs on the former US president Ronald Reagan’s dictum warning voters against the phrase “I’m from the government and I’m here to help,” instead contending that the most terrifying words in the English language are “there is no government and I am here to kill you.” Morris’s view is tangentially supported by attempts to trace an inverse relationship between sum violence and complexity of sociopolitical organization over the very long term (e.g., Pinker 2011; see also Boix 2015, 10).

      
      
        Coercion in Anthropological State-Making

        These views of the dynamic relationship between violence, institutionalized inequality, and state-making can be traced more broadly across social-scientific disciplines. They derive in part from a Weberian and Foucauldian tradition. Weber ([1919] 2015) proposed that a central, animating principle of the state was its claim to and possession of a monopoly on violence, rendering nonstate, individual violence as intrinsically illegitimate. The state is thus intrinsically and primarily violent, with this legitimization being its essential aim. The analyses of Foucault and Galtung developed Weber’s conceptualization of state violence by emphasizing the extent to which it pervades state institutions and imaginaries; either via the corporality of judicial violence and the ultimate realization of the inscription of the state on the human body (Foucault 1975), or as “structural” violence—violence done to human agency by or within the apparatus and ideologies of the state (Galtung 1969; Farmer 2004).

        As do the models used by Carneiro, Tilly, Morris, and Pinker, cultural anthropologies often emphasize the role of violence in the erection of unequal state hierarchies, while also stressing the potential evolutionary forces that lead the many to ultimately accept rather than push back against the increasing concentration of goods and power in the hands of the few. Although archaeologists have emphasized a variety of sociocultural, cognitive, and ecological factors that result in the emergence of states characterized by inequality, two general approaches to the rise of unequal state structures in the human past can be identified. In the first, violence and coercion form the main rationale by which elites gain power and form states. In the second, state formation is viewed according to neoevolutionary, functionalist logic, so that the elevation of some community members to elite status serves the interests of the community as a whole and the dominant classes are beneficial to rather than exclusively exploitative of the many.

        A number of generalizing anthropological accounts of the emergence of complex polities understand internal and external violence as integral to processes of state formation (e.g., Carrasco 1999; Scott 2009; Turchin et al. 2013). These accounts of state-making and state-maintaining argue that violence is a cross-cultural tool, often residing in the hands of proto-urban and urban elites, for coercing, subduing, mobilizing, and potentially terrorizing (Gellner 1989, 154–55; Shennan 2002, 206–38; Kohler, VanBuskirk, and Ruscavage-Barz 2004; Stanish 2004; Blanton and Fargher 2008, 2009; Swenson 2014). For example, Boix (2015, 127–70, 252–55) examines the mechanisms that lead to state formation. Taking for granted that violence is a fundamental feature of human nature, he argues that once a community passes a certain population threshold, a state is necessary to control the normal human tendency to exploit others through any means available (Boix 2015, 4). Following earlier work by Olson (1993, 2000), Boix’s model of state formation centers on the role of bandits, powerful actors who loot surplus goods from their neighbors. These bandits either leverage their excellence at wielding violence to form political entities in which they comprise the elite class, or instigate the formation of defensive political alliances against their predations, which themselves become states. Boix’s bandits are motivated by the serendipitous success of members of the community who happen to experience outsized agricultural surplus, therefore providing an incentive to violent predation. Along the same lines, Hayden’s ethnographic study of Mayan elites suggests that they not only take power by coercive means but continue to behave exploitatively once their sociopolitical position is established (Hayden and Gargett 1990; Hayden 2007, 247).

      
      
        Voluntarism in Anthropological State-Making

        Other anthropologists have approached processes of state formation and the related emergence of inequality in more nuanced ways, especially concerning themselves with a fine-grained, community-level analysis of how egalitarian societies become hierarchical and unequal over time. Some of these studies have emphasized the deficiencies of attributing all state formation to coercive forces, focusing instead on the evolutionary and adaptive characteristics of states (e.g., Kaplan, Hooper, and Gurven 2009; Carballo 2013, 4). Along these lines, it is plausible to reconstruct a situation in which individuals who excel at military leadership are granted political power because it is in the interest of the security of the entire community (Webster 1975, 467). Thus, while humans may be programmed for interpersonal conflict, cooperation is often selected for, because cooperative groups that cede leadership to an individual with excellent war-making capabilities beat selfish groups who do not willingly do so (Turchin and Gavrilets 2009, 169). The tension between selfish and group-benefiting behavior may reward and therefore perpetuate the existence of inequality, as all individuals negotiate between selfish impulses toward aggressive behavior and the challenges confronting the groups with which their lot is embedded (Feinman 2013, 300). The truth presumably lies somewhere in a middle ground between these coercive and voluntaristic models. Some individuals or groups surely do seize power and resources by force, but they nevertheless must retain the good will of the majority by providing some degree of social good even as they maintain control over the legitimate use of violence (Hayden 2007, 248).

        A view of inequality and violence from a nonadministrative, bottom-up perspective also emerges from work that draws on collective action theory. Within the archaeological and anthropological literature, collective action theory (e.g., Blanton and Fargher 2008; DeMarrais and Earle 2017) emphasizes the communal and collaborative aspects of state-making. Accordingly, scholars working in this vein circumvent a fixation on political authorities and the use of force to structure society, instead developing a set of methods that presume that cooperation lay behind the development of political structures in the past. This approach has value, especially, in that it allows us to resuscitate the majority of nonelite groups as actively engaged in their own world-building rather than as a “behaviorally inert subjugated class” (Blanton and Fargher 2008, 13). Furthermore, thinking through collective action theory obviates the need to reconstruct all humans as fundamentally gain-seeking and avaricious, more realistically assuming that humans are neither inherently selfish nor inherently cooperative, but behave differently according to circumstances, the availability of information, and a variety of other factors. Collective action theory does not deny the presence of violence and inequality but rather reconstructs state-building as the result of negotiations between and among assertive aggrandizers and others, which create tolerable, durable policies and social structures that satisfy the majority (Blanton and Fargher 2008, 16–17; 2009, 134). An underlying insight may be that most human societies are happy to tolerate a certain amount of inequality provided that their needs are met (e.g., Dubreuil 2010). This insight encourages us to recognize that inequalities can arise due to processes other than the forceful subordination of some to others (as historians, e.g., Carneiro, often assume they must do). The observation that rule legitimated by force alone usually never lasts for very long likewise supports the notion that some fashion of collective agreement must lie at the heart of the inequalities present in durable social orders (Godelier 1978, 767).

        One point of agreement among all of these perspectives concerns the conditions that would probably need to be in place for unequal social structures to come into being. Two key issues at play in many discussions are demographic growth and ecological conditions that allow for surplus production and accumulation. It seems that growth in population will almost always spur an increase in both violence and political hierarchy, often resulting in inequality (e.g., Webster 1975, 466–467; Hayden 2007, 251; Boix 2015, 9–10; Falk and Hildebolt 2017). Moreover, the differential ability of some individuals to accumulate surplus or special items produced with skilled labor was a key element in the instigation of violence, as those with less sought to pilfer from those with more, or those with more took advantage of their surplus to acquire the means by which to exploit others (e.g., Webster 1975, 467; Gosden 1989, 368; Spencer 1993, 48; Hayden 2007, 242; Boix 2015, 63). This would occur naturally anywhere that there was locally variable access to certain resources, like rivers or springs, and in areas where agricultural production varied dramatically within limited geographical ranges.

      
      
        Violence and Unequal Wealth Accumulation: Problems and Complications

        As this review makes clear, a central concern of historical and anthropological literature on violence, states, and inequality has been explicating the role of coercion (or its alternatives) in the development of complex, unequal state societies. That this focus has left out two major vectors of the related dynamics—the possibility of gradual and peaceful resource-accumulation and the role of violence in the undoing of states and inequality—has only recently been made clear by the work of Thomas Piketty and colleagues associated with the World Inequality Database. Piketty (2013) demonstrates that the enormous increases in wealth disparities across the Global North over the last two centuries have largely been accompanied by the near absence of social violence, instead attributing them to a central dynamic of the capitalist system. His argument, based on a large quantity of statistical and anecdotal data, emphasizes that the relative value of labor and capital play an important role in determining the rate at which wealth inequalities increase. The data show that, at least in late modern capitalist societies, economic environments in which low growth coexists with high returns on capital will show exaggerated rates of increase in unequal wealth distribution. According to Piketty’s model, then, violent or coercive force need not be present for inequality to blossom. Indeed, Piketty’s data suggest that the upswings in total violence (both between and within states) represented by the two World Wars instead eroded wealth disparities that had grown to large proportions during a long stretch of relative peace.

        Walter Scheidel’s The Great Leveler (2017) extends the temporal reach of Piketty’s analysis over the last two millennia and in doing so finds support for Piketty’s supposition: that the destruction of human and physical capital via large-scale violence (as well as other mechanisms, such as disease) reduces overall wealth inequalities and produces more equal societies. Scheidel’s thesis dovetails somewhat with Morris’s view that states are, above all, civilizing agents that maintain economically profitable peace within their borders. According to Scheidel, onsets of violent rupture throughout history have entailed a simultaneous erasure of protections for economic activity beyond a subsistence level provided by the state. These moments of conflict—most commonly war, revolution, state collapse, and pandemic—have repeatedly wiped the slate of inequality clean. Scheidel goes even further to claim that these violent shocks are the only mechanisms that have ever undone massive inequality in human history: inequality only recedes under conditions of unchecked violence.

        These conclusions are striking to encounter within a broader anthropological and historical literature that almost universally sees coercive force and violent conquest as a main ingredient for the development of social inequality, in two ways. First, Piketty’s model creates the possibility that peaceful conditions are especially conducive to the gradual and entirely anodyne accumulation of great fortunes in fewer and fewer hands. This would seem to contradict a prominent historical body of thought according to which the only reasonable way to gain a fortune is to stab others and take their possessions, or to scare others into giving their goods up before you must resort to stabbing them. Second, an implication of the work of both Piketty and Scheidel would seem to be that violent conflict plays a greater role in wrecking fortunes and therefore increasing equality than it does in promoting unequal distributions of wealth.

        Violence as a mode of eroding the inequities of the state finds some tangential support in other aspects of the anthropological literature. How to record levels of violence in ethnographically observed societies is deeply contentious (e.g., Chagnon 1968), as is the possibility of drawing conclusions from such levels about behavior in prehistoric, prestate societies. Data may suggest, however, that, when corrected for social scale, low-level violence is broadly ubiquitous across some ethnographically attested hunter-gatherer and horticulturalist societies (Keeley 1996; Falk and Hildebolt 2017). If this is not simply a function of the socio-trauma enacted by encountering states (and of course state-type violence [Ferguson and Whitehead 1992]), then it may be most productive to reflect less on the antiquity or intrinsicity of this behavior and more on the active social role it might play. Several scholars (e.g., Fowles 2018; Robb 2013, 664) have suggested that “simple,” socially flat (i.e., normatively egalitarian) societies are in themselves desired outcomes that are actively curated through behavior, be it via impotent, situational, or multivalent leadership; enforced sumptuary constraints; formalized mocking and elaborate taboos; normative gifting and sharing; or complex models of resource ownership. Critically, Clastres (1974, 1980) emphasizes the centrality of violence to societies that he sees as constituted in an explicitly antistate mode (i.e., la société contre l’état), although he also stresses that even “violent” societies arbitrate authority according to not only skill in warfare but also other merits. Inbuilt, endemic, quotidian inter- and even intragroup conflict might potentially be considered an active agent in the series of behaviors that drive normative “simplicity,” in Fowles’s terms—a mode of being inherently antithetical to the state and to the institutional inequalities of the state.

      
      
        Violence and Inequality: Potential Contributions from Prehistoric Archaeology

        The findings described in the previous section should be a major preoccupation for archaeologists of complex societies, as they cause us to arrive at something of an impasse. Foucauldian and Weberian violence has been central to many influential accounts of the early state, and—building on these and other traditions—scholars such as Carneiro, Tilly, Morris, and Scott explicitly connect the state project and violence, alternatively a tool, an outcome, or even the raison d’être of the state. Conversely, Piketty and Scheidel (with an occasional supporting chorus of ethnographers and the odd prehistorian) provide cause to consider major revisions to lines of thinking about the relationship between violence and inequality in long-term human perspective. At the risk of gross but perhaps acceptable reductionism: does violence maintain simple, normatively egalitarian societies, or drive the emergence of the large, integrated societies we call states? Or does it, dependent on context and mode, do both? Archaeology now needs to rapidly incorporate bodies of scholarship that complicate or even invert how we understand the role of violence in wealth accumulation and state-building. While it seems imperative for archaeologists to reflect upon the dynamics highlighted by this work, it is equally likely that an archaeological perspective will be able to clarify or complicate the sweeping conclusions that Piketty and Scheidel, working mainly with textual data and evidence, have reached.

        Bringing an archaeological perspective to bear on long-term questions about how inequality rises and falls is important because the study of inequality and its dynamics is a mature and long-standing facet of research in the discipline. As a result, archaeologists have developed many methods and approaches through which to investigate the rise and fall of social, economic, and political hierarchies in the human past. Some archaeologists working on ancient inequality have focused their research through the lens of modern inequality studies, whether by trying to apply modern methods of measuring inequality to historical contexts or considering how the dynamics that shape inequality (e.g., growth rates) in the modern world may have operated in premodern contexts. An additional body of research brings comparative evidence based on ethnographic observations to bear on interpretations of prehistoric societies. Other scholars contend that inequality can be measured directly in the unequal distribution of certain kinds of objects or assets in the archaeological record. Taken together, the tool kits available to archaeological researchers intent on investigating inequality are rich and varied, putting the discipline in an excellent position to contribute to the global conversation. Moreover, there are a number of conceptual vectors along which it seems that archaeology, especially prehistoric archaeology, can contribute to the questions recently raised by economic historians.

        
          Not Seeing Like a State

          The models and theories that have been most influential in shaping historical thought on violence and inequality originate in literate societies. This is not surprising, because these models and theories have mostly been developed by historians who are trained in the analysis of textual evidence. There is good reason to believe that the texts and other sorts of written documents around which scholars have built up theories about violence and the state could reflect dynamics that pertain especially to literate societies, but which are likely to be confounded by careful study of nonliterate communities. It is important to emphasize that most texts in premodern literate societies were produced by states and functioned to serve the interest of those states. In ancient empires from the Near East to the New World, bombastic royal texts were little more than propaganda intended to glorify the ruler and reify control over his subjects. More mundane texts from ancient and premodern societies comprise administrative documents that tracked debts and assets of subjects, the better to control and exploit them (Desrosières 1993). In sum, texts from the premodern past almost always reflect the interests and perspectives of a tiny sliver of the population, usually wealthy and powerful men. It is not difficult to imagine that reading information about both proliferation of violent force and levels of inequality in society from these textual sources could produce biased and inaccurate ideas about the real impact of these forces in the past. Viewing social and economic dynamics through archaeological evidence, which does not necessarily suffer from the same elite, statist bias as textual evidence, might reveal dynamics that contest or nuance the models that historians have built up from the state’s perspective.

          Given that the technology of writing was probably deployed in certain kinds of states or under particular social conditions, it is likewise plausible that prehistoric societies that did not see the need for this kind of technology were qualitatively distinct in their power structures from states that deployed writing as a tool for economic and social control. Leaving questions of violence and inequality up to historians makes it impossible to query whether ideas drawn from textual sources cohere with the archaeological evidence for nonliterate societies. This is not an ideal situation, given that such societies are far more numerous than literate ones in the span of human history.

        
        
          The Violence of Inequality

          Those studying violence and inequality have tended to privilege a certain kind of violence in accounting for the relationships between states, unequal socioeconomic structures, and coercive force. In particular, historians seeking to quantify the incidence and frequency of violent events in certain kinds of societies define violence quite narrowly as explicitly physical force deployed with the intent to hurt, damage, or kill someone or something. This narrow definition probably grows from a focus on relationships between state structures, state formation, and coercive violence. States are largely defined by their monopoly on the legitimate use of violent force, and historians have generally ignored violence that issues from the state (e.g., policing, the torture of political prisoners, etc.) in their calculations of rates of violence over time. Not only does this view take for granted the somewhat naïve notion that states define legitimate violence in a way that is just or fair, it also masks the immense diversity of forms that violence may take within and among societies.

          Actions taken on the part of institutions like families, economies, and states often result in physical damage to individuals, and even though these forms of damage might not result in bloodshed or immediate death, it is easy to recognize that they represent a form of violence (Campbell 2014, 6–8). Likewise, modern society increasingly recognizes the prevalence and deeply unequal impact of structural violence, physical harm that is a product of the inherited and embedded organizational structures of societies (Iadicola and Shupe 2012, 308). Alternative forms of violence, especially those that are institutional and therefore often seen as unproblematic, have generally not been taken into account in scholarship on states, violent acts, and inequality. A broader definition of violence, recognizing a wider range of acts denying human beings physical freedom or health, changes the calculus of efforts to quantify violence and its relationship with political developments. For example, to consider the trenchant impact that economic inequality has had on poor and marginalized groups in the Roman Empire or the contemporary United States, including their vastly different life expectancies, economic resources, and rates of disease, as structural violence would undermine his claim that the strength of states has regularly diminished social violence within national borders overall.

          Glimpsing and accounting for this kind of structural and institutional violence through textual evidence, which almost always represents a state’s-eye view, can be challenging, since the state is likely to play down its own role in oppressing and destroying lives among its own population. Because material evidence need not be filtered through a state’s or an elite’s point of view, archaeologists are at greater liberty than historians to consider a broader view of violence, including consideration of the brutally coercive institutional forces at work in modern capitalist states (e.g., Pezzarossi 2019), which some historians have seen as ultimately peace-generating or peace-keeping entities. It seems that some of the promise in bringing archaeological research to bear on relationships between violence, states, and inequality lies in the potential to complicate a model by which war makes states and states make peace.

        
        
          Equalizing Forces beyond State Boundaries

          Connecting violence to developments within states not only encourages a narrow definition of violence, but also limits our ability to understand the realities of violence and inequality, because it causes us to focus primarily on what happens within complex societies and states, whereas humans often move between and among them. Piketty’s data is organized by nation-state, and he focuses on dynamics within states for this reason, while Scheidel also eschews consideration of dynamics of inequality between rather than within states. While states are partly defined by their relationship to coercive force and its socially legitimated use (e.g., Turchin and Gavrilets 2009, 168; Scheidel 2017, 43), violence and inequality between states is potentially just as important or interesting as a problem (Easterly 2019, 967–68). For example, borders are strongly demarcated, and movements among them monitored and limited in the modern world, but even so it is clear that individuals often respond to violent regimes and the ravages of warfare by moving from one community to another, often taking long, grueling journeys to do so. There are historical examples of migrations, for example, the mass relocation of people in the nineteenth century fleeing poverty or oppressive regimes to the New World, where land was plentiful, resulting in the kind of peaceful leveling that Scheidel claims not to exist based on a viewpoint that centers evidence from within states. Ignoring the permeability of boundaries of human communities is convenient, because it allows historians and archaeologists to construct closed models in which inequalities and levels of violence can be queried, but these models probably do not conform to the wide range of options available to actual humans experiencing such dynamics.

          Case studies from archaeology may offer a different perspective on this issue. Since borders and states were less strongly defined in most of human history than they have been recently, archaeologists’ ability to engage with many social systems and regional case studies in prehistory enables the field to consider how dynamics may differ in environments of more or less permeable state boundaries. In addition, archaeologists have devoted many decades to developing sophisticated means through which to trace and theorize movements of people between and among political units, putting the field in an excellent position to query the effects such movements may have had on dynamics of inequality.

        
      
      
        Structure and Contents of This Volume

        As the relationship between social organization, complexity, inequality, and violence has been highlighted in recent research, it seems a timely moment for archaeologists to reconsider these dynamics through critical engagement with the material record. War and violence are confounding aspects of human society. While most find them dreadful and tragic to experience firsthand, their continued occurrence indicates that there must be something useful about coercion that ultimately allows humans to live in peaceful and satisfying communities together. Given the many contradictions of human violence, both Ian Morris and Thomas Piketty can simultaneously be correct—war and violence can both make and undo states, serve to build or unravel inequalities. Indeed, this is exactly what the papers in this volume indicate, as discussed in the concluding chapter. It seems germane, nonetheless, to ground such an observation in diligent investigations of such contradictions in the archaeological record. Archaeology is the only discipline with the temporal reach, comparative perspective, and pansocial optic to begin to theorize and explain the emergence and dissolution of complex, urban, hierarchically constructed societies. Moreover, it allows us to see beyond a modern ideology that privileges ideas inherent to a statist, capitalist world populated by Homo economicus and thus promises to inject new points of view to the debate.

        The papers in this volume incorporate new models of the relationship between violence and social inequalities into the archaeology of social complexity, building more nuanced understandings of how different modes of social violence can militate toward different types of social constitution. Contributors to the volume tackle questions of violence and inequality from a variety of methodological angles (from the bioarchaeology of health and trauma and radiogenic isotope studies, to the aesthetics of violence). The papers take inspiration from a wide range of case studies, including research focusing on Bronze Age China (Roderick Campbell), the Peruvian Moche (Wilkinson, Swenson), Pueblo Bonito in Chaco Canyon (Harrod and Martin), Early Bronze Age Anatolia (Hassett), prehistoric Mesopotamia (Recht), First Dynasty Egypt (Roselyn Campbell), and imperial Rome (Stephan). The central problematics around which these studies orbit, however, remain consistent: what is violence, and how can we identify its enactment in the archaeological record? How was interpersonal violence deployed by different members of communities to achieve goals, and how might these individual acts intersect with or act in contrary to violence enacted by the state? How were cultural expectations around the enactment of violence built and maintained, especially concerning the authority to wield violence? How do structural, threatened, and explicit forms of physical violence differ in the construction or dissolution of hierarchies? To what extent can we quantify interpersonal violence within populations in a manner robust enough to be tested against empirical economic data?

        The papers in the volume address such questions both directly and obliquely from a variety of interpretative perspectives. In light of this diversity, the papers do not fall into clear groups or subsections, and each paper stands up as well individually as read in sequence. Readers are encouraged to engage with the papers as suits their own interests. Such as it is, the progression begins with papers that draw a relatively ambitious and broad theoretical line around their case studies, to those that respond more empirically to the challenges the editors have put forward.

        To begin, Roderick Campbell addresses the issue of violence as a question of the commons, rather than (as it has more often been modeled) as a statist or elitist force exerted from on high. His contribution is a good entrée into the volume, opening as it does with a stirring high-level volley at the fundamental priors of virtually all extant models designed to address the notional yoke between hierarchy and coercive force. The case study on violence in Shang Anyang (China) contends that all violence in society must necessarily emerge from some form of collective deliberation, supporting the tenets of collective action theory discussed briefly above. This case raises many challenging fundamental questions for archaeologists studying violence and inequality. It puts paid to the validity of models so general they fail to distinguish themselves from one another when applied to real world examples, and calls for a better balance in measuring cooperative versus coercive forces leading to violent action.

        Darryl Wilkinson invites further criticism of traditional models of violence and the state, especially questioning notions inherited from such thinkers as von Clausewitz and Carneiro, for example, that violence represents a force applied according to a standard definition of rationality by states with a defined end in mind. Rather, through a case study focused on Andean state formation, Wilkinson’s paper argues that Andean rationality flows from an entirely heterogeneous form of rationality to those posited in Western Enlightenment thought. Thus, in the Moche context, war and the violence imposed through its pursuit fit entirely with a parallel pursuit of political gains seen through the inner workings of the Moche state, although we would classify many of the relevant violent acts as ritual in nature. Wilkinson’s analysis also provides some interesting endeavors to probe the role of art and iconography in mediating between the wielding of violent acts as state strategy, and the persuasion necessary in making such acts palatable to society as a whole.

        Edward Swenson’s paper likewise treats the physicality of the Moche experience, examining the role of spatial containers for ritual violence as transformative of society’s ontological fabric. The ritual expression of hierarchy through space, Swenson argues, provides an important basis for embedding inequality within the very worldview of the Moche subject, thus reducing the political elite’s likelihood of facing dissent or disillusionment with its regime of regular bloodshed. This case study raises interesting queries for some of the models discussed in this introduction. In Moche society, it is impossible to identify any correlation between the practice of sacrifice and the strength or weakness of states (or stages of social development). A Morris-Tilly hypothesis positing the greater presence of internal violence where states are weak, and relatively less violence where unequal, strong, hierarchical states are efflorescent thus finds no support in the case of Moche state formation. This may highlight a point made by Wilkinson, that current models based largely on Western states and examples or those overly influenced by Western Enlightenment values may often miss the point when societies in different cultural ambits are under the lens.

        The contribution by Ryan Harrod and Debra Martin continues down this path, providing an alternate view of violence and inequality based on contextual analysis of domestic structures and mortuary contexts in the Great House of Pueblo Bonito in Chaco Canyon (in what is now New Mexico). In addition to highlighting a community well outside the bounds of Enlightenment thought, the paper picks up some of Roderick Campbell’s observations about the tensions between the collective interest in relative equality and the practical utility of violent force, showing how inequality and violence can serve both to bind communities and pull them apart, and often do so sequentially or cyclically. Harrod and Martin argue that intragroup hierarchies constructed through the application of coercive force at Pueblo Bonito contributed to the reduction of intergroup violence in the region overall. They also highlight the role of gambling within Puebloan ideology, as a ritualized mechanism that transmutes social control over the cosmic distribution of violence to the elite occupants of the Great Houses, raising interesting questions about how many social institutions, beyond those usually identified as connected to violence and unequal hierarchies, remain undertheorized.

        Brenna Hassett considers some important fundamental questions about the visibility of violence. Hassett’s discussion encompasses two major points of method and of interpretation, plus a case study of mass graves at Başur Höyük, an Early Bronze Age cemetery in what is now southeastern Turkey. First, Hassett asks, is it possible for archaeologists to confidently identify and categorize violent acts based on evidence in the archaeological record? While we are often in a position to identify the victims of violence in the archaeological record, identifying the agency or motivation behind this violence is not a straightforward proposition. This conundrum calls into question whether we have a viable basis from which to reconstruct the performative or socially visible role of violence in past societies. However, it seems true that victims of violence meant to be visible to their contemporary societies might likewise be especially visible to us, since the commemorative or mortuary structures marking their ordeal are preferentially preserved in the archaeological record. Taking a multiscalar approach, Hassett thinks through the methods we might use to sort out the differences between what we (think we) see in the evidentiary sample obtained from the archaeological record and the ancient experience of seeing violence in a past context, and also between the prominence of violent death or commemoration in the landscape and the nature of individual experience. The case study of retainer deaths at Başur Höyük shows the value of this approach by using GIS (geographic information system) analysis to clarify the visibility of monuments commemorating violence in the outlying region, the intrasite complexity of different graves that signpost unequal violent treatment of the dead, and the individual traumas—probably at least some performed semi-publicly—visible on interred bodies. The paper provides a methodological roadmap for archaeologists treading the delicate territory of interpreting performative violence into a prehistoric environment where performances must always be inferred rather than seen directly.

        Laerke Recht’s paper takes us into the relatively untrodden world of victims of violence that have not often been “seen” in archaeological view—the ancient animals who lost their lives or freedom to human aggression, both during campaigns of warfare and eras of relative peace. Extant research on social violence and hierarchical structures has, to date, remained concerned with human-on-human violence. Recht contends that this human-centered myopia might be causing us to overlook how violence against animals can displace, model, or encourage human violence. Recht lays out the many empirical bases from which the nature and extent of human-on-animal violence might be reconstructed in the case of ancient Mesopotamia. This evidence certainly makes clear the important role that animal-targeted violence played in Mesopotamian propagandistic, military, and subsistence strategies. In a concluding discussion, Recht lands several points of relevance to the themes of the volume concerning ways in which human violence against animals probably intersects with human behavior aimed at acquiring wealth and building hierarchies. For example, she argues that notions of othering and ownership over others embedded in human-animal relationships, starting with domestication, may have contributed to the increasingly potent force of the idea that humans might similarly dominate, destroy, own, and even consume their own kind. Thus, violence against and hierarchy over animals may have served as a kind of mirroring function charting a course toward complex instrumentation of violence in the human realm.

        Few prehistoric societies call to mind social and economic hierarchy in extremis as strongly as pharaonic Egypt. Roselyn Campbell wades into the murky period of First Dynasty Egypt to assess the early stages of Egyptian political formation. Her paper is focused on the role of large-scale human sacrifice in reifying apparent structural changes to the Egyptian state that ushered in semidivine kingship and unified rule of the Nile Valley. She argues that the show of violent force—and the extreme inequality of subject and ruler emphasized in the sacrifice of elite officials relatively high up the social hierarchy—seems to have been effective as a short-term solution for shoring up a stable and durable political machine. As in the Moche and Pueblo Bonito case studies in this volume, it is clear that ritual and practical justifications for large-scale violence as part of the production of social hierarchies were tightly intertwined in early dynastic Egypt. However, the situation in Egypt is fascinating insofar as it seems that ritual consumption of lives may have served as much to eliminate potential political rivals and was focused on elites and courtiers rather than the general population. Given the durability of the Egyptian state, it might be that this was a highly successful strategy, but it was short-lived, as human sacrifice ceased to serve as a lever for royal state-making after the First Dynasty. Campbell makes a salient point that human sacrifice may have been replaced by more subtle means of coercion through structural violence, forced labor, or legal mechanisms such as capital punishment.

        A similar relationship between mature states and increasingly subtle forms of violent expression of hierarchy is revealed in Robert Stephan’s paper. Stephan’s case study takes us inside the rise of what is perhaps the quintessential hegemonic, highly unequal empire—that of ancient Rome—and reveals that its advent may indeed have reduced the incidence of violent death, while not surprisingly eroding quality of life as indicated by rates of disease and malnourishment. The paper is methodologically important, because it shows what can be done using osteological data to get to a core issue that lurks behind all the essays on this topic: since all the periods under interrogation in the volume lack cliometric data of the sort generally used to assess population-scale levels of violence, how, if at all, can we begin to assess whether or how changes in state regimes make the average person’s experiences with violence different?

      
      
        Conclusion

        Taken together, the contributions yield a kaleidoscopic array of insights. To anticipate the general points that emerge in our concluding discussion, the major takeaways include (1) violence should be understood broadly, (2) inequality should be understood broadly, (3) violence operates in manifold, dynamic ways that may be either conducive to or erosive of inequality, and (4) inequality itself constitutes a rather intractable sort of social violence. Although the first three points are relatively intuitive, their implications for accurate historical modeling need to be emphasized. These implications are discussed at length in the concluding chapter.

        The fourth point provides some interesting fodder for thought concerning the stakes of the current intellectual endeavor. As Roderick Campbell points out, eliding inequality within the definition of violence conceptually obviates the logic of either a Tilly-Morris or a Piketty-Scheidel hypothesis. Yet we also accept that inequality, and whatever violence it entails, is a totally ineradicable aspect of complex human society. Thus, while it seems salutary to accept that structures of inequality necessarily entail the presence of some violence, this does not recuse historical analysts from inquiring into the degree of inequality-as-violence that is acceptable or desirable, as opposed to some other situation that might involve more stabbing-as-violence, and emerging with some sense of historical perspective concerning the optimal configuration of society that reduces the overall harm of an expansively defined violence. In other words, the more broadly we expand our definition of violence, the more we must consider that violence of some variety is always going to be present—at scale, in thoroughgoing ways—in human society, as is already widely accepted vis-à-vis inequality.

        Comparative historians often view their work not only as retrospective but also as prospective, and archaeologists generally see their task similarly. From this point of view, the job of a comparative analysis is to assess past institutions based on their differential performances and to use these observations to shape or provide guidance for the configuration of modern institutions. If we accept that both violence and inequality always coexist to some extent, the purpose of studying different configurations of violence and inequality is not simply interesting from an esoteric scholarly point of view. Rather, we ought to be aiming to produce some consensus about whether certain configurations of society might produce outcomes that are net-positive or net-negative from the point of view of the common good. This compels us to develop some sort of (unequal) hierarchical ranking of forms of violence.

        For example, while accepting that inequality exerts a form of structural violence on certain individuals, such structural violence may be construed along the lines of Ian Morris’s argument as an acceptable form of violence, because it reduces the quantity of stabbing violence we endure in war. In other cases, we may argue that the stabbing violence of war is positive, because it helps to undermine or threaten the structural violence of inequality, which sometimes reaches levels that are intolerable to the majority. Thus, a more expansive definition of states or violence, suggested in many papers in the volume, does not necessarily invalidate the general models reviewed above, but does indicate that we may need a much more nuanced ledger book to draw up a meaningful balance sheet between different kinds of coercive force and their utility in shaping the kinds of societies we want to live in.

        Another point emerging from the papers in this volume is how important it is for prehistoric archaeologists to be engaged in discussions about violence and inequality. In reviewing literature on the relationship between violence and inequality, we have highlighted various models attempting to describe or theorize such a relationship, most often put forward by anthropological or historical thinkers. Many of these models have tended to aim at constructing (and arguing for the validity of) universalizing or generalizing rules that make sense of the persistent presence of violence and inequality in human society, despite widespread general disinclination toward both phenomena amongst individual humans. Such arguments are often very compelling when taken in broad brushstrokes.

        The papers in this volume are largely focused on more granular, bottom-up approaches that rely on the interpretation of specific archaeological contexts. While occasionally appealing to textual evidence, the authors mainly base their arguments in material contexts. Inevitably, and unsurprisingly, the conclusions do not necessarily always square with the relatively statist, top-down models emphasized by historians. One of their collective effects is to suggest that an accurate understanding of the impacts of violent action, broadly defined, on economic and social hierarchies, must accommodate multiple models operating at a variety of scales, that take into consideration the behavior of actors large and small, from the mammalian to the Machiavellian.

        Admitting as much is not akin to ceding the ground of model-building or generalization. Rather, it maps a forward path in methods for building better, more accurate models that consider the experiences and impacts of actors beyond states and political elites on social structure and individual behavior. A benefit and a drawback of working with archaeological contexts is that the information they provide attests to the messy reality of human society. On the one hand, the revelation of such realities provides insight into individual experiences and local dynamics. On the other hand, such gritty details are often difficult to square with the smooth surfaces of general models describing how society works. The challenge put to us as archaeologists is not simply to oppose the two, insisting that the tangled thread of past human experience is too large and complicated to unravel. Rather, our remit is to analytically work through the tangle of complexity and build increasingly thoughtful, responsive, and multifaceted models that can accommodate both, in ways that clarify patterns without masking complexity. This seems the main challenge that lies ahead, and an area in which only archaeological research can lead the way.
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        Violence as a Commons Problem

      
      Roderick Campbell

      
      The editors of this volume have posed the problem of the historical relationship between social complexity, inequality, coercion, and violence (Murray and Leppard, this volume). They review many prominent recent positions on the topic, including the Piketty-Scheidel hypothesis (Piketty 2013; Scheidel 2017), which proposes that violence tends to reduce inequality, and the Tilly-Morris hypothesis (Tilly 1975; Morris 2014), which argues that war leads to states and ultimately peace and prosperity. In different ways each of these hypotheses appears to contradict the commonly held position that violence and coercion are crucial factors in the establishment and maintenance of inequality. In this paper I will argue, in agreement with the editors, that these positions are limited by their initial assumptions. In my opinion, there can be no progress on the issues raised without a reconsideration of the key concepts of states, war, inequality, and violence. Instead, in keeping with a “spectrum of violence” (Scheper-Hughes and Bourgois 2004) approach, I propose that coercion and inequality (economic or otherwise) are both forms of violence and that the reified “state” be instead disaggregated into components such as political communities and governing institutions (Abrams 1988; Smith 2003; Campbell 2009). Finally, I argue that violence should be considered a commons problem amenable to collective action theory, analogous to the more familiar cases studied by economists (e.g., Hardin 1968; Ostrom 1990), and instantiated in the concept of the tragedy of the commons.

      
        Violence and the Commons

        The theory of common-pool resources was developed in Ostrom’s pioneering work (e.g., Ostrom 1990, 2005; Ostrom et al. 1994) in response to the widely held belief that common, exhaustible resources would inevitably be overexploited or even destroyed without privatization or government supervision—a perspective most famously encapsulated in Hardin’s (1968) work on the “tragedy of the commons.” The common-pool resource concept builds on Samuelson’s (1954) theory of public goods, which are those goods distinguished from private property via the variables of “rivalrousness” and “excludability,” or in other words, the degree to which there is competition for a resource and to which it can be monopolized. More recently Ostrom (2005) proposed that “rivalrousness” should be replaced by “subtractibility” to emphasize the finite nature of some resources. Thus, instead of characterizing something like a commonly held forest as a resource with high “rivalrousness,” it would be less politically tendentious to characterize it as having high “subtractibility,” emphasizing instead the limited nature of the resource rather than the competition (as opposed to cooperation) this scarcity supposedly leads to.

        Returning to common-pool resources, they are one of four types of goods (figure 1.1) defined by high subtractibility and low excludability. Or, in other words, resources that are shared but finite. Typical examples of common-pool resources (CPRs) are things like fisheries, forests, and fresh water access. Common-pool resources form part of a quadripartite taxonomy of economic goods: private goods, public goods, common-pool resources and toll or club goods. Public goods include such things as lighthouses and national defense, private goods such things as clothing or private land, while toll or club goods are characterized by low subtractibility and high excludability, as exemplified by such things as toll bridges, concerts and sports clubs.

        
          [image: Schematic diagram showing types of goods along two axes]

          
            Figure 1.1. Types of goods, after Ostrom et al. (1994), 7.

          
        
        This economic classification takes for granted the existence of private property and (obviously) describes phenomena that are at once economic and political. Why, for instance, are oil deposits generally private goods rather than a common-pool resource, like some fisheries? Why is access to fresh water a public good in some cases and a private good in others? While this classification of goods into four types recognizes different potentials in terms of excludability and subtractibility, it does not follow that these potentials need to be actualized. There is nothing inherent in food, for instance, that means it must be private property (although obviously it can only be consumed once). Putting aside exclusion as an ultimately political issue, the only remaining variable inherent in the goods themselves is subtractibility, where use of the resources by one party subtracts from the resources available to others. The issues raised by finite resources, moreover, are directly analogous to those raised by power more generally. If power is understood as a generalized means for doing and being (Parsons 1968; Giddens 1979; Mann 1986), its operation can be either “distributive” or “collective” (Mann 1986, 6): power at the expense of others or power for mutual benefit (or at least at no one’s expense). Subtractable resources then, are consumed in a zero-sum game, raising the same sorts of issues as distributive power—some must lose so that others may gain. Common-pool resource problems are a special case of a more general political-economic issue—that of equity. Equity, moreover, resides not just in the distribution of economic resources, but also of risk and harm, agency and being—political, even ontological, equity.

        My proposal to find a link between the problem of violence and that of common resources is not entirely novel. Ostrom (1990, 3) herself stated that “Hobbes’ parable of man in a state of nature is a prototype of the tragedy of the commons: Men seek their own good and end up fighting one another.” This sense that unchecked selfish behavior necessarily leads to tragic outcomes, or that sociality must be imposed from above to prevent the collapse of order, is key to Hobbes’s concept of the “Leviathan,” and one of the solutions to commons problems that Ostrom (1990) critiqued, but the connection between common-resource problems and violence was taken no further in Ostrom’s work, to my knowledge. I believe a deeper realization of the relationship between the problem of the commons and that of violence is prevented by a misrecognition of the latter’s protean nature. In mainstream social science, violence is still frequently seen as a phenomenon of intentional physical harm, with its symbolic and structural forms ignored or bracketed off (e.g., Pinker 2011; Fiske and Rai 2015). The problem with this perspective is that it is cultural-centric and ignores the fact that the dominant definitions of violence are always implicated in contemporaneous structures of power. Thus, in Pinker’s (2011) narrative, Western civilization has nearly succeeded in taming the demon of violence defined in terms of intentional physical harm. That this perspective privileges neoliberal values of individual freedom, choice, and personal property and ignores nonintentional and systemic harm is not recognized. As long as it is not intentional, the perfectly, statistically predictable results of individual choices are not to be considered violence even if they result in “collateral damage,” increasing global inequality, or the destruction of the human biome—disproportionately for the benefit of the global rich and at the expense of the world’s poorest. As a global species of eight billion individuals in the midst of a mass extinction event, our focus on individual-scale intention and consequences is clearly insufficient (Bauman 2006). The problem of violence, defined in terms of harmful outcomes, cannot be untangled from that of inequity, nor can its solutions.

        Focusing on effects rather than intents allows a historical study of violence to avoid a myopic focus on individual-scale rational-actor agency and proximate causes, while seeing violence as a spectrum and as encompassing nonphysical forms makes visible the links between different violences across cultural and political constructions of legitimacy (Scheper-Hughes and Bourgois 2004; Campbell 2014a). From an ontological perspective, what structural (Galtung 1969; Farmer 2004), symbolic (Bourdieu 2000), and systemic (Žižek 2008) violence have in common with the intentional infliction of physical harm is a reduction of being (Žižek 2008; Schinkel 2010; Campbell 2014a). Thus, the creation of nonpersons through racism or legal exclusion (Agamben 1998), the socially dead through slavery (Patterson 1982), or subalterns exposed disproportionately to suffering through structures of inequality (Farmer 2004) inflicts harm as real as assault or murder. The latter are often intertwined with the former in practice. Indeed, physical violence is not only culturally shaped (Scheper-Hughes and Bourgois 2004; Fiske and Rai 2015), but its social and symbolic effects are often as, or more, significant to both perpetrators and victims. Violence can terrorize, traumatize, destroy social relations, and corrode self-esteem as well as exposing its victims to physical harm, and frequently these effects are the major goals of directed violence (see Leppard and Murray, this volume; Swenson, this volume).

        At the same time, if everything from put-downs to murder, and predatory lending to genocide, can fit somewhere along the spectrum of ontological violence, it is also true that ethical systems are local and historical, and not everything that could ontologically be considered violence necessarily is. Each society has its historically specific regime of violence, its moral economy of permissible and impermissible actions and effects. A social definition of violence, then, is based around local conceptions of transgressive harm (Campbell 2020). What is and is not transgressive, for whom, and in what contexts? What are the thresholds and categories of harm, and in what situations? Violence in the social sense is both relativistic (culturally and intersubjectively) and historical. The biggest problem with popular studies like Pinker’s (2011) is that they mistake a particular (modern Western) social definition for a universal one and ignore the fact that violence, seen in terms of harm, mutates. Human sacrifice and chattel slavery may be more associated with historical societies than contemporary ones, but nuclear arsenals, global poverty, and genocide belie the idea that violence itself has been left behind. From an ontological perspective, every age has its novel visible and invisible violences, emerging legitimized or remaining hidden, even as older forms are condemned, forgotten, or swept to the margins (Elias 1994; Foucault 1995; Campbell 2014b). For deep-time studies of violence and inequality, recognizing and tracking the transformations of violence is crucial.

        Violence in the social sense, then, is embedded in local moral systems and is analogous to, but the opposite of, “the good”—variously defined by different societies and individuals throughout history. Put in economic terms, harm is the opposite of utility, which, in turn, could also be thought of in relative social terms or absolute ontological ones. Returning to common-pool resource issues, the overexploitation, monopolization, or enclosure (transforming the resource into private goods) of a common-pool resource, by one party at the expense of another, is an act of violence in the ontological sense (whether or not it is recognized as such by perpetrator or victim). The solution of common-pool resources to the mutual satisfaction of the parties involved is a social good, while if the solution is also the optimal one for all parties, maximizing resources for doing and being, it is an ontological good. Insofar as all situations of distributive power, by definition, are zero-sum games, they are like commons problems and can lead to outcomes ranging from equitable, to those where some parties are completely dominated, reduced, and exposed to harm.

        In Governing the Commons, Ostrom (1990) notes that common-pool resource problems are generally argued to be solvable in only one of two ways—state intervention or privatization. I suggest that theories of violence have taken a similar tack, especially if conceptualized broadly. Hobbes’s Leviathan is probably the most famous solution to the problem of anarchic violence, asserting that ceding absolute power to the sovereign is necessary to avoid a situation of “continual fear, and danger of violent death, and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short” (Hobbes 1965, 97). Weber’s (2014, 4; emphasis in original) much quoted definition of the (modern) state as “a human community that (successfully) claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory” likewise asserts a necessary link between violence and political sovereignty, at least in its modern, bureaucratic form. Weber’s definition, in turn, is clearly the partial basis for neoevolutionary definitions of the archaic state, such as Flannery’s (1972, 404): “the state attempts to maintain a monopoly of force and is characterized by true law; almost any crime may be considered a crime against the state, in which case punishment is meted out by the state.” In this line of thought, the monopolization of violence, its legitimation, and its systematization in law are the inevitable outcome of increasing sociopolitical complexity, which in neoevolutionary theory of the last century was also attended by increasing hierarchy. Accordingly, violence would tend toward either being pushed beyond the borders of the polity (i.e., war), suppressed (i.e., crime), or made invisible through legitimation (i.e., punishment, symbolic and structural violences) (Elias 1994).

        Pursuing the linkage between the economics of the commons and the politics of violence, one difference between neoevolutionary approaches of the last century and neoclassical economics is that while the former sees evolutionary trajectories tending toward centralization and the growth of states, the latter sees the key developmental processes in terms of Smith’s invisible hand and the growth of the market. The one predicts the inevitable advent of the Leviathan, while the other celebrates the rise of the all-consuming market. Since neoevolutionary state theory was developed out of the theory of modern states, while archaeological economic theory largely toiled under Polanyian assumptions until recently (Feinman and Garraty 2010), it is not surprising that physical violence has largely been seen in Hobbesian terms, while systemic violence (structural and symbolic) was assumed to be a feature of the increasing inequality attendant on the growth of complexity. Indeed, anthropological archaeology’s Marxist undercurrents may have encouraged a view of states as essentially parasitic (Abrams 1988) and framed the issue of complexity in terms of the growth of inequality from the beginning of discourse on the nature of the state in archaeological thought (Childe 1950; Earle and Spriggs 2015). Thus, until recently, of the main solutions to commons problems that Ostrom (1990) critiques (privatization or nationalization), only the state control option has been utilized by archaeological theory, and then only as an assumption baked into the definition of states (monopolization of physical violence) and the development of social complexity (various forms of systemic violence).

        Despite the partial divergence of neoevolutionary archaeology’s approach to violence and the main contemporary solutions to common-pool resource issues, both Ostrom’s (1990) critiques of state-versus-privatization solutions and recommended approaches remain valid on the strength of the conceptual and phenomenological interrelationship between CPR problems and those of violence more generally. According to Ostrom (1990, 10) top-down solutions to commons problems are nonoptimal due to the impossibility of a central agency having perfectly accurate “information, monitoring capabilities, sanctioning reliability, and zero costs of administration.” All of this is also assuming that the central agency is acting as an agent of the collective good, as opposed to being made up of individuals with vested interests. Put another way, even assuming a relatively stable political equilibrium within the polity, the difficulty of both centralized management of social violence and the equitable distribution of resources for being and doing ought to increase with the size of the polity. When the culturally specific nature of social violence is factored in, top-down organization is even less likely to be locally optimal. At the same time, the opposite approach—the privatization of violence—is essentially the dream of only the most radical of libertarians (and perhaps arms dealers), with the possible recognition of the role of the state only at the scale of interpolity violence, and in the anthropological literature, associated only with small-scale societies (Clastres 1994; see also Wilkinson, this volume). The overall teleology of social complexity implicit in classic neoevolutionary models is of larger and larger groups more or less successfully monopolizing violence internally, with violent interpolity competition and increasing internal hierarchy. The logical conclusion of this narrative is that systemic violence and coercive physical force are generally in a sort of dynamic equilibrium and inversely related—the imposition of internal monopolies of violence go hand in hand with increasing systemic violence, while egalitarian societies with little systemic (structural and symbolic) violence conversely have no monopolies on physical force and are often characterized by high levels of interpersonal violence (Clastres 1994; Keeley 1996).

        Since the 1990s, the centralizing, top-down assumptions of neoevolutionary approaches to social-political complexity have been challenged from a number of directions in archaeology. Among the approaches, Crumley’s (1995) notion of heterarchy and Blanton’s work on cooperative modes of power are most relevant here (Blanton et al. 1996; Blanton 1998). While heterarchy recognizes the often-contested nature and horizontal distribution of power across institutions, Blanton (1998) and Blanton et al. (1996) recognized cooperatively organized power in addition to the networked power assumed by control systems theory. While Crumley’s intervention was not taken up beyond scholars occasionally noting the presence of heterarchy in a given ancient polity, Blanton’s was often used in typological exercises to characterize an entire polity or even archaeological culture area (e.g., Liu 2006). More recently, and to some degree building on the “bottom-up” trend, a number of different archaeologists have turned to collective action theory, including the work of Ostrom, in a search for alternatives to the monolithic, statist assumptions of much of the previous literature on complex polities (Blanton and Fargher 2008; Carballo, Roscoe, and Feinman 2014). The main upshot of this turn is an increased awareness of the importance of disaggregating polities into a variety of institutions and the necessity of taking multiple scales into account. None of the above approaches, however, has made violence a central issue or sought to understand it as a comprehensive sociocultural phenomenon.

        One of the major recent hypotheses discussed by the editors (Murray and Leppard, this volume) derives from Piketty’s (2013) work on increasing inequality, and the argument, extended by Scheidel (2017) to periods beyond the modern, that peace tends to produce inequality, while violence acts as a social leveler. This is, at least apparently, counter to the usual Hobbesian discourse that states reduce violence (at least internally) and peace brings prosperity. From the perspective I have been developing here, the problem with these theories is their narrow definition of violence and assumption that the problem of the distribution of harm is either solved by states or by anarchy. If war and inequality both generate harm, then peace cannot be said to decrease violence but increase inequality. Revolutions and wars likewise may reduce inequality, but rather than seeing violence as the leveling agent, it would be better to say that long- and medium-term structural processes of violence are realigned during and after destructive events. Events are, by definition, structure-changing (Sewell 2005). Thus, while it is obviously true that events of great violence can wipe out prior structures of inequality—a nuclear war would certainly have a leveling impact—a less trivial point is that crises (whether violent or not) yield opportunities for change. In Piketty’s (2013) argument it was the shocks of the two World Wars and Great Depression that brought down the levels of inequality seen at the beginning of the twentieth century. Interestingly, both the US and Canada, which were not directly touched by the devastation of the World Wars, underwent structural changes, instituting wealth taxes and social programs. While I am not a twentieth-century historian, it is nevertheless obvious that these initiatives were brought about not by war itself but by the opportunity and appetite for change that these shocks introduced. I would also argue that they constituted attempts to find better solutions to the problem of violence and equity. More speculatively, I would say that they emerged out of events of collective action (i.e., national mobilizations) which militated against the ethos of selfish behavior and private wealth. In other words, it is not war itself that mitigates inequality (except possibly in the trivial sense of overall destruction), but rather, the opportunities presented by crises that can lead to structural changes. Nevertheless, it should also be obvious that just because there is a crisis does not mean that the opportunity will be seized or that it will be exploited in the cause of equity (Klein 2007).

        In apparent contrast to Piketty-Scheidel, the Tilly-Morris hypothesis (Murray and Leppard, this volume) argues that war can function as short-term pacifying violence (Elias 1994), establishing the state and brokering long-term stability and peace. It should be noted, however, that nothing in this hypothesis argues against the growth of systemic inequality after peace and prosperity is established, so the contradiction between the Piketty-Scheidel and Tilly-Morris model is only apparent. Moreover, the other half of Tilly’s original aphorism, “war made the state and the state made war” (Tilly 1975, 42), also suggests that once created, states make more war. An even more pertinent point is that Tilly was describing the historical rise of the modern state. As I have argued in other places (Campbell 2009), archaeology’s use of the state concept to reduce and reify political forms from Uruk to the United States of America smuggles numerous anachronistic institutional and ideological features into premodern contexts. Tilly’s argument was that ceaseless competition among European polities in the Early Modern period led to innovations in social and political forms of increased efficiency in the organization of violence—war-making, state-making, protection, and extraction (Tilly 1975). One of the most important of these innovations was the transformation of royal subjects into national citizens—the creation of imagined nation-state communities (Anderson 1991) and the mass mobilization this allowed. This matters for two reasons—first, beyond the vague claim that war can, in some historical situations, lead to larger and more efficient polities, Tilly’s argument is ultimately a historical one, with little generalizable utility beyond a sort of social Darwinism or Smithian “invisible hand” of violence. Second, it points to a crucial development overlooked in the reified, ahistorical state concept—that attendant on the centralization and rationalization of power was the creation of a broader and deeper political community than had hitherto existed at that scale. The great power of the nation-state was not merely its rationalized and bureaucratized institutions (Weber 2019), the development of which were well underway in Europe’s absolutist monarchies in any case (Dyson 1980), but the ability to mobilize nearly the entire population for the common enterprise of modern war. Nor can the rise and the development of the nation-state in the last two-and-a-half centuries be seen merely as the triumph of top-down violence-management—revolutions and reformations around the world ultimately ended Europe’s absolutist monarchies and then its colonial empires, ushering in a world of nation-states practicing, or aspiring to practice, universal suffrage and mass education.

        If one part of the problem with both Scheidel’s and Morris’s theories is the reification of the state, another is the reification of war. While intercommunity conflict is a universal and thus, in a sense, all societies have “war,” as demonstrated by Keeley (1996), it does not follow that all war, set within its sociopolitical context as a practice of a particular regime of violence, is the same (Campbell 2014b) or that it has similar consequences for different societies or in different historical settings. Thus, Clastres (1994) argued that war preempted hierarchy and the growth of larger polities for some small-scale societies, while Tilly (1975) and Lewis (1989) argued that warfare led to increasingly efficient and centralized polities in Early Modern Europe and pre-Imperial China respectively, although only in the ancient Chinese case did the process of warfare lead to a single superpolity. The fact that some historical cases such as the United States of America and the European Union were mostly or entirely voluntary political superaggregates belies the teleology implicit in Carneiro’s (1970) dictum that larger political units can only be formed through violence (and, in circumscribed environments, inevitably do so).

        Returning to common-pool resource problems and Ostrom’s (1990) findings on the factors associated with successful outcomes to them, the capacity to build institutions and knowledge of local conditions is historically contingent and path-dependent. Beyond these factors are buy-in, monitoring, and consequences for defectors—which, when generalized to the issues of violence and equity, become the problems of community and governance. Thus, successful management of generalized equity issues requires a well-established sense of community, mechanisms for policing mutually agreed rules, and a widely accepted means of administering equitable punishment if those rules are broken. While it could be argued that powerful actors and institutions always work toward manufacturing authority structures that pattern claims concerning community and justice regardless of the actual degree of inequity, political resistance forms in the space between authority claims and the practical experience of power, even as the gap between the attendant (authorized) social and ontological senses of violence gives rise to demands for social justice.

        Summarizing the arguments made thus far, the problem with the above theories is that they reify both war and the state while taking an overly narrow view of violence that does not include its structural or symbolic forms. On a fundamental level, these issues stem from implicitly presentist and teleological historical assumptions (see Sewell [2005] for a critique of Tilly [1975] on these grounds). If instead one begins with a more nuanced perspective on historical change, one that includes path dependency, contingency, and multiscalar eventful change (Sewell 2005), then one is forced to confront the fact that as new constellations of institutions, technology, people, and things come into being, old institutions, even if they escape with unchanged forms, take on new meanings and functions. The problem with asking “what war is good for” or calling it the “great leveler” is that such ahistorical categories and claims are, at best, vague heuristics pointing to potential analogies and, at worst, simplistic understandings of historical change that systematically distort our view of the past. Premodern states are anachronistic, war an ahistoric reification of intercommunity conflict’s many forms, economic inequality only one (presently overwhelmingly salient) facet of structural violence, and violence itself so fraught and elusive that it loses all historical meaning when torn from its tissue of context.

        Thinking about violence from a commons perspective, instead of speaking of “states” we would be better off with a more flexible and less freighted term like “complex polities” (Smith 2003; Campbell 2009) and seeing those in terms of institutions of governance and community. Instead of taking war, hierarchy, and economic inequality as decontextualized independent variables, it would be more productive to see them as aspects of common regimes of violence—themselves solutions, or a set of solutions, to the problem of the distribution of power and resources. This, in turn, would foreground the fundamental relationship between governance, community, and equity (or its inversion, violence).

      
      
        Violence, Coercion, and Inequality in Ancient China

        Taking a broad-strokes view of Chinese history, there are phenomena that could certainly be held up as justifying any and all of the theories discussed by the editors (which in itself is problematic for their status as general theories with contradictory premises). Thus, as mentioned above, the Warring States period (475–221 BCE) has been prominently discussed in terms highly reminiscent of Tilly’s account of war and the state in Modern Europe (Lewis 1989; Hui 2005). Likewise, Later Han dynasty (25–220 CE) history could be read as supporting the Piketty-Scheidel hypothesis, with inequality increasing as central government policies aimed at maintaining a strong peasant base were eroded, with power shifting over time to local elites whose landholdings grew at the expense of small freeholders (Ebrey 1986). All of this eventually led to peasant rebellions, millenarian movements, and finally the collapse of the Han into warlordism. The overall trajectory of state formation in early China from the Neolithic to the first empire could also be read as the inexorable march of hierarchy, centralization, technological and economic development, and ever larger and more powerful polities culminating in the unification of China under one dynasty.

        The problem with these models is that they are only valid if certain problematic simplifications are made, or under specific circumstances. Thus, against the backdrop of intensifying warfare and polity centralization in the Warring States, there were a wide range of perspectives on the proper nature of government, its authority, and the appropriate degree of intervention (Graham 1989; Puett 2001). Qin legalism’s authoritarianism was only one extreme political philosophy (the state sponsors of which just happened to be victorious). The fact that the Qin was both the eventual victor of centuries of Warring States interpolity struggle and arguably the most totalitarian polity in antiquity makes it easy to draw the conclusion that both the neoevolutionary teleology of ever-increasing hierarchy and centralization and Tilly’s connection between war and state-making are correct. And yet, the Qin lasted for all of fourteen years and was vilified by Chinese historians for over two thousand years until Mao’s self-serving attempt to resuscitate the first emperor’s reputation. Authoritarian tendencies in subsequent Chinese dynasties were always countervailed by ideologies of good governance and responsibility (to Heaven, for the people, to the dynasty, for all under Heaven, etc.) and by ministers, eunuchs, generals, merchants, local magnates, and peasant movements, as well as by shifting sources of power that sometimes favored the central government, sometimes decentralized powers. Indeed, what could be seen as decentralization at the polity level was often experienced as increased inequality at the local level, as landlords and local warlords enhanced their wealth and power at the expense of peasants, absent any central government intervention. What the Piketty-Scheidel hypothesis might see as the inequality inevitably attendant on Pax Sinica in the Later Han, could also be seen as a symptom of the breakdown of good governance (Blanton et al. 2021). Indeed, as mentioned above, in my reading of Piketty (2013), what lowered inequality in the twentieth-century Western democracies were popular movements and government intervention, not war (at least not directly)—a point supported by the standard view of Later Han decentralization and peasant impoverishment.

        As I see it, in addition to the lack of attention to the issues of contingency, path dependency, and eventful process raised above, the major problems with this sort of loose comparativism are its tendency to reductionism, reliance on pseudostatistics, and lack of attention to scale. The lack of reliable statistics is especially problematic for any argument that the amount of violence, inequality, or any other hard-to-quantify phenomenon changed in tandem with other variables over all but the most recent historical periods, and it is even less clear how to overcome this issue with the archaeological record. The problem of scale is less obvious but no less important—an egalitarian and peaceful community may be embedded in a larger inegalitarian polity that in turn is part of a cooperative league that, in turn, is in a state of war with another suprapolity alliance or empire. What is the scale at which peace leads to inequality or war to hierarchy and centralization, and how do the different scales interact? Clearly violence, community, and governance do not belong to one scale, nor should their analysis.

      
      
        Outline of Anyang Violence, Community, and Sovereignty

        To illustrate the position I have been developing here I will turn to a brief, multiscalar account of violence, community, and sovereignty at Shang Anyang (ca. 1250–1050 BCE). While the Shang kingdom at Anyang was the heir to centuries of Central Plains Bronze Age sociopolitical and technological development (Campbell 2014c, 2018), it was also, in many ways, its own unique political experiment. This political experiment was characterized by a massive expansion of the ancestral ritual complex as well as a great leap forward in industry and commercialization. Thus, while Erligang (ca. 1600–1400 BCE) has evidence of human and animal sacrifice, mortuary hierarchy, and divination, the dramatic increase in scale and elaboration of these practices at Anyang signaled a novel reorganization of human and nonhuman resources and the establishment of a political community on different grounds than those of preceding Central Plains polities (Campbell 2014d).

      
      
        Polity and Community

        As argued in Campbell (2018), the novelty of the Anyang experiment in sovereign community was not simply the dramatic scaling and ramification of the ancestral ritual complex, but also the widening of its basis. Not only did burial hierarchy, for instance, massively increase, but the base of the mortuary pyramid broadened as well, incorporating the majority of the population into common ancestral ritual (Tang 2004; Campbell 2018). Real or fictitious kinship cut across class and formed the fundamental idiom of Shang life (Tang 2004; Zhu 2004; Campbell 2018). While the political uses of kinship were unlikely to have been an invention of Anyang kings, the realization and expansion of its potential for political community may have been their most remarkable achievement. The broad reach of ancestral veneration was combined with its potential for linking hierarchies of age and relation into an extendable system, capable of spanning hundreds of kilometers of distance and hundreds of thousands of beings. If each lineage was a community of the living and the dead tied together through practices of feasting, gifting, sacrifice, and war, the Shang kings at Anyang attempted to link North China’s myriad lineages into a supercommunity, with the king as lineage-leader of the world and all his rituals and wars, the wars and rituals of the people (Campbell 2018).

        From recent work, it is evident that the Shang capital at Anyang was mandated into existence as the center of a new political community with population drawn from the four quarters (Zhongguo 2003; Tang and Jing 2009; Jing et al. 2013; Campbell 2014c). Nor was the Great Settlement Shang merely the ritual “pivot of the four quarters” and royal necropolis, as some older scholarship would have it (Wheatley 1971; Zhang 1985). It was also an economic hub and center of industry and commerce on a scale unprecedented in East Asia (Tang and Jing 2009; Campbell 2014c, 2018). At the same time, a recent systematic review of the evidence (Campbell et al. 2022) has suggested that the Shang economic system was neither highly centralized nor largely based on redistribution, evincing instead significant trade and commercialization, especially toward the end of the Anyang period. The size and wealth of the urban population, combined with the inherently segmentary nature of a political community built on lineage principles, suggest that the royal synthesis of hierarchical kinship as world-ordering system had to rely on heavy doses of alliance and collaboration, in addition to the sporadic application of overwhelming force. The divinations of the first few kings, and especially King Wu Ding, portray a broad array of political, military, and marriage alliances (Keightley 1983). A received text likely dating to the Western Zhou (ca. 1050–772 BCE), but purporting to recount Shang King Pangeng’s movement of the capital to Anyang, depicts him alternately cajoling and threatening; summoning the leaders of the people to his hall; reminding them of ancient precedent, of the importance of obeying the will of the spirits as revealed by divination, of their families’ shared history, and of their ancient responsibility in sharing government; and warning them against misleading the people or encouraging their rebellion against the king’s plans.

        Perhaps most remarkable are Pangeng’s claims to be an instrument of divine will, that ancestral punishment would fall upon him if he relented and failed to move the settlement, and that “now when I offer the sacrifices to my predecessors, your forefathers are present to share in them. They observe the happiness I confer and the sufferings I inflict, and I cannot dare to reward virtue that does not exist” (Legge 1994, 230). After the relocation, Pangeng proceeds to give a speech directly to the masses to quell lingering resentment, making the same appeals to unity and common prosperity, to the will of the ancestors and the terrible punishment they will inflict for disobedience. In this account, the king self-represents as sharing governance but ultimately being uniquely responsible for the good or bad fortune of the kingdom and prosperity of the people, which, in turn, is determined by the will of spirits and ancestors in accordance with virtue. A Shang king then, “I the one man,” is represented as a tireless mediator, establishing and maintaining order in a world of humans, animals, and spirits through divination, war, the royal hunt, sacrifice, feasting, gifting, alliance, and marriage. Moreover, since the spirits and ancestors controlled the weather, the harvest, droughts, floods, illness, success in war, and good and bad fortune in general (Keightley 2000), the king’s ancestral ritual institutions of officials and diviners could be seen as performing roles analogous to ministries of defense, environment, and public works (Campbell 2018). In this royal imagining of sovereignty and political community, then, the great and inegalitarian expenditure of resources on royal mortuary and other ancestral ritual was figured as a public good.

        On a practical level, royal and elite sacrifice was not only imagined as being enacted on behalf of the kingdom or lineage. The feasting and sharing of the meat that accompanied rituals was also probably the major context in which large animals like cattle were eaten as a matter of general dietary supply (Campbell 2023). Broad participation in multiple scales of lineage ritual and feasting and the redistribution of related meat and other foods reinforced solidarity even while enacting hierarchy. The difference that proximity to elites made can be seen through comparison with the Anyang nonelite neighborhood of Xiaomintun and the village of Guandimiao. Guandimiao had tiny houses (less than four square meters), a zooarchaeological assemblage less than one-tenth the size of the Xiaomintun assemblage despite a similar area of excavation, few grave goods, and almost no weapons—in contrast with their ubiquity at Anyang (Li, Campbell, and Hou 2018). At the same time, as a site specializing in pottery production that used a variety of nonlocal products, including hairpins produced in the great workshops of the capital, Guandimiao was no autarchic rural settlement. Rather, it was tied into larger political, economic, and ritual networks. For all of Guandimiao’s apparent poverty, the village possessed a rich ritual life that included animal (and possibly human) sacrifice; formal mortuary distinctions in terms of tomb size, structures, coffins, and dog sacrifices (but virtually no other grave goods); and osteomancy (Li, Campbell, and Hou 2018). These ritual features broadly adhere to practices at the capital, and the local oracle bones imitate metropolitan style, but without the requisite skill or tools (Hou et al. 2018). This, in turn, indicates that even small rural settlements like Guandimiao had their own means of communicating with and appeasing the spirits and ancestors, yet this was modeled on the ritual innovations of the capital. This is especially clear in the case of the oracle bones, which, during the Erligang period (ca. 1600–1400 BCE), were mostly associated with elite contexts but were far less developed as a practice (Flad 2008). While the Anyang royal divinatory media were carefully prepared with saw, file, chisel, and drill from large bovine scapulas or turtle plastrons, sometimes inscribed, Erligang-period osteomancy used a wider variety of mammalian scapulae, including pig and sheep, frequently undergoing minimal to no modification prior to divination. As part of the Anyang sovereign experiment then, osteomancy became ramified and hierarchically “enchained” (Routledge 2013). Osteomantic traditions of the various regions were combined in the capital, and oracle bone divination reached a level of popularity never seen again in Chinese history. The case of the Guandimiao oracle bones is perhaps the best example of the duality of the Anyang-period political experiment—linking even rural settlements in a diffuse network of ritual practices while simultaneously establishing the king’s version as the most powerful and authoritative.

      
      
        Shang Violence

        Having sketched Anyang-period sovereignty and community and its practical bases, the question returns to the issue of its regime of violence. Beginning with inequality, recent studies have been able to show that Anyang human sacrificial victims, long thought to be war captives, lived in poor conditions locally for years before being sacrificed, though they were originally nonlocal (Cheung et al. 2017). This, in turn, suggests there was a population of unknown size of war-derived slaves at Anyang. Inequality, moreover, was not merely economic in the Shang, but ontological. As argued elsewhere (Campbell 2014b, 2018), kings and other elites held high positions in the chain of being in life, apotheosizing into powerful royal ancestors at death, while at the other end once-feared enemies were reduced to nameless slaves, then expended as sacrificial livestock less valuable than cattle. Royal ritual as public goods, and kingly sovereign mediation as good government, may have been how Shang kings self-represented, but the underlying ontological violence of this moral economy is everywhere manifest—most starkly in the widespread practice of death attendant burial (Campbell 2014b, 2018). That is to say that Shang hierarchies of being structured even the category of human, such that not only were there vast inequalities in the resources available to equip the dead for the afterlife, but that some were afforded so low a relative worth that they could be used as grave goods. That this may have been figured or even occasionally practiced as self-sacrifice is beside the point—in no event was this perceived as violence in the social sense—as transgressing social norms. All this is to say that the experiment in political community that was Shang Anyang set its equilibrium point rather low for equity in the distribution of utility and harm. This was accomplished through a renegotiation of traditional social, political, and religious structures to ones that offered greater public goods at the polity level in terms of defense, ritual protection, and economic prosperity, at the price of local autonomy.

        The expansion and broadening of the ancestral-ritual complex in turn offered buy-in at the level of polity-wide political community. At the level of face-to-face communities, autonomy was traded for greater wealth and prosperity in the case of the urban neighborhood, as the economic activity of the Great Settlement Shang seems to have produced a society richer in material goods than previous ones. Guandimiao on the other hand, despite being tied into the wider economy, seems relatively impoverished, although without villages from earlier periods to compare, it is difficult to say whether inequality increased or decreased with the advent of the Anyang political community. In terms of intercommunity violence, the Shang lineage-based political system of alliance and hierarchy both widely co-opted coercive resources and, at the same time, was vulnerable to rebellion and counteralliance. The desire to concentrate and control coercive resources may partially explain Anyang’s enormous size and the ubiquity of weapons. At the village scale, Guandimiao’s small size and lack of defenses suggest the possibility of a disarmed rural landscape, but more village sites are required to support this conclusion.

        The Anyang political community and its regime of violence did not remain the same for the entire two hundred or so years of its existence. Roughly halfway through the Anyang period, perhaps due to military setbacks in the northwest (Xia 2005), the polity seems to have undergone a series of changes that spanned ritual, divination, economy, and politics (Keightley 1983; Jiang 2012; Campbell 2018). In general terms, the reorganization can be characterized as a move toward a systematization of ritual and political structures. It was during this time that Anyang reached its maximum extent, and industry expanded as well. It is possible that the Shang polity became more centralized and less heterarchical during this period (Keightley 1983; Jiang 2012), and it appears that human sacrifice decreased (Huang 2004; Campbell 2018). If these things are true, then it might be tempting to say that war led to an increase in centralization and hierarchy but a reduction in human sacrifice, apparently in support of the Tilly-Morris hypothesis. But such a conclusion would overlook the fact that interpolity conflict was a near-constant state of affairs during the Anyang period, that human sacrifice was figured as a public good and in any case not considered violence, that its reduction does not necessarily mean a reduction in the number of slaves, and that although mortuary expenditure appears to decrease over all, this seems to be accompanied by an increase in status inequalities (Campbell 2018). If the early Anyang experiment was an inegalitarian but broad-based and dynamic remaking of traditional practices of war, ritual, and community, the shock of military setback in the middle of the period seems to have prompted a shift toward increased centralization and hierarchy. For Shang Anyang, war was a constant, an apparent shock led to more inequality not less, and finally, in any case, the relationship between different forms of violence and various sociopolitical institutions at different scales, as I hope to have shown, can hardly be reduced to the simple formulas of the Tilly-Morris or Piketty-Scheidel models.

      
      
        Conclusion

        If power is either cooperative or coercive (“power with” or “power over”), it is logically apparent that two working to common purpose is more efficient than one attempting to coerce another to perform the same task against their will. Indeed, as Ostrom (1990, 2005) has shown, cooperation can be more efficient than competition, and, indeed, even coercive or competitive institutions like armies or markets rely on cooperation at some scale. Nevertheless, archaeological studies of social complexity have tended to overlook the ways in which consent is created and authority produced, in favor of focusing on domination, inequality, and sovereignty produced through terror and repression. Ironically, though archaeology’s state theory ultimately derives from writing concerned with the rise of nation-states, the crux of what caused this political form to be emulated around the world—the power generated by its enhanced and broadened sense of community—has been largely ignored in archaeological studies of social complexity (but see Smith 2003, 2011; Routledge 2013 for exceptions). Violence, whether figured as coercion, wanton destruction, dehumanization, or the effects of inequality, is corrosive of cooperation to the extent it is experienced as transgressive harm—and hegemonic structures of legitimation are never absolute. If violence in some form is likely an inescapable aspect of human society, its minimization is nevertheless the key problem of sociality. A society of individuals who act only in their own interests, with no compunction about dealing harm to achieve them, is, by definition, no society at all—only a system of monads all struggling to wield power at everyone else’s expense. While it may be true that the sporadic violence of wars and revolutions can wipe out the systemic violence generated by inequality, neither structured nor unstructured violence is optimal, and any new stable social equilibrium must be reached through some degree of consent. It is my contention that if the past has anything to teach us about possible futures, then studying how political communities were formed, their institutional bases, and their regimes of licit and illicit violence is a more useful endeavor for archaeology and ancient history than pseudostatistical investigations of the net increase or decrease of one form of violence vis-à-vis another operating under some supposed universal principles of unintended effect. Indeed, in a world where the affordances of new technologies have opened up both unprecedented possibilities for community and at the same time for hegemony, awareness that equity is both powerful and only won through intentional effort has never been more important.
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        Monopolizing the Means of Predation

        The Origins of the Andean Sacrifice State

      
      Darryl Wilkinson

      
      In this chapter I am mainly interested in how we conceptualize violence—and especially warfare—in our metanarratives of state formation (see also Murray and Leppard, this volume; Roderick Campbell, this volume; Roselyn Campbell, this volume). Whenever violence is seen as having a causal relationship to the rise of the state, there is a tendency to recapitulate the ideas of Carl von Clausewitz, an early-nineteenth-century Prussian general and military theorist best known for his dictum that war is the application of politics by other means. Clausewitz’s primary intellectual goal was the extension of Enlightenment thinking to the sphere of warfare. In particular, he was concerned with the idea that warfare should properly be a domain of rational action. This led him to “the principle of only applying so much force . . . in War as just sufficient for the attainment of the political object” (Clausewitz, cited in Reynolds 1978, 183). War for its own sake—detached from the optimized pursuit of specific policy goals—was thus perceived as irrational. In a Clausewitzian framework, Homo militaris therefore bears a certain resemblance to Homo economicus. Both are self-interested actors that seek to maximize their material advantages. The only significant difference is whether those interests are pursued through violence or commerce. Thus, the Enlightenment perspective on state formation assumes that the first elites, both political and economic, were those who successfully applied the principles of rational action to their own aggrandizement.

      Only coercive models of state formation make sense within a Clausewitzian framework. For example, Carneiro (1970) believed that no community ever freely relinquished its sovereignty (i.e., the ability to make their own decisions and to control their own resources). From such a premise, he reasoned that the state must always be birthed by violence, whether actual or threatened. Coercion is thus necessary for state formation, because it is only when faced with death or injury that ceding sovereignty becomes a “rational” choice. Despite Carneiro’s influence, few archaeologists today see state formation as a completely coercive process. But this does not mean that rationalistic assumptions have declined in popularity—quite the contrary, in fact. The current consensus is that the emergence of archaic states generally reflects a balance of contributory forces. As Stanish and Levine (2011, 13901–2; my emphasis) put it, the “twin strategies of war and trade have emerged as two of the key factors in archaic state building . . . They effectively lead to high levels of in-group cooperation to achieve material and political ends.” This is classic Clausewitz, along with a dose of Adam Smith.

      In the most cynical interpretations, the coercive origin of the state is little more than a means to further elite interests. Tilly (2002, 35) draws an explicit analogy with organized crime, suggesting that states are basically “protection rackets with the advantage of legitimacy.” From such a perspective, the first kings were little more than glorified mob bosses. Other takes on state formation—sometimes given the label “voluntaristic”—tend to emphasize its benefits for the community as a whole, which might be perceived or real. A classic voluntaristic narrative is Wittfogel’s (1957) interpretation of the state as an emergent response to the need for irrigation systems in semiarid environments (e.g., Mesopotamia). According to Wittfogel (1957, 26–27), the first hydraulic regimes coalesced through the “circumspection, resourcefulness, and integrative skill of the supreme leader and his aides,” rather than explicit appeals to violence. Here, the first rulers were less mob bosses and more the inaugural members of the professional managerial class. But it is important to recognize that almost all voluntarists still acknowledge some coercion as necessary for creating state authority. Morris (2014), for instance, sees the state as initially a product of coercion, but he also asserts that it persists because its rulers are “stationary” and so must provide some tangible benefits to those they manage. The alternative is a complete breakdown into factional squabbling over scarce resources. Put another way, coercion makes states, but it is voluntarism that holds them together. Ultimately, it is difficult to think of any scholar who completely rejects the role of coercion in state formation.

      For my purposes, what matters is the rationalistic assumptions that underpin all these models. To clarify, “rationalism” refers to the view that the actions of an individual or group tend to reflect their self-interest, with self-interest narrowly defined in terms of material resources that are deemed real from the perspective of the Western analyst. Things like agricultural land, mineral wealth, or labor all count as “real” resources. Moreover, rationalism also assumes that human actors optimize their self-interested behavior. Put another way, they tend to seek the greatest material gain for the least possible effort. For voluntarists and coercivists alike, there is no question that the state always serves someone’s rational interest, even if Tilly (2002) might draw the circle of beneficiaries quite narrowly (i.e., around the elites), whereas Morris (2014) would argue that it encompasses the majority of society.

      From the rationalist perspective on war promoted by Clausewitz, violence is never inherently desirable. While the undesirability of violence from the perspective of its victims might be taken for granted, for the perpetrators, violence is undesirable because it is costly. Thus, a mob boss wants his protection racket to proceed with the bare minimum of actual enforcement. If you can achieve the same level of compliance through fear, this is far cheaper and therefore preferable. You should only ever send in the heavies as a last resort. Precisely the same logic is applied to the rulers of ancient states, as exemplified in concepts like the Pax Romana, a long period of relative peace within Roman imperial history. As Morris (2014, 37) puts it, populations “who submitted without too much fighting got off more lightly . . . [whereas] the Romans reserved their real rage for people who surrendered but then changed their minds.” Thus, warfare is deployed mainly as a deterrent, and the implication is that there would be no need for state violence if everyone just did as they were told. For the rationalist-coercive state, the need for violence rises and falls with the obedience of its subject populations.

      Generally, archaeologists do their best to identify some rationalistic impetus for ancient conflicts. Yet it can sometimes be very difficult to interpret those conflicts in terms of the optimal acquisition of “real” resources. Whenever this occurs, such wars are euphemistically labeled as ritualistic. Ritual warfare is most commonly identified in Mesoamerica, mainly with respect to battles that seem to have been fought to acquire human captives for sacrifice. That said, most Mesoamericanists are skeptical toward the idea of purely ritualistic warfare. As Webster (2000, 105) puts it, there were “no ancient military traditions in complex societies . . . that did not combine ritual with the goal of strategic, political, or material advantage.” Note the implication here that ritual is something distinct from the pursuit of material advantage. But from the perspective of the ancient Mesoamericans, the blood of sacrificed captives was a very potent resource, essential to the maintenance of the cosmos (see also Swenson, this volume; Harrod and Martin, this volume). From an emic perspective, then, Mesoamerican sacrificial warfare was entirely about the pursuit of material advantage. Statements such as Webster’s highlight precisely why the concept of ritual war is basically a euphemism. The label is used when the Western analyst considers the resources over which the war is being fought to lack a basis in reality.

      It is important to recognize that the concept of ritual warfare does not challenge the paradigm of Enlightenment rationalism; quite the opposite. Clausewitz never suggested that war was inherently rational, only that it should be. Thus irrational (i.e., ritual) warfare is simply the other side of the Clausewitzian coin. Archaeology still struggles to think of warfare outside the intellectual prism of the Enlightenment. This is especially true when it comes to state formation, because, as I have suggested, states are usually seen as inherently rational (i.e., they are always furthering someone’s material self-interest). From this point of view, ritual warfare that leads to state formation is a contradiction in terms. If violence promotes the emergence of a state, then ipso facto it ceases to be purely ritualistic—and must also be “political.” Such reasoning is, of course, entirely circular. In this chapter I attempt a different approach, setting aside the rationalistic assumptions of both the voluntaristic and coercive models. In particular, I will argue that forms of warfare that seem irrational from the perspective of the Enlightenment (see Brück 1999) can actually be central to state formation processes. Geographically, I will focus on the same regions as did Carneiro (1970)—the central Andes and Amazonia—but ultimately to provide a very different narrative of state origins.

      
        On Ontogenetic Warfare

        At this point, I wish to introduce the concept of ontogenetic warfare. In anthropology, ontogeny refers to the means by which people make themselves and others. For instance, in some contexts gift exchange can be considered an ontogenetic practice. As detailed in various classics of anthropology (e.g., Strathern 1988), the giving and receiving of gifts is especially vital to how people are produced in Melanesia. In the Melanesian context, gift exchange does not simply contribute to the production of individual biographies and reputations, it is constitutive of the entire social field itself. There is no more paradigmatic act of sociality. By contrast, it seems inappropriate to speak of gift exchange in such profound terms when discussing Western societies. If gift exchange in Melanesia is how people are brought into being, in the West it is just something that people do.

        My point here is not to draw a binary distinction between modern and so-called traditional societies but simply to highlight that ontogeny is something that varies across time and place. In some contexts, for instance, the maintenance of bounded corporeal purity can be one of the most significant ways of reproducing the self. Here, the South Asian varna (i.e., “caste”) system is probably the exemplary case, with its complex regulation of ingested substances and strict codes governing body-to-body contact. Again, this does not mean that bodily purity has no value in either the West or Melanesia, but we might hesitate to call it ontogenetic in these latter contexts. Under late capitalism, shopping (i.e., consumption) has seemingly emerged as a dominant form of ontogeny (e.g., Miller 1997). That is, we construct our identities through the purchasing of goods and services that cumulatively define us. Such practices have long been tied to the cultivation of taste and, by extension, class identity, but they have more recently been seen as constitutive of all forms of modern identity, including race, gender, and religion (see Graeber 2011). Even our existence as ethical beings is increasingly tied to our consumptive choices—through everything from buying fair-trade coffee to contributing to carbon emission offsetting schemes. Shopping per se is hardly specific to late capitalism, but ontogenetic shopping might be. So, when I say that I am concerned with ontogenetic warfare, I mean warfare that is essential to the making of persons, and by extension the broader social domains those persons inhabit.

        Some concrete examples might be useful here. Warfare in the lowland neotropics (i.e., Amazonia) has received a great degree of theoretical attention from anthropologists over the years. Perhaps best known is the work of the ethnographer Clastres (1987, 2010), who saw warfare as inherent to the sociality of nonstate society and as the best means to actively resist the emergence of state power. In Clastres’s (2010, 277) words, “the more war there is, the less unification there is, and the best enemy of the state is war.” Fausto (1999) has described the phenomenon of “familiarizing predation” among similar Amazonian groups, whereby violence toward outsiders is the indispensable means through which the self is continuously reproduced. Speaking specifically of the Parakanã of Brazil, he points out that within the kin group relations are normatively peaceful and based on reciprocal exchanges. However, this kin-based “sphere of sociality is . . . an ens incompletum (incomplete being), incapable of self-reproduction in isolation” (Fausto 1999, 948). To fully realize their personhood, the Parakanã, like many other Tupí-Guaraní peoples, must therefore adopt predatory relations toward outsiders (i.e., their enemies). In practice, such predation implies recurrent warfare and associated practices like headhunting and cannibalism, which allow for the enemy’s subjective vitality to be consumed. So, according to Fausto (1999, 937), the “constitution of complete persons depends on the acquisition, always renewed, of qualities from the outside, in the form of names, songs, or the souls of enemies.” In such societies, warfare is not just a socially meaningful act, nor is it an identity-making practice in which some individuals happen to engage. Instead, it is the primary method of making persons and the social worlds they inhabit. This is precisely what I mean by ontogenetic warfare.

      
      
        The Phenomenon of Predatory Egalitarianism

        What has ontogenetic warfare got to do with state formation? Some Amazonian societies typified by predatory relations with outsiders are also notable for being highly egalitarian. This characteristic is especially evident in Clastres’s (1987; 2010) work, where certain Indigenous Amazonian groups are presented as antistate societies, forever haunted by the possibility of coercive authority, something to which they are implacably opposed. That said, Clastres’s account does not actually apply to large swaths of lowland South America. For instance, speakers of Arawak languages are historically associated with much more hierarchical modes of social organization and in particular hereditary forms of leadership (Santos-Granero 2002). Moreover, some have also argued that the egalitarianism that figures in so many classic Amazonian ethnographies was largely a product of the demographic collapse triggered by colonialism (e.g., Ruedas 2004, 1–2). However, I am not interested in Clastres’s society-against-the-state as a generic description of “primitive society,” much less Indigenous Amazonia. Even if such egalitarianism were entirely a product of certain mid-twentieth-century historical conditions, there would remain an anthropological imperative to understand how it worked. In what follows, I wish to think about “predatory egalitarianism” as a historical phenomenon, rather than some window on the State of Nature.

        Although egalitarian societies in Amazonia typically had leaders, Clastres insists that such individuals possessed prestige, not power. Chiefs were noted for their oratorical skill and generosity, but they did not give orders, and if they tried, no one followed them (Clastres 1987, 29). If chiefs ever did take on autocratic airs, their “subjects” would simply abandon them or, in some cases, kill them (Clastres 1987, 170). It was only during warfare that something approximating centralized authority was permitted (Clastres 1987, 168). In the heat of battle there is little time for consensus-building or oral persuasion, and so orders must be obeyed. But these episodes of military autocracy were necessarily fleeting and did not persist postbellum. Certain Amazonian societies, particularly the Cubeo and the Jivaro, also preferred to keep separate military and civic leadership. Alongside the war chiefs, who only exercised power in combat situations, there were civic leaders who worked through purely consensual means (Clastres 1987, 29). In addition to being politically decentralized, groups like the Parakanã were also highly egalitarian in terms of material wealth. Although their relationships with outsiders were predicated on acts of warlike predation, internal relationships were regulated according to a strong ethos of sharing (Fausto 1999). Some leaders might have been able to accumulate more resources through the practice of polygyny, but the requirements of prestige compelled them to give almost all of it away. It was thus very unusual for significant wealth disparities to emerge (Clastres 1987, 36).

        All the classically egalitarian societies of Amazonia seem to have exhibited something akin to familiarizing predation and ontogenetic warfare. However, some predatory societies were more hierarchical, and so deviated from Clastres’s ideal of the society-against-the-state. For instance, the Chiriguano of the Gran Chaco are recorded as having hereditary dynasties and even monarchs, although the latter term is probably something of an exaggeration (see Combès and Lowrey 2006, 696–97). Yet it is interesting that hierarchical organization in Amazonia is most strongly associated with speakers of Arawak languages. This is important, because Arawak peoples typically exhibit little or no reliance on familiarizing predation, or by extension, ontogenetic warfare (Heckenberger 2002, 111–12). To be clear, this does not mean that Arawak peoples were more peaceable, just that their military activities were not central to the production of personhood (Santos-Granero 2002, 45). Thus, at the broadest levels of generalization, predation and egalitarianism seem to correlate in Amazonia.

        Yet this historical association between predation and egalitarianism is not just a feature of Indigenous Amazonian societies. Perhaps surprisingly, pirates are veritable paragons of egalitarianism, specifically the pirate companies that flourished in the Caribbean between the mid-1600s and mid-1700s CE. Although pirates are often represented as fearsome tyrants, this popular stereotype of the pirate bears little resemblance to reality. We are largely indebted to the detailed work of the historian Marcus Rediker (1981, 2004) for most of our empirical documentation of pirate culture. First, let us consider their economic egalitarianism. The primary resource-base of any pirate company is the plunder it obtains through violence. Even alimentary needs are met secondarily through the income derived from violent acts of plunder. In general, the spoils were distributed among the members of a pirate company according to a share system. An ordinary crewmember received one share. More senior members of the crew, such as the quartermaster, were given one-and-a-half shares. The captain, most senior of all, only received two shares (Rediker 2004, 70). The lodgings and food of pirate captains, quite unlike their counterparts in the navy or merchant marine, were also modest and little different to those of ordinary crewmembers (Rediker 2004, 65). For those seeking a more statistical representation, an ordinary pirate company with a membership of ninety individuals (a fairly typical size) would have had a Gini coefficient of only 0.023. By any standard this is a remarkably equal income distribution.

        Pirate companies also epitomized democratic governance. Again, we need to set aside any lingering stereotypes of unruly brawlers and cutthroats and recognize that most pirate companies were governed according to a very clear set of rules. Pirate captains possessed few autocratic powers, and their decisions were often subject to veto by other officers, especially the quartermaster (Rediker 2004, 65–66). Even then, many matters were eventually put to a general vote, with the officers compelled to carry out the majority’s will. Moreover, captains and quartermasters were usually directly elected by the crew and subject to removal in the event of a vote of no confidence (Rediker 2004, 68–69). When it came to matters of discipline, pirates seem to have entirely rejected the quasi-monarchical principle that “the captain’s word is law.” The quartermaster (not the captain) was generally responsible for maintaining order, and even then, it was common for the crew to assert their right to hold a vote on how to punish any given infraction (Rediker 2004, 76). Interestingly, the descriptions of the punishments themselves were often laced with explicit mockery of terrestrial political institutions. For example, serious transgressions were sometimes punished by making the offender the “Governor of an Island” (i.e., marooning them; Rediker 2004, 75). Despite the fact that pirates lived through the violent appropriation of others’ resources, they were extremely intolerant of internal theft and predation, which was sometimes punishable by death (Rediker 1981, 211–12). The only autocratic government permitted by a pirate company was during a battle, in which context a captain did have virtually unchecked authority (Rediker 1981, 209). Indeed, it seems military leadership was the primary function of pirate captains, since all other matters were typically left to the care of the quartermaster.

        So far, we have seen that pirates were highly egalitarian in terms of how they distributed wealth and in their principles of decentralized and democratic governance. Perhaps even more remarkable were their unusual attitudes (for the time) toward race. According to one study of twenty-three pirate companies in operation between 1715 and 1726, the typical pirate crew was between 25 and 30 percent Black (i.e., descended from enslaved Africans; Kinkor 2001, 201). Even though the plantation societies of the early colonial Caribbean were some of the most rigidly racialized hierarchies ever known, such terrestrial inequalities were not found in piratedom. Pirate companies were typically administered through written constitutions that laid out the rules of the company and the basic principles by which it was governed. Yet unlike the Constitution of the United States, which defined a slave as “three-fifths” of a free person, the surviving governing documents of pirate companies contain no hint of racial distinctions. By all accounts, Black pirates received precisely the same share as other crewmembers and also enjoyed equal voting rights (Kinkor 2001, 200). Moreover, there are multiple recorded instances of Black captains in command of predominantly white pirate crews (Kinkor 2001, 200).

        My point here is not all that subtle. In several important respects, Caribbean pirates are conspicuously similar to the highly egalitarian societies of Amazonia. In both cases we see a general lack of wealth inequality coupled with a strict ethos of internal sharing. We also see a similar intolerance for centralized power and a general preference for consensus-based decision-making. Moreover, the dual offices of the quartermaster and the captain provide an almost uncanny echo of the distinction between peace chiefs and war chiefs. Quartermasters were responsible for the day-to-day management of a pirate ship, although their leadership was always subject to democratic oversight. Captains, by contrast, only had command during a battle, and this was necessarily autocratic in character. Clastres (1987, 29) describes such systems of dual leadership in several Amazonian contexts, but it is widely attested across the Indigenous Americas. In either case, the same principle is being put into practice: military leadership is a necessary evil. During warfare, consensus-based politics must sometimes be abandoned in favor of coercive authority, but this is inherently dangerous. It is important, therefore, to make sure that such temporary rule never becomes permanent. Separating civic leadership from military leadership is thus a sensible precaution.

        Elevated suspicion toward military leadership can be found in many times and places. The Roman Republic—by no means an egalitarian society—usually invested absolute authority in military commanders only during moments of acute crisis. Such commanders were known as dictators, a temporary magistracy limited in duration to no more than six months. Under normal circumstances, the consuls, the two most senior magistrates, held mutual powers of veto. At the same time, the plebeian tribune was able to veto any act of the consuls, as well as those of the lesser magistrates. Only the acts of a dictator were exempt from veto by another official of the republic. According to its own mythology, the Roman polity began as a monarchy, which, due to its tyrannical character, was eventually overthrown. Yet despite their general aversion to monarchy, republican intellectuals explicitly understood the dictatorship as an expression of kingly power (Kalyvas 2007). Cicero, for example, saw it as a necessary constitutional provision, tolerable only because it was temporary (Kalyvas 2007, 417). It seems that, time and again, many societies have settled on the idea that military leadership is the only acceptable form of autocracy, and even then, only when it is fleeting. By Cicero’s time, the Roman Republic already had a long history of war with its neighbors, not to mention itself, and had clearly become a profoundly inegalitarian polity. And yet, despite several centuries of state formation, there was still a residual (albeit ultimately ineffectual) suspicion of military leadership as the path to autocracy.

        Not only did Caribbean pirates exhibit a strong ethos of internal equality and political decentralization comparable to many lowland Amazonian societies, their relationships with outsiders were also highly predatory. In fact, Caribbean pirate companies may well represent the most predatory human communities ever recorded. They relied entirely on violently obtained plunder for their survival—and since they were overwhelmingly comprised of men, they were incapable of autonomous biological reproduction. Social reproduction among pirates was therefore tied to acts of predation, where, upon seizing a prize vessel, they would typically invite its crew to join their company—an offer that many accepted.

        I must emphasize here that I am not using “predatory” as a rhetorical or moralizing term. Predation is a structural condition in which a community is dependent on the resources of others for its social reproduction and extracts those resources through nonreciprocal means (e.g., conflict rather than gift exchange). Predation is also opportunistic and short-term, and so by definition excludes permanent forms of unequal resource-extraction, such as tribute or taxation. Certain Amazonian societies are predatory in that, in order to fully generate their personhood, they must acquire the subjective life force of outsiders through acts of warfare. Pirates are predatory in that they depend for their livelihoods on the plunder of other ships, from which they obtain commodities that have market value. Obviously, a Caribbean pirate and a Parakanã individual are seeking very different resources when they perpetrate violence against others—bodily trophies versus a ship’s cargo, for example. But even if there is a deep ontological gap between the two, the structural condition of predation itself is shared.

        If predation is a structural condition, so too is egalitarianism. How then might one of these structural forms work to reinforce the other? Obviously, there is the crudely pragmatic consideration that, in both Amazonia and piratedom, leaders who aspire to tyranny often end up dead. In such social contexts, personal ambition can be a dangerous thing. But it seems to me that this is not a particularly satisfactory explanation. All leaders ultimately run the risk of assassination, even those who live within extremely hierarchical societies. In medieval Europe, kings were deposed all the time—and yet the goal was almost always to replace them with another king. The real question is: what leads a community to reject kingship altogether, rather than just seek a more benevolent class of ruler?

        An interesting characteristic of societies that exhibit predatory egalitarianism is the degree to which they tend to democratize participation in the means of destruction (i.e., violence against outsiders). In the Amazonian context, all young men are basically warriors by definition (Clastres 2010, 279), and participation in violence against outsiders is considered essential to the production of masculine personhood. Similarly, although the induction of new members into a pirate company usually entailed swearing an oath of loyalty, it seems that initiatory violence was also vital to the making of a pirate. According to one captain, a new member of the crew had to “learn to smell gunpowder” (Thomas Cocklyn, cited in Rediker 2004, 79) in order to be fully accepted into the company. Moreover, in both Amazonia and piratedom, cowardice in battle ranked among the greatest of all possible moral transgressions.

        So, what unites these disparate predatory communities is the principle that everyone—or at least all men—are able to carry out acts of predation. In fact, general participation in violence against outsiders is not only permitted but expected. If predation is the primary means through which value is produced for the community, and it is genuinely available to all, it follows that all men contribute to the production of the same kind of value, and in the same way. There is perhaps the potential for gender inequality here (see Leppard and Murray, this volume), but not between socioeconomic classes. In a recent comparative analysis of how inequalities are justified in different times and places, Thomas Piketty (2020, 51–61) points to the nature of hierarchy in what he calls “trifunctional societies.” By this he means communities that would elsewhere be termed feudal, typified by a division into three estates: the clergy, the nobility, and the commons. Fundamentally, the three estates are distinguished by what they do. The clergy (oratores) pray, or more broadly mediate between earthly society and the realm of the divine. The nobility (bellatores) fight, and so monopolize the domain of martial prowess and chivalric prestige. Finally, the commons (laboratores) work; that is, they provide for the material needs of society as a whole. What distinguishes these three classes, and what creates the (emic) justification for the inequality between them, is the fact that they each produce a very different kind of social value. From this basic divergence in value production, all manner of material and political inequalities are created and sustained. Yet in the context of predatory egalitarianism, predation is the primary means of value production, and as a rule, all men get to be a predator. Captains and chiefs might fulfill certain organizational functions when it comes to violence, but they are not distinguished from their fellows in terms of the fundamental act of predation itself. It seems that in such a context, it is very difficult for hierarchy to take root. The moral principle that everyone fights, and everyone gets a share, is difficult to resist.

      
      
        A Model of State Formation in the Ancient Americas

        How might a society typified by predatory egalitarianism find itself on a path toward greater hierarchy and centralization? In this final section, I wish to outline a model of state formation that builds on my previous arguments. If a group were to successfully monopolize the act of predation, making it the exclusive preserve of a small elite, then they would be sole participants in this particular mode of value creation. This very possibility was raised by Clastres (2010, 300–301) himself, who asked, “Could the warrior group, as a specialized organ of the social body, become a separate organ of political power?” In other words, could a situation arise wherein the interests of warriors diverge from the interests of society as a whole? We are talking about a process whereby a society in which every adult male is a warrior becomes one where there is instead a warrior aristocracy. Thus, adult males who stand outside this elite class (i.e., the majority) are no longer able to participate in ontogenetic warfare. They do not necessarily cease to be full persons as a result, but their personhood becomes tied to other nonmartial practices. Predation thereby becomes an exclusive practice, where it had once been a more democratic one. The fruits of predation remain vital to the community’s general ability to socially reproduce itself, but the type of personhood it now sustains is of a more elite kind.

        Such a model at least seems to approximate several trajectories of early state formation in the ancient Andes. Around 1500 BCE, explicitly martial themes appear in Andean iconography for the first time, in direct association with monumental architecture. The best-known example is the carved façade of the Cerro Sechín complex, located on the coast of what is now Peru and dated to around 1465 BCE (Pozorski and Pozorski 2018, 359). In the Andean sequence, the iconography of Cerro Sechín is both striking and unprecedented. It depicts at least seven warriors, identifiable by the fact that they are carrying clubs and all wearing some sort of helmet (see Tello 1943, 145–46). Surrounding these warriors are grisly scenes of human body parts, including piled decapitated heads, extracted internal organs, and rows of disembodied eyeballs. Several of the nonwarrior anthropomorphs even appear to have been bisected across the waist, with their intestines spilling out in front of them (see figure 2.1). Yet the hypermartial imagery found at Cerro Sechín was somewhat unusual for its time. Apart from a few exceptional petroglyphs (e.g., Bischof 1994, 215), the only comparable representation is the adobe frieze from the near-contemporaneous site of Garagay, in which shield-bearing warriors are depicted (Burger 1992, 65). There would be relatively few depictions of human warriors in the central Andes over the subsequent 1,500 years.
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            Figure 2.1. Selected examples of the iconography from the façade at Cerro Sechín: (top) depictions of warriors and (bottom) depictions of sacrificial victims and a stack of trophy heads.

          
        
        A far more “successful” iconographic motif, however, was the theme of animal predation. During the final centuries of the Initial period (ca. 1500–900 BCE), the same coastal societies that were conducting their short-lived experiments with warrior imagery were also developing a growing repertoire of supernatural creatures that were notably “red in tooth and claw.” Unlike the early warrior imagery, which found little traction, the supernatural predators went viral. The predatory fauna associated with the stone-carved monuments of the later Chavín phenomenon (Burger 1992) are among the best-known examples. In particular, felines, snakes, crocodilians, raptorial birds, spiders, and large crustaceans all became dominant in the visual culture of the central Andes throughout the first millennium BCE. Yet despite the unpopularity of explicit depictions of war, there are multiple signs that the widespread cosmological interest in animal predation was a veil for real acts of human violence that were, for some reason, not explicitly shown. For instance, various Cupisnique artifacts show what appear to be multiple human trophy heads tied up in net bags and being carried around by monstrous arachnids (Cordy-Collins 1992, 211–12). Although the bioarchaeological evidence for human trophies before 100 CE is still limited (Verano 2008), the iconographic evidence suggests that headhunting was nonetheless occurring. Moreover, recent bioarchaeological data sets are increasingly corroborating what many scholars have long suspected from the iconography. For example, excavations at the monumental site of Pacopampa in the northern highlands of Peru have revealed evidence for six decapitated crania, all from adult men, with multiple dates that range between 500 BCE and 450 CE (Nagaoka et al. 2019). Despite not showing any images of anthropomorphic warriors, the site of Pacopampa does offer an extensive corpus of predator-themed imagery, with a particular focus on snakes and felines (Chocano Morales 2007). Thus, during the period 1500 BCE to 100 CE, the central Andes saw the expansion of a cosmological matrix in which human warriors—who were explicitly likened to predatory animals—frequently acquired human trophies from their enemies via warfare (see Lau 2004). This phenomenon was probably analogous, at least in broad terms, to the practices of familiarizing predation and ontogenetic warfare that have been ethnohistorically documented for Amazonia. But why so few direct depictions of warriors or warfare? Why only show the products of war (e.g., trophy heads), or cloak it in the “metaphor” of animal predation?

        I stated above that the militaristic imagery found at Cerro Sechín and Garagay was rare. It would perhaps be more accurate to say that these sites were a thousand years ahead of their time. By the onset of the Early Intermediate period (ca. 200–700 CE) we see a major florescence in warrior imagery throughout the central Andes (Lau 2004, 164–65). Depictions of warriors and combat scenes are especially prevalent in the iconography of the Moche, where they are associated with explicit scenes of human sacrifice (Quilter 2008). The Recuay, who inhabited the highlands immediately to the east of the Moche, appear to have been equally invested in militaristic imagery (Lau 2011, 191–96). It is important to note that the aforementioned theme of supernatural predatory animals does not disappear at this time; however, it is increasingly interwoven with the depiction of warriors, sacrificial acts, and the acquisition of bodily trophies. This phenomenon is especially evident in the ever more frequent depiction of decapitator entities and sacrificer beings. Such monstrous creatures are usually hybrids of human warriors and ferocious animals, often carrying knives and trophy heads about their persons (see Cordy-Collins 1992).

        What exactly had changed by the Early Intermediate period? To reiterate, the taking of human trophies, and violence organized for this express purpose, seems to have been already ancient by 100 CE. Moreover, the fascination with animal predation was also well established in Andean iconography long before the Early Intermediate period. Thus, the advent of warrior imagery does not correlate with the emergence of either warriors or warfare as important aspects of social reproduction in the central Andes. So, what does it correlate with? The answer, I would suggest, is hierarchy. In the Andes, the period between 1500 BCE and 100 CE is distinctive in that there is extensive evidence for monumental art and architecture as well as population centers that might qualify for the label “urban” (depending on whom one asks). However, parallel evidence for social stratification during this time period is conspicuously weak. If we take mortuary evidence as the “gold standard” when it comes to archaeological proxies for social hierarchy, there is virtually no evidence for any real stratification prior to 800 BCE. Things do begin to change after 800 BCE, where for the first time in the Andes, we see a (small) number of elite tombs with caches of gold artifacts (Burger 1992, 203–6). But it is only after 100 CE that we encounter a veritable explosion in socioeconomic stratification. The apotheosis of this trajectory is seen in the Moche tombs excavated at Sipán, which date to ca. 100–300 CE and are widely interpreted as “royal” burials (Alva 2001). The spectacular levels of concentrated wealth represented by these interments is without parallel in the ancient Americas. Significant levels of mortuary stratification have been identified in Recuay contexts as well (Grieder 1978, 51–58), particularly at the site of Pashash (Lau et al. 2023), although to a lesser extent than we see for their Moche contemporaries.

        The ancient Nasca, located on the southern coast of what is now Peru, offer a more fine-grained instance of the model proposed here. On ceramics from the Early Nasca period (ca. 100–400 CE) there are multiple iconographic representations of human trophy heads, usually in association with entities known as “mythical beings.” These creatures, such as the Mythical Killer Whale and Horrible Bird, were typically based on powerful animal predators or possessed some of their attributes (Proulx 2001). Bioarchaeological evidence also confirms the existence of actual trophy heads during the Early Nasca period (Browne et al. 1993, 276–77; Verano 2008, 1056). However, depictions of human warriors and scenes of combat are relatively rare in Early Nasca iconography. Yet, by Middle and Late Nasca times (ca. 400–700 CE), martial imagery became much more common. Trophy heads were still depicted but now they were directly associated with representations of human warriors (Browne, Silverman, and García 1993, 277–78). Most interesting of all, this shift toward a more militaristic iconographic style coincided with a sharp rise in social stratification, as evidenced by the mortuary record (Silverman and Proulx 2002, 238–68). The takeaway here is that martial iconography does not exist just because warfare exists, or even because warfare is socially important. Instead, anthropomorphic depictions of warfare correlate with the emergence of an elite warrior class that increasingly sought to monopolize martial activities—activities that had previously been more democratically distributed. Thus, the purpose of warrior iconography in this context was not to valorize warfare per se but to recode martial activities as the domain of aristocratic elites, rather than men in general. This would explain why warriors are constantly depicted with fancy and elaborate regalia in Moche, Recuay, and Nasca imagery (Lau 2004; Quilter 2008, 217–20)—all the better to emphasize the exclusivity of such practices. Again, the Nasca provide an excellent illustration of the model. As Nasca societies became more hierarchical, the regalia of the warriors depicted in their iconography seems to have become increasingly elaborate (see Proulx 2001).

        To return one last time to the question of rationality, the point is not that the Andean sacrificial state was irrational, so much as that its rational basis flowed from fundamentally different premises about the nature of reality. In other words, if you believe the blood of sacrificed war captives sustains the cosmos, then the actions of the ancient Andean state made perfect sense. But Clausewitz (and Carneiro after him) construe what is rational in line with their Enlightenment assumptions about the nature of reality. From an Enlightenment perspective, then, ancient American warfare seems irrational, because the material resources it focuses on are things that, for Carneiro, do not exist, hence the euphemistic label of “ritual.” But all wars are resource wars, and by “ritual warfare,” we simply mean wars fought over resources we do not accept as valid. It would thus be better if we abandoned the concept, since it obscures much more than it illuminates.

      
      
        Conclusion

        In sum, the new narrative of Andean state formation I am proposing runs as follows. By around 1000 BCE, a cosmological matrix of predatory warfare had become widespread across the central Andes. As was the case in much of lowland Amazonia in later times, ontogenetic warfare was a dominant mode for the production of personhood, and conflicts were frequently waged against outsider groups for the acquisition of bodily trophies (especially heads). These societies were structurally similar to those I have interpreted as exemplifying “predatory egalitarianism.” In other words, the means of predation were largely democratized and probably available to the vast majority of adult males. Accordingly, there was limited evidence for either wealth inequality or the centralization of power. However, by around 100 CE, several societies found themselves on a rather different path. In particular, some warrior groups seem to have coalesced into an aristocratic class that successfully monopolized ontogenetic warfare, thereby excluding the majority of the population from a prestigious means for the production of personhood—and the creation of social value in general. In some cases, it seems that this process of monopolization was based on the construction of monumental theaters for carrying out sacrifice ceremonies. It was no longer sufficient to simply kill one’s enemy and acquire their vitality in the field. Instead, the whole process had to be sanctified in huge ceremonial killing complexes, often walled off and under the control of urban elites. According to Swenson (2012), in some Moche contexts the act of sacrifice required sanctification by elite women. Thus, female aristocrats were also able to distinguish themselves from their commoner counterparts in terms of how they produced social value.

        Some final caveats are necessary. The narrative I am offering here is neither universal nor teleological. In the Andes, the Moche represent the epitome of the hierarchical “predator state.” But other Andean communities retained their commitment to a more egalitarian mode of predation for centuries, thus avoiding anything resembling a state. I think the Nasca, especially before 500 CE, exemplify the refusal to go down this path of greater centralization and hierarchy. It is true that the Nasca exhibited more Moche-like characteristics after 500 CE, but even then only to a limited degree. Moreover, this model for state formation is not applicable to the Indigenous Americas as a whole, nor even the ancient Andes. For instance, the Inca State was clearly not built on a war machine that revolved around trophy-taking or captive sacrifice. As a rule, predator states are not especially concerned with the acquisition and government of foreign lands. That is not why they mainly go to war. Moche, Recuay, and Nasca polities were all very small, even by ancient standards. We would therefore need different narratives to explain the emergence of territorially expansive states and empires. Moving beyond South America, I think the model also works reasonably well for several Mesoamerican states, which seem to have had a similar focus on elite-dominated warfare, and cities geared toward the public sacrifice of captives. Interestingly, prior to the Aztecs, Mesoamerican polities were also fairly modest in size. But other shifts toward greater hierarchy and centralization—such as the Chaco phenomenon in the US Southwest—appear to reflect altogether different logics.

        The present volume asks an important and fundamental question: what is the relationship between violence and inequality? In this chapter, I have argued that we cannot characterize any such relationship without first looking at the structural conditions in which violence exists. In the ancient Americas, violence, and specifically warfare, were often essential to the constitution of personhood and to the maintenance of the social fabric more generally. But where access to such violence was democratically distributed—as in predatory egalitarianism—it seems to have worked to actively suppress hierarchies and the emergence of centralized authority. When warfare became the monopoly of an elite few (i.e., the predator state), we see the opposite outcome. In such cases, violence instead becomes the foundation of a much more centralized political order and increasingly glaring disparities in wealth. Thus, the question of how violence contributes to inequality depends very much on who is doing the violence.
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        Arenas of Alterity and the Aesthetics of Religious Violence

      
      Edward Swenson

      
      The inherent physical effects of violence to inhibit, harm, deny, and destroy can account for architecture’s central role in political domination (Foucault 1995; Pauketat 2009). Theorists have examined how everyday built environments, saturated with violence, naturalize and reproduce taken-for-granted inequalities. Alternatively, scholars have explored how violence creates distinctive places and attendant subjects removed from normative space-time. Farmer’s notion of structural violence (1996), Bourdieu’s theories on symbolic violence (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992), or Rodger’s concept of “infrastructural violence” (2012) all exemplify the first perspective, while Agamben’s spaces of exception and Foucault’s writings on “heterotopia” demonstrate how violence creates intense states of difference (Foucault 1986; Agamben 1995).1

      Drawing in part from the second theoretical framework foregrounding difference, I argue that the rituals and aesthetics of violence that underwrote the design of the ceremonial architecture of the Moche of ancient South America (200–800 CE) were intended to mediate relations with ontological others. In other words, Moche arenas of religious violence formed spaces of intense alterity, in which extreme otherness was encountered and harnessed to ensure the renewal of life, society, and cosmos. Moche temple buildings appear to have acted as enlivened and potentially dangerous beings that could directly perpetuate violent acts. No doubt, such spaces induced fear and compelled obedience; however, in most instances, the seduction of aesthetically charged buildings and the great ontological others they embodied played a more critical role in structuring and sustaining relations of exploitation than coercive force. Indeed, the Moche case study reveals the lack of any one-to-one correspondence between violence, coercion, and inequality. As discussed in the conclusion of the chapter, this realization invites criticism of the generalizing arguments of Carneiro, Morris, Piketty, and Scheidel (see Murray and Leppard, this volume) that violence leads inevitably to the erosion of power asymmetries or to increased inequality facilitating the formation of hierarchical political institutions. This realization also serves to demonstrate that decentering humans as the sole bearers of political agency can permit more nuanced understandings of the historically situated role of violence in the creation of social and ontological difference—and the inequalities the latter possibly engendered. The Moche case study confirms that the ontologies and cosmologies of a given society largely dictated the spatial and architectural parameters of at once beautiful, sacred, and conspicuously violent religious edifices.

      Nevertheless, my examination of Moche ritual violence also intends to promote cross-cultural comparison and to support a general theory to explain why religious locales were often associated with bloodshed and death. My argument rests on the premise that ritual architecture commonly bridges distinct ontological realms and is thus charged with an aura of alterity. The liminal and transformative power of such heterotopias can, in part, explain the prominence of violent aesthetics and the central role of bloodshed in the design of different ceremonial constructions. The sanguinary temple may not directly compare with concentration camps or anti-immigrant walls (imprisoning, dehumanizing, or keeping others out), but religious architecture nonetheless also commonly embodied an awesome alterity that equally shaped political subjects and enforced culturally particular structures of inequality in past societies. Of course, the “other” materialized in temples did not consist of deviants, enemies, or the condemned, but powerful, ontologically removed, often transcendent beings. Ultimately, my analysis reveals how theories on alterity, sacrifice, and the political (developed by scholars as varied as Sahlins [2008], Viveiros de Castro [1992], and Bataille [1989, 1990, (1957) 2001]), align rather remarkably with Moche religious thought.

      
        Religion, Sacrifice, and Communion with Others (Heterology)

        Scholars have argued that architecture serves as both an instrument and a metaphor of oppression. In a Latourian vein, Thrift remarks that “violence is not just channelled by objects but is, to a considerable degree, created by them” (2007, 278). Bataille viewed architecture as the ultimate source of political inequality, arguing that the ur-structure was not the house or temple, as commonly assumed by anthropologists, but the jail (Hollier 1989; Bataille [1925] 1998; see also Wilson 1991). This perspective departs from Foucault’s (1995) theory of the panoptic prison, a much later development in his view, and one representing the archetypical edifice of modern disciplinary societies. Regardless, geographers and anthropologists have long analyzed the oppressive power of the built environment to interdict, enforce, surveil, mystify, and alienate (cf. Lefebvre 1991). Analyses of this sort have spawned a number of novel heuristics to categorize repressive spaces, ranging from Augé’s “non-place” (2008), Gonzalez-Ruibal’s “abject places” (2008), and Giles’s “fourthspace” (2006). Most often, then, social scientists have focused on the deep structural foundations of emplaced violence as materialized in hidden infrastructures or the spaces of everyday state regulation. Although not involving direct pain or bloodshed—as evident in battlefields or war zones—scholars have also examined the more perspicuous violence wrought by building projects in late capitalism. For instance, Harvey (2012, 16) explores how the “creative destruction” of capitalism-driven urban restructuring has radically transformed the landscape and led to the dispossession of millions of poor and marginalized people. He notes that violence works spatially and “is required to achieve the new urban world on the wreckage of the old.”

        The violence inherent to infrastructures or urban renewal projects might seem to have little in common with great spectacles of bloodshed undertaken in sacrificial rites or celebrated in the art of diverse temple buildings. In fact, the widespread occurrence of sacred but highly violent spaces remains undertheorized (but see Swenson 2003, 2014; Bahrani 2008). Although cultural or ideological differences (and attendant problems of equifinality) might justify this general lack of theoretical generalization, the prevalence of violent ritual practices and temple aesthetics is remarkable at a cross-cultural scale of comparison, ranging from San Bartolo and Bonampak in the Maya world to the tombs of Ur, Shang attendant sacrifices, and the sculptures glorifying warfare on the walls of Angkor Wat (see Roderick Campbell, this volume; Roselyn Campbell, this volume; Harrod and Martin, this volume). Even religions in which deities transcended their creation and the need for sacrificial nourishment often rely on conspicuous spectacles of bloodshed, including aniconic Abrahamic religions. Thus, for example, Baroque churches are blood-drenched with crucifixes and tortured martyrs, while up to 200,000 lambs were sacrificed near the Second Temple during Passover (Montefiore 2011, 106).2

        Herrenschmidt’s (1982) distinction between symbolic and effective sacrifice provides a useful starting point for interpreting the differing ontological foundations of distinct sacrificial traditions. Symbolic (covenantal) sacrifice predominates in religions where an omnipotent creator deity (for instance, the Judeo-Christian god) stands apart from creation and does not require the material benefits accrued from sacrificing mortals to maintain the order of the cosmos. In contrast, sacrifice is deemed “effective” in religious systems (such as Vedic Brahmanism or Mesoamerican covenants of debt) according to which both humans and gods are subject to cosmic laws and energy transfers, an exchange regulated by priests as sacrificers (see Wilkinson, this volume).

        Whether providing charged arenas for symbolic or efficacious forms of sacrifice, temples fixed in place dramatic encounters with imposing ontological others (Eliade 1959, 25–27). Indeed, the amplified alterity of these places can often account not only for their special aesthetic treatment but also for the prominent role played by violence in spatially demarcating and activating the sanctuaries in question. Violence effects rupture and the transgression of ontological barriers, thereby facilitating communion and engagement with powerful beings (Bataille [1957] 2001, 17–18, 25). Sacrifice in particular opens portals to ontological others, creating a powerful conduit to cosmic “exteriority” and alterity necessary for the internal reproduction of society and cosmos (Viveiros de Castro 1992, 190–91; Sahlins 2008, 177, 185). As Harris remarks in her interpretation of Andean ritual violence (1994, 59): “it is restricted to the moment of liminality in the context of religious performance when adults enter into direct contact with the powers of the earth, the mountains and the ancestors, and it is preceded by the ritual suspension of normal activity, so that it is bracketed from everyday life.”

        While many different theories purporting to explain sacrifice’s underlying function have been proposed ranging from Robertson Smith’s communion and Tyler’s gift, to Mauss’s mediation or Bataille’s erotic fusion—they all recognize its critical role in transacting encounters with powerful others. The same could be said of the common emphasis placed on the communal meal integrating diverse beings in sacrificial repasts (Valeri 1985; Detienne and Vernant 1989). René Girard’s scapegoat theory (1977) also acknowledges the fundamental place of “the alter” in sacrifice. In his view, the “sacred of primitive religion rose out of the salutary transcendence of violence by violence . . . Since the sacrifice transformed an accursed outcast into the redeemer of a fractious community, the godhead assumed both the maleficent and beneficent aspects of violence” (Ciuba 1995, 77). The prominent role of the other is encapsulated in Girard’s theory since the “transgressor became the saviour . . . the most heinous was also the Child of God” (Ciuba 1995, 78). The ambivalent and often conflated relationship linking sacrificer and victim exemplifies the intense states of encounter and communion between radical others in sacrificial performances (Pizzato 2005). Aztec ixiptla sacrifices embodied both gods and slaves, abject retainers became guardian spirits, gladiators combined the criminal and heroic, while Jesus was at once man and god. In her exploration of mass bull sacrifice among the Kodi of Sumba, Hoskins (1993, 175) demonstrates that “the body is not simply the vessel left behind, emptied of the soul and quickly devoured, but part of a dynamic movement between polarities, from beast to man, from conquered to conqueror, from death to new life.”

        Writing about violent social transformation in general, Heidegger (1959, 151, 161) praised “the violent one” as “the creative man, who sets forth into the un-said, who breaks into the un-thought, compels the unhappened to happen and makes the unseen appear—this violent one stands at all times in venture.” Heidegger (1959, 161) perceived authors of violent acts as “boundary breakers” who exceeded the limits of the familiar and occupied a space described as apolis—transcending or exceeding historical emplacement (see also Casey 1997).3 Notwithstanding the reprehensible allusions to Hitler and Nazism, Heidegger’s position underscores the transformative power of violence to shatter boundaries separating ontological and social others, a generative process that creates new hierarchies of being (see also Bataille [1957] 2001; Campbell 2014).4 Indeed, sacrifice is commonly understood as a creative, dialectical act (Swenson 2014). At its fundament, then, politics and social renewal pivot on intersubjective dependencies linking variably conceived interior and exterior beings—and death and violence often mediate such relationships of becoming (Sahlins 2008). As Viveiros de Castro writes: “Since death exists, it is necessary for society to be linked with something that is outside itself—and that it be linked socially to the exterior . . . [A]ffinity will be used to domesticate this founding bond, the bond with death and exteriority” (1992, 190–91; see Sahlins 2008, 177). Sahlins concurs that affinity lies at the origins of politics and provided the elemental bond mediating the relationship between life and death, the inside and outside. Detienne and Vernant (1989) purport that sacrifice as much as marriage constitutes the heart of politico-religious thought, and their analysis of sacrifice in the Classical world identified the strong lineaments uniting it with hunting (predation), marriage, commensalism, and alterity in ancient Greek religion. In a similar vein, Sahlins (2008, 177) identifies “the same structures of the potency of alterity in a variety of political forms,” including sacrifice and the institution of the “stranger king,” that were all founded on “the experiential archetype of the transaction of vitality between consanguinal and affinal kindreds.”5 As discussed below, Moche sacrificial violence was also symbolically intertwined with sexual intercourse and eating, ritualized behaviors that jointly harnessed the fertilizing power of potent, exterior others.

        It thus stands to reason that temple buildings—literally containing and providing portals to “external sources of vitality” (Sahlins 2008, 188)—are predisposed to creative bloodshed that prescribed the rightful forms of communication with imposing beings and tapped the generative power of union with cosmic others.6 Such places are indeed “holy” or potentially “whole” in bundling together the sundry elements of the universe and providing a stage for dialectical intercourse with fearful, othering forces.7 Even the famed Temple of Jerusalem, housing the immaterial presence of God honored with burnt animal offerings, was purportedly built over the stone on Mount Moriah upon which Abraham attempted his sacrifice of Isaac. The eventual substitute sacrifice of the ram brought Abraham into God’s grace, and “Jews and other people of the Book believe that the Divine Presence has never left the Temple Mount. Jerusalem would become the superlative place for divine-human communication on earth” (Montefiore 2011, 33).

        Therefore, cross-culturally, religious edifices often serve as powerful heterotopias, a heuristic I employ to denote quite literally the intense alterity inhering in temple structures. Foucault’s (1986) hastily sketched but widely applied notion of heterotopia refers to places, such as fairgrounds, cemeteries, and cruise ships, removed from the quotidian rhythms of daily life. However, such arenas of extreme otherness often powerfully shape normative spaces and routines. Foucault argued that temples exemplify his subcategory of the “crisis heterotopia,” a quintessential place of alterity associated with rites of initiation and religious transformation. He differentiated this type from his second subcategory, heterotopias of “deviance.” As Samuels notes (2010, 67): “Temples make appealing heterotopia . . . delineating sacred from profane space to act as foci around which the social and spiritual worlds is ordered, a place in which things were juxtaposed in such a way as to prompt reflection on the nature of other places.” My usage of this term to describe loci of ontological otherness and sacred violence thus aligns more closely with Foucault’s understanding of places of crisis but differs from his “non-centered” heterotopias of deviance (asylums, prisons, brothels). Nor does it parallel Lefebvre’s meaning as marginal or contested places of potential resistance and social revolution (Harvey 2009). Heterotopic temples also differ from Agamben’s spaces of exception, places where laws are suspended and liberties and protections withdrawn to brutally create Homo sacer—condemned, abject individuals beyond sacrifice, life, or redemption. However, the tense interplay of violent excess and sublime, aestheticized order—as if combining Deleuze and Guattari’s smooth and striated space in one awesome construction—captures the ambivalence of many religious heterotopias as at once potentially beautiful, violent, terrifying, and even liberating.8

        As such, the heterotopic presupposes that ontological difference often lies at the very heart of inequality, in its many manifestations (see Wilkinson, this volume; Roselyn Campbell, this volume). Indeed, it was the feared authority of the powerful other that sanctioned sacrifice and the surrender of gifts to the temple, payment of tithes to priests, the punishment of tabooed transgressions, and the transposition of cosmic asymmetries to the social and political realm (see Swenson 2014). Violence occupies center stage in such heterotopic temple spaces; however, it does not take the form of brute coercion but acts instead as a creative mover and maker of worlds. In cultures characterized by ontological orders in which buildings were perceived as alive and mighty persons, the heterotopic force of such complexes—and the unequal dependencies they enforced—would have been especially intense.

      
      
        Religious Architecture as Living Others

        In light of the above discussion, the great power of religious monuments often lay in their capacity to house and even embody awesome ontological others. Indeed, in many Amerindian cultures, buildings were perceived as living, hungry, and metabolizing persons that incarnated the otherness of sacred beings. The cyclical dedication and termination rites of Mesoamerican or Moche temples suggest that buildings partook directly in the reciprocal sacrificial round, while also providing an arena for communication with venerated deities (Mock 1998; Sugiyama 2004). Such beliefs were not confined to the Americas. In Hinduism, “a temple was at once the house and body of the deity, its fabric the very substance of the divinity” (Rowland 1970, 274); “The rituals accompanying its entire construction, from its foundation through to the awakening of the image housed in the inner cella (garbha grha), all reinforced this identification” (Stuart-Fox and Reeve 2011, 107). The main shrines in the Indic world provided a beautiful abode for the gods who were bathed, clothed, and worshipped within. Offerings of incense, clarified butter, flowers, and other items (prasad) were eventually returned to the devotees, an act that bestowed the god’s grace along with the spiritual blessing afforded by direct eye contact with the enlivened image (darshan).

        Significantly, most congregants were denied direct access to the gods within temples, signaling the awesome otherness of divinities, and the necessity of priests to serve as intermediaries. The offerings and returned prasad of Hinduism differ from Mesoamerican theologies based on covenants of original debt (Hamann 2002). In such sacrificial covenants, creator beings and tutelary deities depended directly on nourishment from their followers, who were expected to continually repay debts to the divine autosacrifice that brought the cosmos (and social groups) into existence. Thus, effective forms of sacrifice were often predicated on distinct ontological and cosmological assumptions. In such traditions, the potential violence of temple buildings was based not simply on spatializing liminal encounters with ontological others but in embodying and enlivening terrifying otherness. For instance, the religious precincts of Polynesia, the marae, acted as living subjects that combined sundry elements of the world in a process analogous to ingestion, digestion, and reproduction (see Salmond 2009). Fixed in place by a sacred tree that summoned the gods, the marae lay at the interface of water and land and the cosmic frontier separating the mortal, subterranean, and celestial. They were apprehended as menacing and terrifying heterotopias where sacrifices of humans and animals were made into god-images in their elaborate houses. As conduits both to the realm of death and to the world of humanity above, marae formed dangerous contact points. Their stone constructions were described as “jawbones of the god,” and the “hungry architecture” consumed human and animal sacrifices (huahine) that were seeded in and between monoliths and slabs (Pollard 2013). Drawing from Polynesian analogs, Pollard (2013, 190) interprets the peculiar configuration and complex phases of ritual renovation at Neolithic Avebury in a similar light: “Perhaps through its creation and inhabitation by supernatural agencies, periodically or otherwise, Avebury became another of those silent, awe-inspiring, and terrifying places that could absorb and transform, and which lay at the interface of different cosmic realms.” Fagan (2017) has similarly interpreted the circular stone temples of Göbleki Tepe as living conduit points—gaping orifices that actualized reciprocal predation between the living and the dead to ensure the continuation of social and cosmic order. Moche temples also appear to have provided a portal between ontological realms by embodying an enlivened avatar of a powerful wak’a, or sacred being.

      
      
        The Living Temple of Huaca Colorada: Womb of Creative Alterity

        The Moche center of Huaca Colorada, located along the North Coast of Peru, demonstrates the central importance of alterity in explaining the fundamental role of religious violence in the history of this remarkable temple complex. The aforementioned theories of Bataille, Sahlins, Viveiros de Castro, and others—that explore the mutually reinforcing symbolism and underlying phenomenology linking affinity, sexual intercourse, sacrifice, and political power—prove especially useful in deciphering the meaning of the ceremonial architecture of the site.

        Huaca Colorada (650–850 CE) is the largest Late Moche settlement in the southern half of the Jequetepeque River Valley. It occupies an area of approximately twenty hectares and is dominated by an elongated platform built on a modified and stationary sand dune. This mound measures 390 meters by 140 meters and rises 20 meters at its central, highest point. It comprises three sectors that delimit Huaca Colorada’s principal ceremonial and residential areas (see figure 3.1; Swenson 2012, 2017; Swenson and Warner 2012). The lower southern (Sector C) and northern (Sector A) sectors consisted of large residential and production areas where pilgrims and artisans lived during specified times of the year. The central and elevated district (Sector B) houses the most elaborate ceremonial architecture of the center. The entire mound appears to have been built as a mimetic simulation of the nearby Cerro Cañoncillo, in that the huaca replicates the same profile and contours of the mountain (see Swenson and Warner 2016). The three main zones also mirror the height and general shape of the hill’s three summits. Elaborate ceremonial structures cluster in the highest, central zone of the site (Sector B), and this monumental sector corresponded with Cerro Cañoncillo’s central peak. This peak is visible from the platform mound and is capped by a massive stone wak’a (sacred being) littered with offerings (Swenson and Warner 2016).9 Furthermore, the excavated ceremonial platforms that clutter Huaca Colorada’s central, ceremonial zone were either built facing the mountain or oriented on a north-south axis in alignment with the main arc of the cerro. Indeed, Cerro Cañoncillo was commonly referenced in the rituals orchestrated at the huaca and neighboring centers occupied in earlier periods (see Swenson and Warner 2016).
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            Figure 3.1. Topographic map of Huaca Colorada. The location of the Western Ceremonial Chamber and Eastern Terrace within the monumental core of Sector B is indicated along with the lower residential and copper production zones of Sectors A and C. Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.

          
        
        In my survey of the architectural and material remains of Huaca Colorada, I present three related arguments to show that, for the elite in charge of the temple, ritual violence was intended to cyclically breach ontological boundaries in order to tap the power of a great sacred other (a wak’a) embodied in the monument. First, I argue that the sacrifice of humans, animals, and things constituted a generative act that empowered the surrogate monument and the sacred mountain it simulated. The wak’a reciprocated in turn its “exterior” (other) life-force to the celebrants of the temple (Viveiros de Castro 1992, 190–91; Sahlins 2008). The evidence further suggests that sacrifice coincided symbolically with female procreation and parturition, and death was thus equated with rebirth, renewal, and revitalization. Indeed, the huaca appeared homologous to a womb, as evidenced by the discovery of sacrifices of pregnant women, young women, and children in the ceremonial zones of the center. Therefore, sacrifice entailed the joining of the religious community (the interior, social pole) with an exterior power (the wak’a) harnessed through acts of ontological rupture and communion (Sahlins 2008). This dramatic communion of others drew from a symbolic repertoire that conflated sacrifice with sexual intercourse and eating. Second, I suggest that the monument participated directly in cycles of life and death and the reciprocal sacrificial cycle to keep society and cosmos in proper motion. The temple was thus perceived as a living, hungry organism—not simply an objectified place but a decidedly “other” person of great power. Third, I propose that the distribution of symbolically charged objects and sacrificed bodies within the structure demonstrates that the temple served as a potent flashpoint of alterity, where opposing forces were unified.
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            Figure 3.2. The stepped platforms anchoring the southern ends of the Western Chamber (upper register) and the Eastern Terrace (lower register), the dyadic sectors defining the monumental nucleus of Huaca Colorada. Image courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.

          
        
        The history and nature of architectural renovations at the site support my (closely related) first and second arguments. The principal religious constructions at Huaca Colorada consist of a number of elaborate daises built in and around an impressive ceremonial chamber in the west and an elevated and roofed terrace to the east (the West Chamber and East Terrace respectively; Spence Morrow 2018, 2019; Swenson 2018a). The ceremonial district was thus bisected by a monumental wall, and the two halves were anchored at their southern end by a roofed, stepped platform (figure 3.2). These altar-like landings are associated with key ritual practices in Moche iconography, including feasting and sacrifice (Swenson 2012, 2018a; Wiersema 2015; Spence Morrow 2018, 2019). The ritual remodeling of both sides of the huaca coincided with human and animal foundation sacrifices, along with the offering of copper prills and finished ornaments (figure 3.3; Swenson 2012, 2018a, 2018b; Swenson and Warner 2012). The renovations in the east were defined by vertical additions and the construction and termination of a number of daises, while the western chamber was reduced both vertically and horizontally through time (Spence Morrow 2018). The roofed platforms of the west chamber and eastern terrace were ritually closed and rededicated and then terminated a final time. As mentioned, termination events were associated with human offerings, including those associated with additional platforms located in the northeast and southwest zones of Sector B as well as a recently discovered monumental zone in Sector A.
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            Figure 3.3. Human and copper foundation sacrifices at Huaca Colorada. Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.

          
        
        In effect, the ceremonial precinct of the site was in a constant state of renovation, and there was a religious expectation to ritually terminate and rededicate altars, rooms, and platforms, possibly dictated by a religious calendar or festival round. It seems highly significant that thirteen of the nineteen human sacrificial victims offered in conjunction with the ritual termination and rededication of ceremonial architecture in Sector B and Sector A West at Huaca Colorada were young women. Four additional foundation offerings consisted of subadults of indeterminate sex, while the two male victims were actually placed outside the main ceremonial precinct of Sector B (Swenson and Seoane 2019). The sacrifice of childbearing women and children coinciding with the termination and revival of platforms supports the argument that controlled rituals of death were intended to ensure the rebirth of both the monument and dependent community. The constant ritual renovations of the monumental chamber, vitalized by the sacrifice of young women, children, animals, and copper artifacts, exemplify a concern to harness the life force of the wak’a by offering to the monuments vital beings in their procreative prime. Exemplars of social vitality (the interior, social domain) were literally fed to the great wak’a so that the externalized power of the latter would reciprocally nourish and revitalize the religious community associated with the temple.

        Significantly, the copper artifacts recovered from offering contexts—a cache of prills yet to be melted and fashioned into finished objects, and a fine worked spatula placed on a floor once supporting a terminated dais—spanned the beginning and end of the production process. Both sets of offerings were also associated with human sacrifices; thus, the unusual assemblage of copper offerings appears to have mirrored the deposition of children and women in the monumental core, and the Moche may have equated prills with embryonic seeds. In fact, in many societies “a direct correspondence was made between sexual reproduction and the transubstantiation of ore into metal; the melting [sacrifice] of processed ore with the addition of charge, flux, and fire, followed by the admixture of fluid metals to create solid copper objects, were analogized to the procreative process and served as obvious metaphors of insemination and parturition” (Swenson and Warner 2012, 315–16). In the Andes, mining and craft production formed a continuum with biological creation and renewal, and metals were especially valued, for they embodied “virility, fertility, divine essences, and the ‘metaphysics of light and life’ ” (Swenson and Warner 2012, 316; see also Helms 1993; Saunders 1998, 230–31). Thus, the joint sacrifice of copper, people, and architecture reinforced the regenerative power of ritual violence at Huaca Colorada.

        One striking example strongly suggests that the huaca served as a womb of regeneration and that offerings to the building were analogized to sexual intercourse and feeding. The termination by burning of the East Terrace coincided with the foundation sacrifice of a young woman who was deposited on a floor supporting a monumental ramp that led to this principal dais (Swenson 2018a). Located approximately two meters to the west of the ramp, both the victim and ramp were buried under a thick deposit of sand fill that was then capped by a solid plaster floor. This fine use-surface also completely concealed the immolated dais to the south. A trapezoidal altar was built in the center of this new, elevated surface, above the foundation sacrifice and lower burnt floor. The altar contained the offering of a pregnant woman interred in a supine position with her head oriented toward Cerro Cañoncillo (figure 3.4). Neonatal bones in the third trimester of gestation were identified in the pelvis, and the hands of the woman were conspicuously positioned by her hips. The only offering associated with the interment was an incised spindle whorl depicting a raptor that was placed in the mouth. Remarkably, this altar was also eventually terminated and enveloped in a larger rectangular dais associated with a later floor (figure 3.5). This posterior rededication was marked by the deposition of two pairs of spondylus pendants, which were placed in the mortar of monumental post emplacements constructed in concert with the floor burying the trapezoidal altar enclosing the pregnant victim (and thus footing the later rectangular platform; see figure 3.5).
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            Figure 3.4. Plan and photograph of the lower foundation sacrifice, nested altars, and offering of the pregnant woman placed in the earlier trapezoidal dais discovered in the south-central sector of the East Terrace of Huaca Colorada (Sector B). Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.
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            Figure 3.5. (Top) Photograph of ramp associated with the earlier immolated stepped platform (not shown) and pregnant woman placed within the trapezoidal altar (upper register). (Bottom) Spondylus pendants discovered in the post emplacements associated with the later rectangular dais that enveloped the trapezoidal platform. Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.

          
        
        The nesting of baby in mother and altar in altar exemplifies the ontological interpenetration of brick and flesh, bodies and architecture at Huaca Colorada and strongly indicates that sacrifice literally consummated intercourse between ontological others (Swenson 2018a). In the 2022 season, we discovered a second pregnant woman at Huaca Colorada, with a rope tied around her neck. She was also placed above a decommissioned ritual platform in the lower, but equally elaborate ceremonial complex of Sector A West. The symbolism of the pregnant women affirms that sacrifice was a prerequisite to rebirth at Huaca Colorada. Therefore, the “planting” of the foundation sacrifice can be analogized to a seed that inseminated the space in question, just as the baby was sown in the sacrificed mother, the smaller altar was swallowed within the larger dais, and the paired spondylus pendants seeded in the post emplacements. In other words, the vertical nesting of corpses and altars likely symbolized the sacrificial activation of gestation and parturition within the adobe body of the pyramid.

        In this regard, the huaca simulated a womb in which different elements were juxtaposed, dissolved, and recombined to re-create and replenish life. Altars could beget altars, and women could beget other humans only through the sacrificial union of sundry but interdependent substances (similar to metallurgical production). Indeed, the suspension of ontological barriers—involving the transformation of the discontinuous (bounded) into the continuous (unbounded or fused) is remarkably materialized in the union of bodies and sacred architecture within the ever-morphing edifice of the huaca (Bataille [1957] 2001, 15–16). The anatomical invagination of the monument, in which people and altars were jointly enfolded, may have symbolized the female body’s unique capacity to reproduce through processes of envelopment defining both sexual intercourse and gestation (see Irigaray 1993). In fact, iconographic analysis strongly suggests that the Moche associated death and entombment with coitus and rebirth (Bergh 1993; Weismantel 2004). For instance, Moche iconography commonly depicts dancing skeletons, tombs, and sacrifice alongside scenes of sexual intercourse (figure 3.6). The tomb served both as a metaphor and homologue of the womb, and in the Andes ancestors served as the ultimate agents of biological and social reproduction. Given the extraordinary architectural history of the monument as a great timepiece activating cycles of death and rebirth, the mighty wak’a of Huaca Colorada seems to have played a very similar role. In this light, scholars have noted the close relationship between sacrifice and hierogamy in different religious traditions, and the pregnant women sacrificed and interred within the huaca point to comparable unions between ontological others (Calasso 1994, 41). Speaking more generally beyond the Andean context, Das writes (1987, 11): “there is a strong representational relationship between sex and death. Appreciation of beauty, the sexual climax, and the moment of death become means of conquering time and achieving communitas.”
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            Figure 3.6. Moche iconographic scene depicting sexual intercourse, entombment, and dancing skeletons.

          
        
        In light of the importance of feasting at the site, ingestion and insemination were likely perceived as homologous processes, as widely documented in the Andes (Weismantel 2004). The monumental core of the huaca is surrounded by thick feasting middens containing high-quality and diverse food remains and fine serving vessels (Swenson 2017). Exotic imported pottery, mainly highland Cajamarca tableware, was recovered in statistically high concentrations from these dumps, and it is evident that elites staged exclusive feasts to showcase their authority and religious preeminence. In contrast, Late Moche fineline wares predominate in the lower and expansive domestic areas beyond the central and elevated ceremonial zone, and patron-client feasts forged political and economic dependencies between high-status officials and the larger community of transient artisans and pilgrims (Dietler and Hayden 2001; Swenson and Warner 2012; Lynch 2013). Excavations in both the lower residential areas and higher ceremonial sector show that communities gathered from throughout the valley (and perhaps farther afield) to partake in feasts entailing the consumption of prodigious quantities of corn beer, shellfish, and llama meat—in fact, all classes consumed beer, and desired diverse meals, in great quantities (see Duke 2016; Alaica 2021).

        In the Andes, food sharing constituted the preeminent social act that reciprocally united wak’as and their human supplicants, a tradition that first became widespread during the Middle Horizon (Goldstein 2003; Jennings and Bowser 2009; Swenson 2018b). At Huaca Colorada, congregants feasted not simply with elites but most probably also with the wak’a of the mountain. Feasting and sacrifice formed part of a unified ritual complex, for both “ensured a steady circulation of biological energy” (Salomon and Urioste 1991, 9). It seems significant that the deep feasting middens, laden with fine ceramic vessels and dense concentrations of faunal remains, were incorporated into the architectural constructions surrounding the ceremonial zone of the site—a practice documented elsewhere in the Andes, including at Cahuachi in the Nasca region and the Akapana at Tiwanaku (Silverman 1990; Isbell and Vranich 2004; Swenson and Warner 2016, 45). Moseley (1992, 197) notes that the architectural encasement of trash commemorated largesse and “ceremonial lavishness,” but it also may have signaled alimentary bonds of nourishment defining a particular religious community. It is worth considering that the encased feasting garbage, along with the animal, copper, and human sacrifices incorporated into the interior of the adobe huaca, were literally offered as food (Swenson and Warner 2016, 45). These offerings nourished and supplicated the mountain and its mimetic surrogate, the ever-changing and metabolizing temple. Of course, consumption, implying breakdown and destruction, is fundamental to the metabolic process of ingestion, digestion, and growth (Swenson 2018a). Eating with, or being eaten by, the wak’a at Huaca Colorada seems to have reinforced a sense of communion with the mountain deity and the larger assembly of diverse worshippers.

        The above analysis lends support to my second argument: that the adobe monument was perceived as a living wak’a that required nourishment and even experienced a life cycle of birth and death comparable to its mortal dependents. The recurrent termination of platforms, in conjunction with both humans and things, would suggest that the monument did not escape the sacrificial cycle. This parallel treatment of people and structures points to the animacy of Moche edifices as somatic, powerful beings, perhaps comparable to venerated ancestors. In other words, the constant renovations and termination rites also suggest that the adobe pyramid was at once intimately connected to but ontologically separate from the unchanging mountain it extended (Swenson 2018a). As a creation of human architects, the building might have served as a liminal intermediary between the social world and the great ontological other embodied by the nearby cerro. As a consequence, the temple may have been expected to endure the same processes of death and renewal that characterized human life, a cycle that ultimately placated and replenished the mountain wak’a (Bloch and Parry 1982).

        Ultimately, theorists have identified structural homologies linking sexual intercourse with eating and sacrifice (Combs-Schilling 1989; Jay 1992; Bataille [1957] 2001). All three are predicated on intimate contact, the dissolution of bodily boundaries, the penetration of openings, and the issuance and mixture of life substances. Eating also incorporates the outside into the inside (or other into the self)—a consumptive, enveloping action necessary for growth and reproduction. In her analysis of Moche erotic pottery and iconography, Weismantel argues that the Moche perceived sex in part as an alimentary practice (2004, 502; 2021). She makes a compelling case that the sexual exchange of fluids was understood as a form of feeding and nourishment that ensured the continuation of life as dependent on the fertilizing power of ancestors. She writes that, in the Andean context, those “who eat together in the same household share the same flesh in a quite literal sense.” (Weismantel 1995, 695; see also Mannheim and Salas Carreño 2015).

        Finally, in support of the third argument, the layout of the entire ceremonial sector of the huaca further reinforces that the temple served to join and reconcile other, opposing forces. Sector B was initially bisected by a monumental dividing wall into east-west halves, both of which were anchored at their southern end by a roofed, stepped platform (figures 3.7 and 3.8). The twin altars were contemporaneous, and their multiple renovations and eventual termination were synchronized (Spence Morrow 2019). The spatial configuration of Sector B formed a fulcrum or alterity that materialized a political and religious ideology celebrating dualism and opposition. It is possible that the near-identical platforms anchored the rituals and identities of two confederated moieties associated with the wak’a of Cerro Cañoncillo (Swenson 2018a, 2018b). The higher and lower elevations of the platforms likely symbolized a sociospatial order of asymmetry and complementarity (i.e., upper and lower—hanan and hurin in Quechua), as is common in Andean social theory and cosmology. The differential termination of the platforms, one immolated in fire and the other suffocated in tons of clean sand, may have expressed the distinctive qualities or “life-forces” of the separate collectives that were dialectically unified at the huaca in order to ensure the regeneration of social and cosmic order (see Swenson 2018a, 2018b; Swenson and Berquist 2021). Our excavations suggest that the higher, eastern half of the monument was associated with avian symbolism, as indicated by the iconography of recovered artifacts and the unprecedented discovery of a number of different bird species discovered in the fill deposited to bury the immolated platform (ranging from duck and geese, dove and crow, to pelican, owl, and cormorant; figure 3.7). This symbolism contrasts with the noted emphasis on dog imagery and offerings in the West Chamber, including a dog mural on the platform, the sacrifice of a canine buried with two female victims, and the recovery of a beautiful Moche fineline sherd depicting two fighting dogs (figure 3.8). The adjacent two halves of the monument separated by a massive wall appear to have symbolized the tense union of earth and sky and female and male life forces. This elaborate symbol of unification paralleled the convergence of diverse pilgrims, things, and ontological others at the huaca. Indeed, the entire monumental complex was defined by the simultaneous unification and separation of possibly gendered, dyadic sectors (east and west) that underwent synchronized if distinct forms of termination and rededication rites. Thus, each offering appears to have microcosmically reactivated processes of intercourse, ingestion, and reformation embodied by the huaca as a whole.
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            Figure 3.7. Avian symbolism on artifacts from the Eastern Terrace. Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.

          
        
        This pattern extended to the larger ceremonial district beyond the West Chamber and East Terrace. The only male sacrifices uncovered in Sector B, two in number, were found in a feasting midden under an exterior floor in the northwest of the ceremonial zone beyond the main precinct. In other words, the men were interred just outside the ritual enclosure wall, while nine women and one subadult individual were sacrificed and buried within the circumvallated West Chamber and East Terrace forming the main ceremonial nucleus of the huaca. The peripheral location of the male burials contrasts with the central placement of the nine female victims identified within the ceremonial precinct. In fact, the male individual in the midden, who suffered blunt force perimortem injuries, was buried under a large storage jar and was planted in the thick feasting trash deposited around the outer perimeter of the main sanctuary. This midden contained a high percentage of Cajamarca bowls and corn beer jars depicting elite males (and female imagery was scarce; figure 3.9). Along with the burials, the feasting trash and associated artifacts appear to have symbolized the gendering of center-periphery spatial divisions. In the end, the female connotations of the womb-like interior of the monumental district (West Chamber and East Terrace) seems to have complemented the male symbolic valence of the exterior of the building (Swenson and Berquist 2021).
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            Figure 3.8. Dog symbolism and burial associated with the West Chamber. Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.
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            Figure 3.9. Face Neck jars of elite males recovered from the midden surrounding the main ceremonial precinct of Huaca Colorada. Images courtesy of the Proyecto Jatanca-Huaca Colorada-Tecapa.

          
        
      
      
        Discussion

        The editors of this volume pose the question of whether coercive violence played a fundamental role in the development of oppression and social inequality in ancient complex societies (Murray and Leppard, this volume). Certainly, violence in its many historical forms could both bolster or undermine past political formations. The case study considered in this chapter would seem to support traditional theocracy models as one possible trajectory that led to institutionalization of power asymmetries. In this particular scenario, elites as gatekeepers, intermediaries, or avatars of awesome ontological others appropriated their power and thus set themselves apart (socially, politically, economically, even ontologically) from dependents and emerging subjects. Indeed, scholars have drawn a direct parallel between sacrifice and the development of taxation in different preindustrial societies (Gordon 1990; Lewis 1990; Swenson 2014).

        On first inspection, the above discussion might seem paradoxical, since the efficacy of violence considered here rests on its capacity to dissolve ontological barriers, consummate unification, and activate energy transfers between social and cosmic others. For a number of scholars, this necessity of violence (latent or real) stems ultimately from the elementary political relationship of affinity indispensable to the creation of larger social worlds (Detienne and Vernant 1989; Viveiros de Castro 1992; Sahlins 2008). However, the obvious corollary to sacrificial unification is the accentuation of otherness, for “violence creates at once divisions and connections” materialized in and through the body (Das 2007, 14). Therefore, sacrifice also directly differentiates beings as physically performed in the violent transformation of the living into the dead (Swenson 2014). In many world cosmologies, sacrifice constitutes the ultimate cosmogonic act—an act of beginning as much as an end (Lambek 2007, 30–33). As Herrenschmidt notes in his examination of Vedic rites (1977, 27): “Sacrifice differentiated the species (as with speech) from an undifferentiated homogenous mass . . . The order of this world is above all about differentiation.” Hence, the order (“cosmos”) ushered in by sacrifice legitimizes inequality and naturalizes political domination. In hierarchical societies, ritual violence thus forms the foundation of what Sahlins calls “cosmocracy.” He argues (2008, 190): “Whether by means of outside rulers who become insiders or insider rulers who become outsiders, the politics of so-called traditional societies aim to invert Helmsian cosmography by accumulating ‘supernatural resources’ at the center and bringing them, and hence the world, under human control. Rather than increasing in proportion to distance, divine power is concentrated in an axis mundi at the heart of the kingdom, whence it is diffused outward in progressively diminishing degrees.”

        Huaca Colorada and other Moche ceremonial centers concentrated such supernatural resources, or at least contained and channeled the cosmic power of an ontological other who was nonetheless essential to the well-being of the larger community. Although theocracy (“cosmocracy”) models have an obvious appeal, and the transposition of sacrificial bloodshed to other institutional modes of violence (warfare, punishment, alienation, etc.) deserves serious consideration by anthropologists, theocracy theories alone remain simplistic. Indeed, an important objective of this chapter was to foreground the agency of the built environment itself and the wak’as it embodied—not just the cynical machinations of priests and rulers (see Leppard and Murray, this volume). The living architecture of Huaca Colorada may have imposed severe restrictions on the strategies of the elites and the ritual specialists who maintained the cult. As such, the needs and desires of the monument may have been onerous, severely hindering the political and economic opportunities of the temple’s stewards. Clearly, those in power were expected to sponsor lavish feasts for large gatherings of people who identified in some way with the being(s) worshiped at Huaca Colorada. At the same time, the constant renovations of the monument (ritually killed and reborn) points to the possible insecurity of elite status; those in charge may have also been subservient to the reciprocal sacrificial cycle, similar to the living temple building.

        Nordstrom (2004, 61) notes that “violence isn’t intended to stop with the crippling of physical bodies. Violence is employed to create political acquiescence; it is intended to create terror, and thus political inertia; it is intended to create hierarchies of domination and submission based on the control of force.” Although indisputable in certain contexts, religious violence does not simply function to instill terror but also to seduce followers, incite action, and manufacture desire (Harris 1994). The desire for prized food at the huaca, possible sexual congress, and the bounty of fields and fishing nets all pivoted on the transformative power of sacrificial violence. Desire and anticipation were no doubt enhanced by the spellbinding heterotopia of the aesthetically charged huaca nestled, mimetically, under Cerro Cañoncillo. Indeed, I have frequently referenced aesthetics in this chapter and questioned in the introduction why over-engineered and artistically embellished sanctuaries often celebrate violence while providing an arena for sacrificial ritual. Certainly, mighty others are effectively differentiated by their materially enhanced emplacement (and thus “beauty”—however construed culturally). Thus, violence becomes beautiful (and terrible), because what it brings into being (or into communication) is suffused with excessive power, and this excess energy is diverted to the maintenance of the social collective and to the fertility of peoples, fields, and fishing nets. In recognizing that violence exemplifies “excess,” Das, citing Copet-Rougier, writes (1987, 11): “It is the ambiguity in relation between power and violence which explains why . . . some people are led through the strangeness of the event to the idea of beauty in violence.” Thrift (2007, 275) similarly argues that events of “sacro-politics” as performed drama “are meant to be felt by audiences as exceeding the concept, as making a point, as making a point simply through their excessive character.”

        Of course, violence is inherently performative (Thrift 2007); whether choreographed sacrifice, the legends of heroes, the exploits of creator gods, action movies, or the martyrdom of suicide bombers, violence has loomed large in the making and unmaking of worlds—both real and fictive (Scarry 1985). As exemplified by Huaca Colorada, built environments of great alterity infused with a heterotopic aesthetic of violent transformation spatialized a “politics of affect” (Thrift 2007) that differently conditioned the deep structural and institutional forms of violence more commonly studied by anthropologists.

      
      
        Concluding Thoughts

        As Murray and Leppard discuss (this volume), the prevalence of violence in a given society does not necessarily correspond to the degree to which it is hierarchical or coercive. Violence in its varied modalities (sacred, spectacular, military, judicial) materializes distinct structures of inequality that may not correlate with clear wealth differentials or access to material resources. Thus, Scheidel’s thesis that warfare, as the “great leveler” (2017), promotes equality through the destruction of infrastructures and commodities is problematic in reducing equality to wealth (Roderick Campbell, this volume). Piketty’s analysis (2013) of the effects of two World Wars in deflating class asymmetries also simplifies the problem. The Cultural Revolution or Pol Pot’s evacuation of Cambodian cities may have leveled wealth disparities, but large swaths of the urban population were completely deprived of ontological security and basic rights to body, personhood, and even mind. Condemned counterrevolutionaries become extraordinarily unequal vis-à-vis party cadres. Inequality could also be measured in terms of misery, pain, discrimination, and alienation, as bourgeois victims of spousal abuse, or wealthy but racialized others excluded from exclusive country clubs, could attest.

        What, then, is the pertinence of the above critique to my analysis of Moche temples as violent arenas of ontological transgression? In the end, the relevance lies in the recognition that violence is inextricably intertwined with alterity and thus secures center stage in the creation or negation of otherness—whether beloved and desired or feared and reviled. Indeed, the force of this generalization acknowledges that the othering power of violence varied culturally and historically. Coercion, deprivation, and persecution often lead to abject states of Homo sacer, individuals so other they lose their legal right to a bare existence (Agamben 1995). In contrast, the sacrificial violence conducted at Huaca Colorada appears to have elevated the status of victims who merged with the body of the great and ever metamorphosing monument. Perhaps both acts led to a kind of dehumanization, but ontologically the end results were radically different. One might protest that these contrasting modes of violence still ultimately worked to sustain the authority of the privileged based on an axis of otherness of the powerful and powerless (or haves and have-nots). However, I feel much would be lost in reducing the complex rites of the huaca to false consciousness or to cynical mechanisms that veiled the raw acquisition of material wealth.

        To conclude, it seems relevant that the general debate on the relationship between violence and inequality finds parallels in the scholarship on ritual sacrifice. Although most scholars have argued that sacrificial violence legitimated hierarchy and institutionalized inequalities (see review in Swenson 2003, 2014), Bataille proposes an alternate theory. In his critique of political economy, The Accursed Share (1988), he argues that human sacrifice acted to deliver both the sacrificer and sacrificed from servility, objectification, and a bare “life of utility.” According to Bataille, profligate destruction might showcase the great power of elites to expend surplus people and things, but ultimately such acts opened portals to the beyond and even prevented immoral accumulations (see also Baudrillard 1983, 76–78; Pawlett 2018, 185). Bataille contends (1989, 43): “the destruction that sacrifice is intended to bring about is not annihilation. The thing—only the thing—is what sacrifice means to destroy in the victim. Sacrifice destroys an object’s real ties of subordination; it draws the victim out of the world of utility and restores it to that of unintelligible caprice.” Thus, in conjuring the sacred, sacrifice engenders intimacy at the expense of alienation and sunders the material constraints of the profane world. He adds (1989, 49): “To sacrifice is not to kill but to relinquish and to give . . . sacrifice is the antithesis of production . . . neither could one sacrifice that which was not first withdrawn from immanence . . . [s]acrifice is made of objects that could have been spirits, such as animals or plant substances, but that have become things and need to be restored to the immanence whence they came, to the vague sphere of lost intimacy.” Bataille viewed both sacrifice and sexual intercourse as making the discontinuous continuous. The common identification of the sacrificer with the victim intensifies such intimacy and the power of the offering to achieve its intended objective—whether expiation, salvation, good harvests, or social renewal. Therefore, as the ultimate form of radical negation (Bataille 1990), sacrifice effectively works by dramatically reducing, even if momentarily, ontological difference—and thus, depending on the cultural context, perceived inequalities in being.

        Despite a shared theatricality, ritual sacrifice differed from the public torture and execution of criminals punished for transgressing moral or legal norms. Repentance and ultimately death may have lessened the stigma of an immoral otherness, but ecstatic annihilation of the self to consummate union with a powerful other was clearly never in play in such public trials. Although both were performed with a great deal of solemnity and in the name of “religion,” the burning of heretics at the stake during the Inquisition clearly differed from the sacrifices of the Moche and Aztec. However, and despite Bataille’s provocative thesis, most would understandably reject the argument that sacrifice served as some kind of ontological or social leveling mechanism in the civilizations of the Americas (or elsewhere). Ritual violence and the profound alterity embodied in living temple buildings often structured and sustained political and religious hierarchies. Nevertheless, it may have been the perceived need to transgress the boundary separating ontological others in a sacred arena of controlled violence that allowed certain communities to accept emerging inequalities as necessary for the continuation of society and the world.

        It has been argued that architecture plays a fundamental role in repression, domination, and exploitation. Some scholars even contend that the emergence of more permanent forms of architecture led to the demise of egalitarian social formations (Wilson 1991). In this vein, it might be worth revisiting theories that the earliest formal buildings were not houses or prisons but temples (Mumford 1961; Lord Raglan 1964—and for recent endorsements of such arguments, see Schmidt 2000). In certain contexts, the first architectural interventions may have been motivated by the need to create a safe and sanctified locale to engage with ontological others, in order to grapple with the uncertain, mysterious, and unknown. In many such cases, violence may have provided the principal conduit to consummate such desired communication and exchange. Perhaps ironically, the construction of such arenas, to lower ontological barriers and achieve freedom or enlightenment, often legitimated the creation of new axes of otherness, at once social, economic, and political.

      
      
        Notes

        
          	          
            1. Žižek categorizes noninstrumental or indirect forms of violence in terms of “systemic violence” (Žižek 2008; see Campbell 2014, 7).

                  

          	          
            2. The money changers that Jesus famously confronted at the Temple converted the money required to “buy sacrificial lambs, doves, or for the rich, oxen” (Montefiore 2011, 106). On the temple altar proper, priests directed “two daily sacrifices of a male sheep, cow or dove without blemish” (64). The animals were completely immolated in a holocaust (deriving from the Hebrew word to “go up”).

                  

          	          
            3. Das raises the question (2007, 84): “Should we regard the violence as that which exceeds the boundaries of the world, as it was known?”

                  

          	          
            4. Sahlins draws a similar conclusion in his cross-cultural survey of “stranger kings.” In transgressing the boundaries and rules of conquered autochthonous lands, these contradictory heroes embody at once the “terrible” and the “beneficial.” Commenting on the work of de Heusch and Wenne, he notes (2008, 183): “In the charter traditions [of premodern Africa], the two phases are successive, the ability of the king to constitute a new order being sequitur to his ability to violate the old. His initial transgressions put him above and beyond society, alienated even from his own kin; but in so demonstrating that he is stronger than society, he is then able to recreate it. In the analogous Indo-European context, Dumézil (1988) described the excesses of the youthful founder as a kind of creative violence, inasmuch as it empowered the statecraft of his later age and his successors. Accordingly, the king’s darker nature is never extinguished.”

                  

          	          
            5. Sahlins notes (2008, 184): “as a fruitful union of socially and sexually differentiated persons, marriage itself demonstrates the principle that the acquisition of alterity is the condition of both fertility and identity. . . . The social incorporation and distribution of an external life power is the elementary form of political life, and that marital alliance is its experiential archetype.”

                  

          	          
            6. The term “predisposition” stresses the general prevalence of the phenomenon demanding interpretation, but violence as a means to dissolve ontological barriers and engineer communion is by no means a cultural universal. Once again, theological, cosmological, and ontological factors underlie significant differences in ritual practices and attendant temple configurations.

                  

          	          
            7. The etymology of the word “heal” derives from “whole,” or to make “whole” (old English hālig; German: heilig), which is also the root meaning of the word “holy.” In many cultures, the curing rites of shamans require contact with greater powers (Spitzbardt 1959).

                  

          	          
            8. As Dovey explains (2010, 21–22): “Striated space is where identities and spatial practices have become stabilized in strictly bounded territories with choreographed spatial practices and social identities. Smooth space is identified with movement and instability through which stable territories are erased and new identities and spatial practices become possible.”

                  

          	          
            9. In this chapter, I employ the term “huaca” to refer directly to the temple complex of the site (as in “Huaca Colorada”), while “wak’a” refers to the powerful, sacred being—the venerated subject of the larger cult—embodied by the conjoined mountain and surrogate pyramid. In the Andean tradition, a wak’a or huaca is a “sacred place, person, animal, or thing that is especially imbued with the activating, mana-like force known in Quechua as camay” (Trever 2011, 40). Thus, the term often refers to powerful, sentient, reciprocating beings of creation who acted as key protagonists in mythic histories and related cosmogonies (for a full discussion see Bray 2015). As Trever notes, it designates not so much a thing “but an extraordinary sense of being” (2011, 41), a quintessential other of great power who nonetheless formed part of the material world and sustained living communities through reciprocal, sacrificial exchanges (see Bray 2015).
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        Inequality at Chaco Canyon (900–1150 ce)

        Creating Subordinates through Coercion and Fear or Ideology and Cohesion

      
      Ryan P. Harrod and Debra L. Martin

      
      Murray and Leppard (this volume) synthesize scholarship concerning the relationship between socioeconomic inequality and violence, broadly understood, showing how an array of literature discusses the role of violence in establishing and maintaining social hierarchies. At the same time, violence—in the form of uprising and regional feuding—has been frequently observed to decrease inequality through attrition. In this chapter we present evidence for the development of social complexity and political hierarchy in Chaco Canyon, located in what is now the US state of New Mexico. The development of social and political complexity in the region was reflected in material, dietary, and health inequalities. Building on these data, we investigate how systems of inequality are produced and reproduced over time. We argue that the emergence of complexity in Chaco Canyon resulted from both cohesive and coercive dynamics. We suggest that community trajectories toward cohesion represented an effort to reduce conflict in the region, yet nonetheless depended on the ratcheting up of intracommunity coercive force aimed at entrenching this cohesion. In the context of this volume, the material from Chaco Canyon complicates the normal relationship posited between the forces of violent conflict and growing or decreasing inequality. In Chaco, we propose, corporate action, aimed at minimizing the overall harm of constant violent conflict amongst warring groups, itself depended on the deployment of coercive forces aimed within the community. Thus, Chaco Canyon is a compelling case study in that it preserves evidence of both inequality and the social use of violence, with both cultural forces showing diachronic development during the time when the Chaco Great Houses were being built.

      This chapter concerns the archaeological sites located in Chaco Canyon (figure 4.1). Chaco Canyon is contained within the San Juan basin, an approximately 20,000-square-kilometer geological basin centered in northwestern New Mexico but also extending into Arizona, Utah, and Colorado (Drager 1983, 1). Prior to colonization, the region was populated by several groups occupying the Aztec, Mesa Verde, Chaco Cañon (Canyon), Cañon (Canyon) de Chelly, and Bluff districts (Hewett 1904, 5). Chaco Canyon itself is a large and spreading arroyo near the town of Nageezi, New Mexico, which contains numerous small and large pueblo sites. These include the Great Houses, sites that were highly visible in the landscape because of their monumentality and architectural complexity (Cameron 1999). The most famous of the Great Houses is the site of Pueblo Bonito, which has been the focus of archaeological investigation for over a century (Pepper 1909, 1920; Judd 1954; Neitzel 2003; Crown 2016). It was the largest Great House in the Chaco Canyon complex, with nearly 700 rooms.

      
        [image: A map showing the location of Chaco Canyon within the United States, and an inset shows the location of the major Great Houses within the Canyon]

        
          Figure 4.1. Map showing the location of Chaco Canyon and of the major Great Houses within it. Topographical maps courtesy of open source data available through the New Mexico Resource Geographic Information System (NM RGIS) Program and Clearinghouse.

        
      
      Cameron has argued that the Pueblo people in Chaco Canyon had an especially rigid social system, in part evident in architectural planning and site layout (Cameron 1999). Such planning, along with the parallel development of elaborate road systems (Lekson et al. 1988; Sofaer, Marshall, and Sinclair 1989; Sever and Wagner 1991; Marshall 1997) and large-scale regional trade (Hull et al. 2014; Watson et al. 2015; Benson et al. 2019), may also be taken as evidence for the development of social inequality, as may the scale and organization of Great House architecture. Based on this observation and a variety of corroborating data from related archaeological assemblages, we argue that the control used to achieve these developments was constructed through a combination of forces, including threats of violence, fear, actual physical harm, and negative consequences to the spiritual aspects of an individual and community, all of which implied some degree of coercion (Martin 2016; Harrod 2017).

      
        Social Control and Social Violence in Chaco Canyon

        The existence of social inequality at Chaco Canyon is supported by both archaeological and bioarchaeological evidence. For example, and as we consider in more detail subsequently, it is clear that immense material wealth (including exotica) could be corralled within the Great Houses (Crown 2018; Mathien 2001), while the bioarchaeological evidence suggests a relationship between such stockpiling and—at least at Pueblo Bonito—an apparent matrilineal dynasty (Kennett et al. 2017). In addition, there is ample evidence for the use of coercive force at Pueblo Bonito, including the enslavement of women captives (Kohler and Kramer Turner 2006; Martin, Harrod, and Fields 2010) and ritual violence (Harrod, Martin, and Carlyle 2012). Initially, we present multiple lines of evidence that demonstrate the targeted and culturally specific use of lethal and nonlethal violence and the exploitation of gambling as a means of accumulating wealth and prestige in Chaco Canyon, before turning to contextualize these data within the wider project of this book.

        The presence of lethal violence in Chaco Canyon has been a focus of scholarly attention for decades. LeBlanc (1999) argued that elite individuals at Chaco Canyon emphasized hierarchy, rigidity, and control and that they periodically reinforced these social codes using intragroup violence. There is evidence of massacres having occurred throughout the wider region prior to the peak of building at Chaco Canyon: for example, at Sacred Ridge in 800 CE (Potter and Chuipka 2010; Stodder et al. 2010) and, after the decline in Chaco Canyon (post 1200 CE), at sites like Cowboy Wash (Billman, Lambert, and Leonard 2000), Castle Rock (Kuckelman, Lightfoot, and Martin 2002), and Techado Spring (Smith and Robertson 2009). Because these massacres fall before and after Chaco Canyon was built and reached its zenith (850–1150 CE), some have suggested that the building of Great Houses in Chaco Canyon represented a comparatively peaceful time in Pueblo history (LeBlanc 1999; Turner and Turner 1999). Referred to as “Pax with a twist” by LeBlanc (1999), the period of relative peace was argued to be possible because elites existed who would occasionally utilize excessive violence to intimidate and control the populace. There is compelling archaeological and bioarchaeological evidence to support the presence of such elites, including a special mortuary context (Akins 2003; Harrod 2012; Lekson 2015; Plog and Heitman 2010), a long period of interacting with the dead through their interment in special places, and rare artifacts (Judd 1954). These latter were likely prestige items, given that Pueblo Bonito has produced more turquoise than any other building or site in the region and was in possession of vessels filled with cacao, a luxury good from Mesoamerica. Elites appear, then, to have used coercive violence at key sites across the region simultaneously with the appearance of social stratification and hierarchy.

        Resource insecurity and unpredictability, along with socialization for fear, are significant predictors for increased conflict and warfare (Ember and Ember 1992), and such insecurity likely played an important role in the development of hierarchies in the region. Dendrochronological data indicate numerous episodes of prolonged drought, and it is possible that at least some of the social tension apparent in the archaeological record could have resulted from keen competition over scarce agricultural resources (Dean and Doyel 2006; Benson, Petersen, and Stein 2007). The fluctuating climate would have meant that groups had to deal with the fear of recurring droughts driving episodic resource instability. Thus, heightened vigilance to protect limited resources could have intensified conflict. Indeed, the bioarchaeological record reveals increased intergroup conflict in the region. Evidence for violence identified on skeletal remains include wounds or damage produced from interpersonal conflict, raiding, lethal trauma, and massacre events (see, for examples, Reed 1949; Flinn, Turner, and Brew 1976; White 1992; Martin 1997; Turner and Turner 1999; Billman, Lambert, and Leonard 2000; Martin, Harrod, and Fields 2010; Potter and Chuipka 2010; Harrod 2012; Osterholtz 2012). In addition to violent skeletal trauma, there is evidence for an increase in apparent raiding or warfare, which might have led to a persistent fear of attack (see for examples, Wilcox and Haas 1994; LeBlanc 1999; Rice 2001; Nichols and Crown 2008).

        While some archaeologists have used these data to support the notion that violence was generally widespread amongst and between communities, others have suggested that strategies involving violence against individuals with disruptive tendencies were used to create periods of relative peace in society more generally (Lekson 2002). Along these lines, one school of thought reconstructs the period as characterized by a decline in warfare and an increase in highly visible and didactic acts of violence against individuals by coercive institutions: for example, public executions (Turner and Turner 1999; Billman, Lambert, and Leonard 2000; Kuckelman, Lightfoot, and Martin 2002; Potter and Chuipka 2010; see for example White 1992). In this regard, it has been suggested that anthropophagy or cannibalism may have been included among such didactic acts of violence. Whether or not cannibalism occurred in the Southwest has been debated for over a hundred years, since the discovery of the first site where human skeletal remains appeared to have been processed for consumption (Hough 1902; Benedict [1934] 1959; Darling 1998, 1999; Turner and Turner 1999; Billman, Lambert, and Leonard 2000; Margolis 2000; Martin 2000). In general, the Southwest has produced comparatively substantial evidence for cannibalism when contextualized globally (Hough 1902; Reed 1949; Smith, Woodbury, and Woodbury 1966; Nickens 1975; Flinn, Turner, and Brew 1976; Turner 1983, 1993; Baker 1990; White 1992; Kantner 1999; Turner and Turner 1999; Billman, Lambert, and Leonard 2000; Hurlburt 2000; Rautman and Fenton 2005). While previous interpretations have taken a straightforward approach to interpreting the meaning of apparently cannibalistic behavior, Pérez suggested that the disarticulated and highly processed remains found at Peñasco Blanco (one of the first three Great Houses in the canyon, Lekson 2007) were processed as part of a ritual of ancestor veneration rather than involving interpersonal violence (Pérez 2006; Pérez, Nelson, and Martin 2008).

        Along these lines, Pérez (2012, 23) argued that it is important to consider carefully the way that political and economic structures may be reinforced through forms of culturally sanctioned violence and how these forms of violence may be more broadly understood outside of the normal realm of warfare, torture, or homicide (Pérez 2006, 33). Pérez critiques older models that constrict violence’s social role to that of a political act intended to secure and maintain power, usually taking the explicit form of seizure of goods or territory by force (see Murray and Leppard this volume; Swenson this volume; Hassett this volume). In Pérez’s view, political violence in the mortuary realm of Chaco Canyon is manifest in the annihilation of the bodies of humans, who are dead, through systematic disarticulation and reduction of the body (Pérez 2006). This complete destruction of the body emphasizes subjugation while reinforcing the dominant ideology of the victors (Martin 2016). The annihilation of the corpse also creates the inability to perform burial rites, and this may produce continued anxiety and even fear in the survivors and witnesses. This line of argumentation emphasizes that it may be productive to integrate different forms of violence into our understanding of how destructive acts and social relationships interoperate.

        Additional research has explored the possible intentions and hierarchical ramifications for purposefully nonlethal violence, a phenomenon that has been understudied in research on relationships between violence and inequality (Harrod 2012, 2017). Harrod’s (2012, 2017) reanalysis of all human remains from intramural burials at Pueblo Bonito and Pueblo del Arroyo, housed in the American Museum of Natural History, stressed the presence of traumatic injuries affecting the head, including antemortem and perimortem injuries, and revealed patterns concerning both types of injuries. For the purposes of the present study, it is interesting to highlight that rates of head trauma were considerably higher among men and lower among women in the osteological material from both sites. This clear pattern is striking in that it suggests a pattern of trauma that was produced by demonstrably intentional violence, in which males were frequently subject to nonlethal head injuries that do not seem to have been regularly inflicted upon women.

        This patterned trauma, we contend, was part of an intentional campaign to promote fear and terror and ultimately build subjugation among the nonelites whose loyalty was necessary to construct and maintain the Great Houses as ceremonial centers. The structured nature of the violence driving these cranial traumas is captured in the consistent size, location, and status of the wounds (discussed more below). Cranial trauma has been demonstrated to reflect violence conducted according to difference in social status in some bioarchaeological studies: for example, in San Pedro de Atacama in Peru during the Middle period (Torres-Rouff 2011) and in medieval London (Krakowka 2017). However, it has also been found that males from higher-status burials may have greater rates of injury because they were more apt to engage in face-to-face combat to gain status (Bridges, Jacobi, and Powell 2000; Tung 2007). Bioarchaeological research regarding nonlethal head wounds by Walker (2001), with a global perspective, and by Lambert (1994, 1997), for the ancestral Chumash from the coast of California, found that there can be patterning of violence to support the idea that high-status individuals might engage in ritual or actual combat. Thus, it is possible that the difference in the frequency of trauma among the men and women at Pueblo Bonito supports a scenario in which men were competing for status and women of higher status were insulated from violence (Harrod 2017; Harrod and Stone 2018), with the low rate of violence among the high-status Pueblo Bonito women seeming to support this possibility.

        An important mortuary deposit in Rooms 32 and 33 at Pueblo Bonito is relevant in reconstructing a high status for women within Great Houses. The remains, first discovered by Pepper in 1896–1899, were found in two contexts. The burials closer to the surface were found in sandy soil, while the lower burials were under a wooden structure (Pepper 1909, 221). On the top layer, there were originally twelve individuals buried with grave goods, but due to undetermined postdepositional taphonomic factors, the burials were commingled and could not be identified as individual burials or associated with particular grave goods (Pepper 1909, 209–10). The lower layer, which was covered by the wooden platform, included two sets of male remains with many elaborate grave goods. Early arguments about the burials proposed that the seemingly two-tiered nature of the burials was purely the result of postdepositional disturbance, such as looting or water runoff during heavy rain. More recently, it has been suggested that the burials in the upper layer were subject to postmortem mortuary ritual in which the bodies or parts of the bodies were rearranged (Marden 2011, 367). Bradley (2017, 403), comparing Pueblo Bonito with a later Pueblo III burial context at Wallace Ruin that contained some of the same elements, suggested that the burial context was important in establishing “socio-ritual authority and influence.” We agree with this explanation and consider the burial evidence from Room 33 as strongly suggestive of multiple modes of burial that must be related to the existence of social inequality. The remains provide evidence for the development of a system of heritable status, whereby membership in one of several high-ranking lineages was a main criterion for inclusion in corresponding social groups (Harrod 2013). Palaeogenomic research conducted on the human remains demonstrates that the individuals buried in Room 33 at Pueblo Bonito were related to each other via matrilineal descent (Kennett et al. 2017),1 a descent system present in living Indigenous communities in the region. Taken in sum, both the palaeogenomic evidence and more recent analogs suggest the presence of high-status lineages organized according to a form of matrilineal principle.

        An interesting complication to the reconstruction of a generally privileged group of high-status women buffered from violence in the wider region emerges from analysis of women’s burials at Kin Bineola, one of many small sites adjacent to the Great Houses and occupied around the same time as Chaco Canyon (Bannister, Robinson, and Warren 1970; Marshall et al. 1979). At Kin Bineola, seven out of eleven women had some form of cranial trauma. When compared with the samples from other sites analyzed by Harrod (2013), some of the females at Kin Bineola appear to have been at greater risk of head wounds. These results may indicate that the ritualized fighting of the mode discussed above was not limited to men (contra LeBlanc 1999) but was deployed selectively according to intersecting factors of rank and sex. However, while the cranial trauma could notionally be evidence of violent status-seeking competition among women, comparative evidence suggests it is more likely to represent the exercise of coercive aggression by men against women (Wilson and Daly 1988, 1995, 2009). In any case, given the contrast with the patterns observed within Pueblo Bonito, these data may hint that traumatic injuries among women outside the canyon were higher compared to the injuries among women that dwelled within the Great Houses.

        It is possible that the violence against women observable outside of the Great House communities involved migrants exploited for labor or captives acquired through a system of raiding. Additional evidence for such coercive systems comes both from population modeling (Kohler and Turner 2006) and from further bioarchaeological evidence from other La Plata sites in northern New Mexico. For example, Martin (1997, 2008) examined healed head wounds from sixty-six individuals dated to 1000 CE who lived in a relatively well-watered area in northern New Mexico (Toll 1993). The findings regarding female trauma and morbidity showed that, of twelve women retrieved from a partially excavated site, nine had multiple and serious healed trauma in the form of cranial depression fractures, face and nose fractures, rib fractures, and vertebral trauma. As a group, these women had the most severe cases of infection and anemia within the overall sample. They also exhibited unusually frequent musculoskeletal stress markers. Finally, they were all in unusual burial positions; many appeared as if they had been thrown without care directly into the burial context. The unusual burial position suggests that they were not afforded the same burial treatment as other members of the group. Such data indicates that there were indeed inequalities and violent acts impacting social dynamics during the height of Chaco Canyon.

        Overall, the data for social violence and inequality in Chaco largely contradicts any notion of a period unencumbered by interpersonal violence at the intracommunity level during the time of the Great Houses. On the one hand, hereditary status afforded to some high-status individuals in matrilineal descent groups may have buffered some female residents of the Great Houses from violence. However, male members of high-status groups continued to suffer, perhaps in the context of status-seeking violent contests, and female members of lower-status groups were regularly the subject of violent attacks and were buried in casual fashions. Generally diverse mortuary treatment of human remains suggest that status was negotiated through variable engagement with the dead, including but not limited to the purposeful destruction and even consumption of ancestors’ bodies.

      
      
        Gambling at Chaco Canyon

        We have sketched a model in which formalized or structured elite-initiated violence succeeded endemic intercommunity conflict. This Great House–sponsored violence imposed regimes of fear on the wider community, buffering ideologies of difference that supported Great House elites. Placing such regimes of intracommunity violence in context requires considering what other social or ideational structures—in addition to violence—played a part in entrenching high-ranking individuals’ ability to maintain the continued support (or tacit acceptance) of the community. In particular, concepts of gambling are intimately tied to mythohistorical accounts surrounding Chaco. Here we consider the institution of gambling and aim to connect it to the evidence presented for elite-initiated formalized violence during the Great House period.

        There are several oral accounts of Indigenous groups in the wider region that may provide some evidence that power at Chaco Canyon was associated with the concept of gambling (Matthews 1889; Pepper 1908; Wetherill and Cummings 1922; Chapin 1940; Stirling 1942; Kluckhohn 1944; Judd 1954; O’Bryan 1956; Locke 1976; Mullett 1979; Malotki 1993; Begay 2004; McPherson 2014). Though each story is slightly different, many connect gambling to and with Ancestral Pueblo people living at the sites in Chaco Canyon and Aztec Ruins (Matthews 1889; Wetherill and Cummings 1922; Chapin 1940; Kluckhohn 1944; Judd 1954; O’Bryan 1956; Locke 1976; Begay 2004; McPherson 2014). The exact site of the house of the gambler, or the location of the gambling, varies. Some accounts suggest it was Pueblo Bonito (Wetherill and Cummings 1922, 136; O’Bryan 1956, 48; Locke 1976, 34), others Pueblo Alto (Chapin 1940, 64; Kluckhohn 1944, 167; Judd 1954, 351; Begay 2004). One account refers to Chetro Ketl (Matthews 1889, 89), and another suggests it was simply “White House” (Stirling 1942, xxv), which, depending on the somewhat indeterminate ethnographic source, could be either a site at Chaco Canyon or Aztec Ruins. The link between ritualized gambling in particular and Chaco and its environs is strong, however.

        This gambling often has a divine or supernatural aspect. One genre of narrative, concerning gamblers from several Keresan-speaking cultures in the Rio Grande River Valley (Mullett 1979; Malotki 1993), in particular connotes a system in which gambling was instrumental in maintaining social inequality. According to one account, gambling among the people at White House (kashkachu) resulted in the alienation of both Iatiku, the creator of the people, and the katsina (Stirling 1942, 46–47). In the Acoma oral traditions there were two versions of the game in question: one for the katsina, which involved competing with the balls that made thunder and lighting, and one that involved wooden sticks, which had been adopted by the people without permission (Stirling 1942, 46). Iatiku leaves White House because the people initiate the second game without permission and begin to see gambling as a superior avenue to status and power, thus causing them to neglect stewardship of traditional rituals: “some of the boys had said that the game was more sure of gaining something for the player than were the ceremonies of Iatiku” (Stirling 1942, 46). The response of the katsina is to abandon the people. When the katsina finally do return to White House after a long period of drought and famine, they end up fighting with, and killing, the people until the War Twins, Masewi and Oyoyewi, in turn kill many of the katsina (Stirling 1942, 52–53). The final result was that the katsina were reborn but had to leave the people, and accordingly the Pueblo had to learn the ceremonies and take on the roles of the katsina themselves (Stirling 1942, 54). Some people agreed to the new ceremonial system, while others chose to leave and were never seen again (Stirling 1942, 56). The ending of the story describes the development of the katsina religion in its current form. In some Navajo narratives (e.g., Matthews 1889), the connection between Chaco and divine gambling is even more explicit (Weiner 2018). The Great Gambler, Noqóilpi or Nááhwiiłbiihi, resides at Chaco (at Pueblo Alto, specifically) and gambles with the residents. Destitute from continual loss, the Puebloans are forced to gamble with their own lives, which then are possessed by the Great Gambler as he enslaves the population. Finally, the Great Gambler is overthrown and banished whence he came, southward.

        The ethnographic and archaeological evidence for gambling and gaming in the wider Puebloan context is compelling. Harrington, for example, provides a very thorough written and visual account of a game played among the Tewa-speaking people in the Rio Grande River Valley. He notes that the direct translation of the game’s name means “conceal-game-stick” (Harrington 1912, 247), which is a version of the gaming style Stewart Culin (1907, 335) called “hidden ball game, or Moccasin” (figures 4.2 and 4.3). Such a game is practiced among numerous Indigenous cultures, including the Dene groups (Culin 1907, 345–49), Hopi (357–64), Tewa (367–70), and the Zuni (373–82). Archaeologically, games involving sticks and dice are comparatively well attested from the Great Houses. In his review, Weiner (2018) records over 450 probable gaming pieces (including sticks and bone dice) from Pueblo Bonito alone, although gaming pieces are also found at some of the other Great Houses. A preponderance of these gaming artifacts was derived from the north-central section of Pueblo Bonito, the oldest part of the structure and the one containing exotica and the elite matrilineal inhumations described above. This might at least tangentially associate gaming and gambling with the core of elite power within the Canyon, and that within an apparently ritually formalized context.

        
          [image: 2 by 8 photo grid shows sticks used in Tewa Cañute or conceal stick game arranged into various forms representing celestial objects and stuck in sand]

          
            Figure 4.2. The paraphernalia of the Tewa “cañute” game, a version of the “conceal stick game” After Harrington (1912), pl. 10.

          
        
        
          [image: Two people face each other with sticks on the ground between them, depicting the Tewa Cañute or conceal stick game being played]

          
            Figure 4.3. The Tewa “cañute” game being played. After Harrington (1912), fig. 22.

          
        
        What is going on here? It is certainly true, as Weiner (2018) notes, that gambling can function as a means of redistribution of wealth through social structures. Here we place emphasis differently, noting the connection between gambling and gaming, opposition of malevolent supernatural forces to the people, drought, and killing and enslavement in a ritualized or structured context. Chaco thus becomes the locus of a harmful divinity, one that, in at least one tradition, has an interest in turquoise (Chapin 1940). This divinity enacts harm on humans via the medium of gaming and gambling. The Great Houses are understood in mythohistorical accounts as highly charged places, in which humans and nonhumans (indeed, Weiner and Smith [2021] note that the occupants of Pueblo Bonito may have been understood to be divine) congregate to gamble and game in high-stakes situations that result in formalized enaction of trauma on bodies—and eventually in retribution, via the War Twins in their role as protectors of the people. This conceptualization is removed from profane intergroup warfare—the transmutation of violence into, instead, a sacred act with cosmic implications. In the context of probable elite interest at Chaco in maintaining regimes of fear induced by sanctified violence, this strong association between the Great Houses and sacred gambling and gaming is not, then, uninteresting. While we should be extremely careful of attempts to historicize mythohistorical accounts and contextually situated stories, we might tentatively connect formalized gambling and gaming with two potential implications: resultant violence enacted on males, as well as resulting vertically exaggerated social systems (Weiner 2018), all evidenced archaeologically at Pueblo Bonito.

      
      
        Conclusion

        This review of evidence for unequal social systems and violence in Chaco Canyon demonstrates, in part, the challenges faced by scholars attempting to untangle the relationships between violence and inequality in prehistoric archaeological perspective. While the evidence available allows us to make some relevant observations, including a gendered and class-based distribution of violent head trauma, connecting these patterns to either the construction or deconstruction of stable, unequal systems is challenging. Nonetheless, the evidence invites us to consider the likely dynamics amongst a wide range of forms of violence, including lethal, nonlethal, and ritualized violence, when assessing the relationships between violence and social hierarchy. We posit that the association of Chaco with sanctified gambling may reflect the strong residual associations between Great House politics, associated regimes of ritualized violence, and resulting mechanisms of social control that were intrinsic to the emergence and maintenance of the Chacoan elite.

        The review of violence offered here supports a connection between institutionalized violence and inequality, whereby violence acts as an essential structural strut underpinning basic social operations. Violence is deeply tied to changes in social, political, ideological, and environmental factors and is, in this context, partly periodic in nature. Before Chaco Canyon, violence assumed a potentially endemic and intercommunity aspect, perhaps related to wider environmental stresses. During the florescence and use of the Great Houses, violence transmuted into a form familiar from other examples of complex society in this book—corralled and expended by elites, often via ritualized structures, and associated with paraphernalia of the exotic and the profane and, in this case, gambling and gaming. After Chaco Canyon and the Great Houses (and the associated social and ritual regimes) were abandoned, the political-economic organization extant during the period of Great House florescence was never revived (in fact, several hundred years later a new ideological system arose with many built-in leveling mechanisms that mitigated against status- and prestige-seeking behavior).

        The development of social complexity—a process by which some people gain institutionalized access to greater resources than others—was both a phenomenon that initially bound different groups and regions together, but one that also, over time, became the force that pulled groups apart (Harrod, Martin, and Fields 2017). The duality of both unifying and separating a society is not intrinsically unusual but is especially striking in how it connects to the realm of violent coercion, which, as this volume highlights, contributes to both stability and instability, to status-leveling and to building hierarchies.

      
      
        Note

        
          	          
            1. This is now well established, for at least most mammal species. Whether this also applies to all nonmammal species is still debated by some, but new evidence continues to appear (see Godfrey-Smith [2020] for a good in-depth discussion of some of the oldest species known).
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        Seeing Socially Sanctioned Violence

        Insights from an Archaeology of Visibility

      
      Brenna R. Hassett

      
      The papers in this volume explore the extremely timely subject of the interplay between inequality and violence. In this chapter, I would like to focus on socially sanctioned violence in its most extreme form: the lethal violence dealt by society to its own members under the malleable headings of judicial or ritual killing. This is made possible through the unique case study of the late third to early fourth millennium BC site of Başur Höyük in the river valleys of the Upper Tigris and its Early Bronze Age 1 (EBA1) period cemetery, which contains elaborate retainer burials and a mass death pit. Socially sanctioned violence can be understood as the exertion of control over the physical well-being of some member(s) of a society by an authority within that society. This is a broad definition, but socially accepted violence is a broad church; it stretches to include both the use of lethal action, as in human sacrifice or judicial killing (execution), to the more passive restriction of resources needed to survive, conceived as structural violence by Galtung as a socially sanctioned denial, to some members or part of society, of the resources needed to thrive. The subject of identifying structural violence in terms of denial of access to resources is an important emerging topic in archaeology (Nystrom 2014; Tremblay and Reedy 2020). In this chapter I specifically deal with the interpretation of lethal, socially sanctioned violence because of the strong link between the visibility of ritual and judicial killing and its social purpose; such killings are often theorized as having a performative display aspect integral to their function (Weber 2012). This presents an opportunity to consider a framework of visibility in identifying and interpreting lethal socially sanctioned violence; something that allows us to see the society, and the inequality, behind the violence.

      Concepts of visibility in archaeology run the gamut between the esoteric and the very literal, from phenomenological approaches that seek to understand the impact of human visual perception to computational models that explore its structured geographical underpinnings. Here I attempt to blend as many of these approaches as possible under the heading of an archaeology of visibility in pursuit of a better understanding of the impact of violence in the past. This requires the term “visibility” to perform two functions: while we have an ultimate goal of understanding the role of visibility as an aspect of violence in the past, we must also address the difficulty that archaeology, as a form of inquiry, has in seeing or identifying evidence of violence in the past. This latter usage of the term “visibility” is more traditional and has found application in a number of approaches based on geospatial data (see Lake and Woodman 2003). These approaches, however, blur two very distinct issues: what we, as archaeologists, can see of the past—and what people in the past would have seen. The first speaks to the presence or absence of data, while the second gives insight into the experienced past.

      This paper examines—looks—very specifically at the visibility of violence in the past. This approach highlights an inequality in our evidence base for the experience of violence in the past that is infrequently considered: whether the violence for which we see evidence is equally visible, either to us as archaeologists reconstructing the past or among those people in the past who enacted or experienced violence. Bioarchaeologists, who provide the base metal of interpretations of violence in the past through examination of the traces violence leaves in human remains, are usually well aware that what we can interpret of the physical act of violence is limited by the nature of that violence; a gunshot is more visible in the body than a fever. We also know that our evidence base does not come to us randomly, for it is determined by who is buried where and how. Therefore, when we interpret violence we start from a place of inequality. In the discussion below, I would like to consider how these inequalities—of evidence of violence and of the social factors such as burial and commemoration practices that construct this evidence—can be scaled up from body to site to landscape.

      This chapter will interrogate what we can recover of the visibility of socially sanctioned violence in both senses of the word, thinking broadly across a range of examples but drawing particular detail from a remarkable set of burials at the Anatolian Early Bronze Age site of Başur Höyük. Violence in the human past suffers, for want of a better word, from a lack of visibility. The evidentiary bases we have for violence are piecemeal, subject to substantial bias, and come to us from subdisciplines which rarely interact with the swiftest part of the eternally moving stream of archaeological theory, with only a few notable exceptions (Martin and Harrod 2012; Stone 2020; Tremblay and Reedy 2020). What we do understand of the visual impact of violence comes to us from less material sources in psychology and sociology (Hansen 2017). This means that the function, the impact, of the visual display of violence eludes us, despite being clearly material to many past practices. If display is indeed a critical part of socially sanctified violence, then we require some framework to interrogate it. Particularly so, as socially sanctioned violence in the past grows to become a major component of political power, public life, and social organization during periods of large-scale consolidation into dense, often urban, hierarchical societies (Turchin 2016; Watts et al. 2016).

      This chapter, perhaps idiosyncratically, does not seek to discuss the interpretation of socially sanctified violence such as human sacrifice, its structural role, or the symbolism or meaning therein; this is a well-trodden path that as yet has not led to consensus (Watts et al. 2016; Schwartz 2017; see for instance summaries in Recht 2018). Instead, following suggestions that the power of a state requires demonstration and display (Ogburn 2004; Fleisher and Wynne-Jones 2010; Weber 2012), I focus on the specific visual nature of violence as display and the two ways in which it might be interpreted: by persons in the past, and by persons reconstructing the past. I also expand the enquiry beyond the phenomenon of human “ritual” sacrifice to accommodate the sometimes inextricable phenomenon of judicial killing (e.g., execution). Both practices require social sanction and are examples of the exertion of power—the ultimate power, of life and death—by some part or aspect of a society, on those under its control. It is useful, therefore, to consider both practices as potential venues for the “display” function of that power that, it has been suggested, motivates the practice of sacrifice (Weber 2012).

      In order to understand this functional role, however, it seems critical to first address the actual phenomenon of the visual display of violence. What does it look like? How do we see it in the archaeological record, and what evidence can be used to identify it? After introducing the methods and some of the applications of an archaeology of visibility, I look at how those methods can be used to identify aspects of the two types of event associated with socially sanctioned killing: the act of killing itself, and the burial and commemoration practices that succeed it. Specifically, I look at how identifying the location of these events can inform us about inherent inequalities in both discoverability and intended audience, as a way of accessing the visibility of violence and inequality in the past.

      
        An Archaeology of Visibility

        In English at least, the term “visibility” is far too close to the default sensory term, and it is therefore necessary to define explicitly the two aspects of visibility discussed here. The first is the visibility of violence as the nature of visual display of violence in the past: visibility in the sense of the potential for identification of violence in the past, what can we recover of violence in the past. Second, I discuss the visibility of violence as what people would have seen. Evidence for these seemingly disparate phenomena can be sought using an archaeology of visibility approach that combines methods that are designed to address both what could have been seen in the past and what can be seen of the past in the present. The former is traditionally the focus of visibility studies in archaeology (Lake and Woodman 2003), but the latter, I argue in this chapter, can also be achieved by identifying evidence of the events associated with violence: the act of killing itself, and burial and commemoration practices. Not only can we ask what people would have seen in the past, in order to interrogate the display associated with socially sanctioned violence, but we can also use some of the existing methods for identifying presence and absence of data to answer the question of what we can see of it.

        In an excellent summary of the current understanding of an “archaeology of visibility,” Lake and Woodman (2003) break down in chronological order of adoption the methods available to investigate past view into informal, statistical, and humanistic approaches that will be recognizable to most archaeologists familiar with trends in anglophone archaeological research: informal studies making note of the prominence of aspects of the landscape, statistical frameworks borrowing from the New or processual archaeology, and, lastly, a post-processual approach encompassing individual agents, reflexivity, and phenomenology. The scale of application of these approaches varies, but they largely concentrate on landscape, at least until the very apex of the post-processualist interest in experience, when objects and individual phenomena are increasingly considered. As laid out by Lake and Woodman, we can see three clear methodological approaches to an archaeology of visibility: a computational approach that seeks to model predictively the past (e.g., predictive statistical modeling of settlement location, geographic information systems or GIS-led viewshed analyses), a more informal approach that may make predictions based on observation but lacks the formality of a model-driven approach (more closely related to the established observational practices of archaeological survey and excavation), or, finally, a phenomenological approach that utilizes observation but situates it within a broad theoretical context that demands reflexive consideration of experience in the past (e.g., the application in Tilley [1994]).

        These occur at three different scales. For the purposes of this chapter I will describe the scales as landscape, that is, including more than one human activity locus over a geographic region; site-specific, which describes a single human activity locus such as a settlement or a butchery site; or individual- or object-based, which describes the visibility of a single human either in terms of action or person—an example here might be a human body, or it might stretch to the actions of an individual human, such as leaving fingerprints in wet clay. Landscape-scale archaeologies of visibility largely focus on recreating the view from a specific geographic point or points either through observation or through computational “isovist” or “viewshed” approaches (Paliou 2017). Techniques such as viewshed analysis identify realms of perception such as the amount of landscape visible from the summit of a hillfort (O’Driscoll 2017) or the habitations within visual range of a burial location (Graham 2003). The same methods can be used to model lines of sight in a settlement (Richards-Rissetto 2017) at a site-specific level. With the addition of a cognitive interpretative framework, we can also identify experience at the level of the perception of the individual: the phenomenological experience of the landscape (Tilley 1994), such as the view looking out of a Bronze Age doorway (Hodder 1990). From this ability to recreate experience, we can take the methods of an archaeology of visibility down to the scale of individual (table 5.1).

        A tripartite scale for the archaeology of visibility is also useful in identifying where we see archaeological evidence (table 5.2) and in determining what can we see of the past: identifying the location of archaeological data, or lack thereof. Computational approaches to landscape are now commonly used in predicting settlement locations, using statistical and spatial analytical methods (e.g., GIS) to identify ideal locations based on characteristics of the landscape, such as access to water, elevation, hillslope, exposure to sunlight, and distance from neighbors; by using the density of ground-surface survey finds to identify clusters of artifacts; or even through either observational or computational viewshed modeling techniques that might suggest prominent or noticeable features in the landscape (Gillings and Wheatley 2020). It is also possible to apply the methods of an archaeology of visibility to the discovery of site-specific archaeological data; while computational approaches can be used to identify features within a specific site, informal approaches using prior knowledge of site function or the layout of similar sites are more common. An example would be identifying manufacturing or industrial processes on a site through the option of either computational assessment of the density of artifact types (e.g., preponderance of metal slag), or through less formal prediction (e.g., metal slag would be found away from elite buildings, given other similar site types). Approaches to identifying evidence at the individual scale have seen far less in the way of formal modeling, but we can identify data presence—and absence—through palaeodemographic modeling and awareness of recovery biases due to factors such as taphonomic damage to skeletal remains (Waldron 1994).

        Table 5.1. Archaeology of visibility approaches to the question “what would have been seen in the past?”

        
          
            
              	            
                Approach

                        
              	            
                Scale

                        
              	            
                Example

                        
            

          
          
            
              	
                Informal (traditional archaeological methods)

              
              	
                Landscape, site-specific, individual

              
              	
                Identification of prominent landscape features; use of space (public, private); layout and use patterns

              
            

            
              	
                Computational (model-driven methods)

              
              	
                Landscape, site-specific

              
              	
                Viewshed/isovist analyses; reconstruction of architecture

              
            

            
              	
                Phenomenological (reflexive, experiential methods)

              
              	
                Landscape, site-specific, individual

              
              	
                Recreation of experience, ritual; recreation of environment (e.g., light, sound, smell)

              
            

          
        

        Table 5.2. Archaeological approaches to the question “what can we see of the past?”

        
          
            
              	            
                Scale

                        
              	            
                Method

                        
              	            
                Example

                        
            

          
          
            
              	
                Landscape

              
              	
                Settlement location; viewshed analyses

              
              	
                Predictive modeling, e.g., of settlement location based on GIS; interpretation of region of influence based on viewshed, e.g., settlement models

              
            

            
              	
                Site-Specific

              
              	
                Artifact density models; identification of variation of structures or artifacts; coverage

              
              	
                Modeling, e.g., of variation in amounts of slag found on site; identification of craft areas; interpretation of variation of site functions; scope of excavation

              
            

            
              	
                Individual

              
              	
                Palaeodemographic models; taphonomic assessment

              
              	
                Identification of missing classes of burial, e.g., neonates absent from Christian cemeteries; identification of missing data, e.g., poor preservation of skeleton will lead to loss of data

              
            

          
        

      
      
        THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF VISIBILITY AND VIOLENCE

        Moving to incorporate these concepts into a study of the visibility of fatal socially sanctioned violence leans heavily on the latter method by demanding we recreate experience—what people would have seen—from recreated violent events. This includes the act of killing itself, but also the later treatment of remains, which I delineate here as burial and commemoration, with the former being the act of depositing the body, and the latter any sort of revisitation or further activity related to commemorating the act of killing or burial. If we seek to understand the impact of these acts, then assessment of their visibility must be considered in terms of who might be able to view them. This can be reconstructed by identifying the location of the act or event in order to interpret its intended audience. The archaeology of visibility is designed to identify and even predict the location of archaeological data. The location for the component events that make up our evidence source for violence—the act of killing and burial and commemoration—also, however, tells us what people would have seen in the past by indicating the audience for the event, as laid out in figure 5.1. The key insight from those archaeological approaches to visibility that come from GIS methodologies is to consider visibility at multiple scales of archaeological data—across a landscape, across a specific site, or across individual human remains—and to not only apply it to what we can see of the human past but also use it as a basis to describe and interrogate what people in the past would have seen.

        
          [image: Flowchart indicating scales of visibility by audience and by location]

          
            Figure 5.1. An archaeology of visibility utilizing audience and location as interpretative tools for the component events of violence, at three different scales. Drawn by author.

          
        
        
          Visibility of the Act of Killing at Landscape or Site Scale

          While it is difficult to recover an event as a moment or act from the archaeological record, it is not entirely impossible to identify the location of such events, particularly if they are repeated (Smith and Reynolds 2013). An example might be the stone towers used for public executions that have been identified across the Czech Republic, some with the remnants of chains used as restraints still present (Mašková and Wojtucki 2016). Location is also a critical part in interpreting the meaning of the display of death. Judicial killings carried out publicly are visible to the entirety of society, for instance, while judicial killings behind closed doors (as in judicial executions in the present-day United States) or in a limited-access location (as in medieval English beheadings at the Tower of London) are only visible to a specific subgroup (Sarat 2001). Both are displays intended for an audience comprising members of the society that has carried out the killing. Public executions outside the nominal territory of a political unit, by contrast, may have multiple audiences in mind; a relevant example might be the crucifixion of 6,000 individuals along the road from Capua to Rome by the Romans after the rebellion of Spartacus (Appian B Civ. 1.120). Many judicial killings seem to have involved the act of execution where an audience broader than that available within a specific site would be able to see it, either along roads or at entrance points to a specific site. This is true of the early modern practice of execution by hanging in London, carried out at Tyburn, which was located nearly an hour’s journey by cart from what were, at that point, the city’s borders (Platter 1937). Conversely, the location of the act of killing can be used to diminish display in such a way that there is almost no audience, as in the ability of nation-states to “disappear” antagonistic members of society.

          There are numerous social, symbolic, and ritual reasons why killing must be performed. These are frequently encapsulated under the heading of ritual sacrifice, though the line between judicial and ritual killings is only as thick as the separation between political and spiritual authority. This was a line that arguably did not exist in the prehistoric past or indeed even in the far more recent past. Again, location plays a strong role in determining visibility. Archaeology and ethnography provide numerous examples of ritual killings carried out communally, located for the visual benefit of all members of society, for example, the large public displays of mass sacrifice practiced in the Andes. These were carried out within large plazas (Swenson 2003), marking them as acts of ritual killing as intended for large-scale public consumption. By contrast, the deaths of certain adolescents sacrificed by the Inca took place in an extracommunal location, in caves high up a mountain and far removed from the main population centers (Ceruti 2015), suggesting that their intended audience was not wholly present within the community carrying out the killing. That such deaths may have occurred in a few cases without human observers present further implicates the supernatural as the intended audience for this act. Additional archaeological examples of sacrifice located within the community, but limited to a specific subgroup of observers or participants, are more difficult to identify, given that it is not always possible to know the location or audience of a particular practice.

          An example of how complicated this might be comes from the Royal Cemetery of Ur, an early Bronze Age funerary complex in Mesopotamia excavated by Woolley at the beginning of the twentieth century and famous for its human sacrifices accompanying elite burials. Reinterpretation of the retainer burials at the Royal Cemetery of Ur as elaborately staged tableaux depends on both identifying the location of the act of killing and rewriting human sacrifice into a more open interpretation based on whether the dead represent individuals who died in position, near to it, or were moved postmortem (Baadsgaard et al. 2011). Without knowing the location of the act of killing in this early example of human sacrifice, it is very difficult to interpret whether the limited space of the burial chamber would have necessarily limited the audience present for the actual act of killing itself. It also calls into question the audience for the burial and commemoration of these bodies.

        
        
          Visibility of Burial and Commemoration at Landscape or Site Scale

          Archaeologically, burial remains among the most accessible features of the display of lethal violence, along with the process of commemoration that might be seen in a range of activities taking place after the violent act, including curation or manipulation of the remains of the dead, memorialization through iconography and art, or ritual reenactments or revisitations to the site of either the act of killing or the burials of victims. Burial and commemoration are not necessarily always separable—the treatment of physical remains may form an important part of the meaning entailed in their social afterlives—but are worth considering as separate components of a similar process. Burial encompasses the deposition of human remains and attendant funerary practices such as feasting or ritual activity, while commemoration might include returning to the locations of ritual killing or burial on important dates or for the performance of rituals, or the representation of the violent event in material culture, whether in script, ceramics, sculpture, or some other medium. In seeking evidence of socially sanctioned violence, we can look to examples of burial and commemoration practices that deviate from the norm (Ucko 1969; Parker Pearson 1999; Murphy 2008).

          It is not always clear how to interpret the meaning of treatment of human remains. The “trophy heads” associated with the Nasca and Wari cultures of the Andes, for instance, may commemorate judicial killings or military conquest, or they may perform some other ritual function (Schaefer 2017). The much-hyped “vampire” burials of the European medieval period are additional examples of burials that deviate from normal practice in order to have an apotropaic or protective effect against the supernatural without marking the experience of violence (Gregoricka et al. 2014). One of the best sources of evidence for violence sanctioned by the burying community is deviant burial, which is generally reserved for those who transgress societal norms (either in their person or through deed) and therefore are unsuitable for inclusion in the normal community of the dead (Murphy 2008). Deviant burial might include the burial of bodies in mass graves when single graves are the norm, lack of care in positioning the body or deliberate maltreatment of remains, or burial in a grave that is poorly built or unmarked—all are potential hallmarks of an act of violence that is meant to have a punitive or deterrent effect (Parker Pearson 1999).

          Location again can be an important factor in identifying deviant burial. The burials of the executed criminals of Anglo-Saxon justice, for instance, are generally located in the borderland, extracommunal locations of legal assembly, where they were executed, separating them from their communities and societies. Their disposal and subsequent humiliating treatment at these locations further allows us to understand the audience for their deaths, visible only to the specific subsection of the larger society attending such assemblies (Reynolds 2009). Commemoration practices—the further life of human remains after deposition—of intentionally displayed public violence may vary considerably but can still be contemplated in terms of the locations where they are carried out and the implied audience for the practice. We have discussed above the massacre of slaves after the rebellion of Spartacus as an extracommunal display of the act of killing, but crucifixion also has a commemorative or performative aspect that perseveres beyond the violent act itself, prolonging the display of remains. Display of remains in places that are understood by members of the commune as ignoble or demeaning, such as the trope of the head on a spike above a city gate—exemplified by the fate of Oliver Cromwell—are commemorations of judicial killings in very public locations, with the intent of reaching an audience that is equally public.

          A broad diversity of burial treatment for victims of lethal, state-sanctioned violence is reflected in the locations they are recovered from, with each location dictating a different audience to receive the message thus reiterated. Likewise, the commemorative treatment of the body in burial following an act of human sacrifice varies considerably, given the scope of meaning that ritual violence can carry and the role that further ritual can play in delivering this meaning; this also applies to location and therefore audience. Sacrificial remains might be interred in a remote location chosen for its spiritual connections with a limited audience, such as the child and camelid sacrifices of Huanchaquito, with no evidence whatsoever for further commemorative activity (Prieto et al. 2019); or they might be disarticulated and curated in the heart of the community as part of a continuously reinforced narrative for every member to view, like the tzompantli (skull racks) of the Aztec empire (Berdan 2014). At Palenque, the location of depictions commemorating sacrifice clearly indicates the intended audience, because they are displayed in a central, authoritative location in the main elite residence (Baudez and Mathews 1978, quoted in Schaefer 2017). The Dahomey kingdom of the latter second millennium CE created elaborate retainer burials with human sacrifices made on the death of an important figure, and these were commemorated annually—by further human sacrifice (Law 1985). Commemoration might even be extended to the practices that precede the act of killing itself, as in the example of the massive funerary processions that precede the retainer sacrifices at Abydos; the processions themselves are argued to be the most impressive visual aspect of the killings for the largest number of viewers (Morris 2007).

        
        
          Visibility of the Act of Killing at Individual Scale

          The primary source of data for violence in archaeology is found in the evidence of pathology and trauma directly retained in the bodies of individuals (Martin and Harrod 2012, 2015). Even if the visibility of individual burials (discussed below) is controlled for, differential preservation and the biases in the evidence for violence must be considered in understanding what we see of violence in the past. There are a litany of markers of trauma in the skeleton that can be used to assess manner of death in violent killings—evidence of sharp force trauma from cuts, scratches, and stabs to bone, and of blunt force trauma from impacts and bludgeons that dent or break bone—but only some types of fatal violence leave a mark on the human skeleton that may be identified by palaeopathologists (Aufderheide and Rodríguez-Martín 1998). Even in those cases, not all skeletons will display the same evidence of cause of death. Caveats apply to nearly all forms of skeletal evidence for violence (Martin and Harrod 2015). Sharp force trauma, for instance, is most sensibly directed toward soft tissue, and fatal cuts or stab wounds will only be apparent in the skeleton if the cutting implement catches surrounding bone, which is not always the case. Blunt force trauma can be difficult to interpret in human remains that have been subject to taphonomic disturbance; for instance, blows to the head can be difficult to reconstruct if the cranial vault is subsequently deformed by the weight of earth. One of the most notable examples is the “hangman’s fracture” that affects the second cervical (axis) vertebrae in cases of death by hanging. Despite being clearly present in some cases, in others—including celebrity criminal William Burke, himself executed for the crime of stealing bodies to provide to anatomists in twentieth-century Edinburgh—there is no such fracture (Waldron 1996). Identification of what we can see of violence in the past at the scale of the individual, then, must take account of all of these factors.

        
        
          Visibility of Burial and Commemoration at Individual Scale

          Because human remains are rarely recovered in circumstances that allow us to confidently assert knowledge of an entire group or population, this critical data source for what we can see of violence in the past is almost always plagued by missing data (Waldron 1994; Margerison and Knüsel 2002). An archaeology of the visibility of violence in particular must be aware of the obverse of making individuals archaeologically visible via the enormous funerary monuments or well-curated burial grounds that are so tempting to excavators: identifying the lack of visibility of certain individuals as reflected in the archaeological record. Differential burial treatment of varying age, sex, or social groups within a society will result in a different visibility: for example, the absence of infants too young to be baptized from premodern Christian cemeteries. Finally, commemoration practices may include movement, alteration, or other interaction of or with burials, such as the practice of disinterring the dead so that they may “dance” the famadihana in Madagascar (Graeber 1995) or the removal of skeletal elements to make elaborate mosaics and dioramas such as those adorning the walls and ceilings of Rome’s Capuchin monastery of Santa Maria della Concezione (Quigley 2001). Finally, taphonomy may affect aspects of the skeleton differently, leaving a large amount of variation in our data sources; juvenile bones lack the mineral content of adult bones and are more susceptible to destruction, while teeth survive far better than other bones because they have a high mineral content.

          Table 5.3. Evidence of socially sanctioned violence at three different scales

          
            
              
                	
                
                	            
                  Landscape

                          
                	            
                  Site-Specific

                          
                	            
                  Individual

                          
              

            
            
              
                	
                  Act of killing

                
                	
                  Execution grounds, monument, natural feature
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                  Skeletal trauma; burial position
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                  Deviation in location of burial in landscape, or lack of burial

                
                	
                  Deviation from site burial pattern (location, presence of markers, etc.)

                
                	
                  Treatment of corpse (mutilation, ignoble positioning)

                
              

              
                	
                  Commemoration

                
                	
                  Location of monuments or markers; location of ritual or procession

                
                	
                  Display of remains; unmarked burials

                
                	
                  Secondary burial; feasting

                
              

            
          

          The three aspects of socially sanctioned lethal violence—the act of killing, burial, and commemoration—about which we wish to obtain evidence can be seen at different scales. An archaeology of visibility approach makes explicit the connection of these depositional events to evidence observed across landscapes, sites, and even individual human bodies (table 5.3).

        
      
      
        Case Study: Retainer Burial and Mass Graves at Başur Höyük

        The question this chapter addresses is whether we can use the archaeology of visibility, designed for landscapes, to address the issue of violence in the human past. For that, we need to understand the scales at which violence becomes visible in the archaeological record. In seeking to do so, we turn to the case study of the Early Bronze Age (EBA) I period cemetery at Başur Höyük (3100–2800 cal. BCE). Başur Höyük is located on a tributary that feeds into the Tigris River, just outside the modern Turkish city of Siirt (Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2019, 2020). The Upper Tigris is historically understudied for a variety of reasons, but dam construction in the 2000s brought a flurry of archaeological rescue activity to the region. The EBA cemetery (described in Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2020) comprises three types of burial: pit graves, walled cist tombs sided with stone slabs of different sizes with a stone floor, and paired semiwalled cist graves that are only partially stone-sided, taking as one wall the side of one of the fully stone-sided cist graves (see figure 5.2). There is also a unique mass death pit containing upwards of sixty individuals hastily buried in a small (2.3 by 3 meters), shallow pit to the north of the cemetery. The largest of the completely walled cist tombs has been identified as containing human sacrifices in the form of a retainer burial (Hassett and Saǧlamtimur 2018). The following discussion will assess the viability and consequences of a visibility-led approach to identifying socially sanctioned violence in the archaeological record at Başur Höyük.

        
          [image: Plan of grave locations at Başur Höyük]

          
            Figure 5.2. Multilevel plan of EBA 1 Cemetery at Başur Höyük. Hatched areas are pit burials with no cist tomb associated (nos. 4, 8, 10, 16), late Chalcolithic 5 period retaining or fortifying wall is shaded at bottom of image. Image courtesy of the Başur Höyük Archaeology Project.

          
        
        
          Visibility of Violence: Landscape

          The first scale at which we will look for evidence of violence at Başur Höyük is that of the landscape. We will begin with the issue of what we can see in the past, addressing the issue of the identification of the Başur Höyük cemetery. Tells are such identifiable features that they have been instrumental in the process of archaeological site identification in the region. Başur Höyük is a prominent feature along the major transit corridor of the Başur River, as is evident in figure 5.3. The mound was identified in advance of a destructive infrastructure project through nonsystematic survey of regional sites dictated by a mixture of rescue excavation, local construction, and historical happenstance. At a landscape scale, we have evidence that the transition between the fourth and third millennia BCE marks a regional shift in social and political organization (Pollock 1999). The relationship of the dead to the landscape seems to change in the EBA over a much broader region; evidence from the southern Levant resulting from the Durham University Invisible Dead project shows an increase in evidence of burial from this period (Bradbury and Graham 2017). After the preceding Uruk period, where burial tradition is sufficiently dislocated from major habitations that we do not have the evidence to describe it, there has been a suggestion that the tells and mounds of the northern river basins are repurposed as burial locations (Helwing 2012).

          
            [image: Aerial view of Başur Höyük mound in landscape, showing Başur River next to the mound]

            
              Figure 5.3. Aerial overview of Başur Höyük. The Başur River is to the left of the archaeological tell at the bottom of the image. Image courtesy Başur Höyük Archaeology Project.

            
          
          The use of prominent landscape features, or the construction of entirely new prominent landscape features, has long been a component of burial and commemoration, so it is not unreasonable to think that there is some aspect of monumentality to the positioning of a symbolically important burial site on the Başur mound. To the northwest, on the other side of the Caucasus, contemporary kurgan-building cultures construct burial mounds in earth, from scratch, creating highly visible monuments in the landscape (see Laneri, Palumbi, and Celka 2019). It seems that at some sites, in the upper reaches of the great rivers, the proponents of single-inhumation burial, a new characteristic of third millennium burial practices, repurposed preexisting tells and mounds as mortuary sites. The notable comparative example here is that of the elaborate EBA 1 period cist grave at Arslantepe with one internal burial and four retainers sacrificed externally and placed on the cist capstone, which is interpreted as marking changing social organizations associated with population movements of agropastoralist communities (Frangipane 2006; Erdal 2012). Phenomenologically, we can identify the location of burials on tells as highly impactful on the observer. They stand out, particularly in the late fourth millennium when most tells may have had considerable standing architecture, albeit in ruins, from the preceding Uruk phases of occupation.

          At Başur, settlement on such a mound, and the construction of a cemetery, indicates some degree of visibility within the larger landscape. The location of the mound at a critical juncture of routes, between the Zagros Mountains and the Anatolian plain with those of Southern Mesopotamia and the Caucasus, further indicates that there must have been a wider audience for burials on mounds. However, we cannot say that the same intentionality applies to the cemetery, only that the burials are situated next to other EBA 1 activity areas, which is not the case with megaliths and tumuli solely interpreted as extending some measure of ownership over landscape (e.g., Winter-Livneh, Svorah, and Gilead 2012). The location within the landscape suggests to us that, while we do not know who was occupying Başur or even whether they were the same community from which the dead were drawn, they were the intended audience for these burials. It is likely that the select individuals who could access the burial rituals were, to some extent, a self-limiting audience and not inclusive of the wider interaction network. To fully understand the visibility of the burials to this audience, we must consider the location of the burials within the site.

        
        
          Visibility of Violence: Site-Specific

          We can look to evidence of what we can see of violence in the past at a site-specific level through identification of features associated with violence, such as killing grounds; through deviation in burial patterns across a site; and through evidence of specific commemorative acts or locations for those acts within the site. There is increasing evidence of some EBA 1 settlement, albeit sometimes of a changed character from the preceding Late Chalcolithic period, on the large tell sites such as Arslantepe and indeed at Başur (Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2020). At Başur, there is evidence of domestic habitation on the northwest aspect of the mound, and exposure of EBA 1 layers on the southwest has revealed three, probably ritual, hearths among general production areas (Saǧlamtimur 2017; Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2019), but the connection of these activities to the burials on the southeastern slope remains unclear. While the presence of the hearths and a large special-purpose building in the preceding Uruk period invites speculation as to foci for ritual activity on the mound, there is no evidence for any structure associated with the act of violence at the site, such as a gallows or sacrificial altar, so we must focus on the evidence of burial and commemoration. Archaeologically, the burials were identified because of the crosscutting (planar) approach of excavation and because they are more recent and therefore closer to the surface than other features on the site. The retainer burial previously identified is particularly visible due to its robust construction, size, and depth.

          In approaching the question of what people in the past would have seen, the first thing to note is that the burials are on the interior side of the mound away from the river (see figure 5.3). The second is that the burials are all recessed into the ground. While the largest cists retain impressive capstones, the presence of grave goods and human remains on earth platforms level with the bases of these constructions, which were subsequently filled with soil, suggests that these are truly inhumations (Sağlamtimur and Ozan 2013, 2014; Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2020). There is no disturbance of the remains or carefully placed grave goods that would suggest the burials remained open and visible for an extended period of time, with the possible exceptions of an animal-gnawed femur that may or may not be fully associated with the cist grave M1 and a fragment of cranium found in the large paired-cist burial M15. Visibility of the graves may have been limited by deliberate backfilling and closure shortly after burial. Additionally, the construction of the graves themselves evokes different degrees of visibility. There are tiers of relative effort in grave construction, with the walled cist graves at the apex and the pit graves at the nadir. While neither construction has an appreciable surface profile—both cists and pits were excavated directly into the fill of abandoned Uruk-period architecture—large capstones of up to two square meters on the paired cist graves may have served as markers. The burials’ low profile seems to extend to the mass death pit, grave 16, which was apparently shallow, small, and nearly entirely unmarked. The sole distinctive feature of the mass grave visible in the past would probably have been the thin outline of a layer of finer, paler, clay-like soil, possibly taken from the Başur River below the mound and used to line and seal the death pit.

          The grave types are intermixed spatially, with some overlap; this may indicate two chronologically distinct burial traditions, with the pit forms postdating the cist grave construction. The pit graves for which calibrated radiocarbon dating is available and the mass death pit all date to the very end of the cemetery’s use, around 2800 cal. BCE, while the limited dates available for the cist graves range closer to 3100 BCE (Pilaar Birch pers. comm.). It is even possible that some of the pit graves were constructed by people who did not know the location of the cist graves, though the continued use of the area as a burial ground within a few centuries and the lack of other evidence for burial at the site through several thousand years of occupation suggest some continuity.

          Consideration of burial and commemorative practice is particularly interesting in light of two walled cist graves, numbers 11 and 12. These two cists are small, less than a meter-and-a-half in diameter, and contain no human remains. They are set into the mound on the slope above the largest paired cist graves (13 and 14; and 15, 17, and 18) and have no abutting paired semiwalled cists (see figure 5.4 for a composite schematic of elevation). They contain a limited subset of ceramics and an unusual distribution of metal objects; grave 11 contained just two pins, whereas grave 12 contained an axe and spearheads (Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2019, 2020). The bases of these cists are set at the level of the capstones of the larger paired cists located downslope. Their size and lack of human remains indicate that they were not intended as receptacles for burials, but their close association with the paired cist graves implies that their function may be related to those burials. These may have served a similar function as the large cist retainer burial(s), perhaps providing a locus for commemorative rituals, or even performing the same function as the retainer burial, but without the retainers. “Graves” 11 and 12 may, however, have also had an extremely limited period of visibility and a similarly limited audience. Undisturbed ceramics, probably deposited onto a subterranean platform at level with the base of the cists, have been excavated from alongside their walls (Sağlamtimur and Ozan 2013, 2014; Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2020).

          
            [image: Schematic of relative elevations of burials at Başur Höyük]

            
              Figure 5.4. Superimposition of relative elevation of graves at Başur Höyük, with contemporary maximum mound height indicated by light gray fill. Scale at left is in centimeters. Image courtesy Başur Höyük Archaeological Project.

            
          
          There are substantial differences in material culture deposited across the grave types as part of the funerary ritual, with a varying prevalence of certain types of beads, metal artifacts, and ceramics indicating differential burial treatment on the site, potentially even different traditions of burial. There is also evidence of variation in the amount of labor involved in the construction of pit graves compared to the large cist graves, with a clear difference in effort required. This suggests the involvement of different audiences for the burial rituals as well as varied preparation associated with different types of graves. The audiences may have been larger and either more invested or more able to invest grave goods for the walled cist graves, with their greater material wealth. Therefore, at the site-specific scale, we are again able to identify difference in burial and commemoration from an archaeology of visibility perspective. The variation is significant in terms of the social afterlife of the human remains and suggests a real differentiation in the social treatment of the dead, with some included and some excluded. This could be a possible signposting of inequality associated with social violence.

        
        
          Visibility of Violence: Individual

          At the scale of the individual at Başur Höyük, there are two possible loci for visible violence. Both are situated in the body itself: the evidence of physical trauma recoverable from the skeleton, and the burial or commemoration activity evident from the treatment of the body after death. First turning to the evidence of what we can see of the past, the location of human remains at Başur Höyük offers considerable insight from the point of view of the cemetery’s demography or population. According to model life tables, a normal distribution of the dead would occur in a U-shaped curve, with the majority of deaths occurring in individuals aged under four years or in old age (Waldron 1994; Margerison and Knüsel 2002). At Başur, in contrast, very young individuals (younger than four years) are absent from the cemetery in all burial contexts, as are the very elderly (fifty or more years; Hassett, Sağlamtimur, and Batıhan 2019). Thus, we may conclude that the remains present were culturally selected in a deliberate way, rather than representing the full range of the population. They also are too few to represent a sustainable biological population, further emphasizing their lack of representativeness and highlighting unequal treatment in death.

          If remains were selectively buried, then we must assume that their treatment reflects a particular social role; this social role must be achievable between the age of about five and senescence, given the age range of individuals identified. Across the three types of burial context, there are age-specific patterns of burial, with young adolescents (less than fifteen years) disproportionately favored for inclusion in the fully walled cist burials (table 5.4). The special case of the mass grave context also contains only a limited age range—between about nine years old and twenty-five—suggesting that only a specific subgroup of the population was involved in the catastrophic event that led to the deaths of the sixty-plus individuals interred there. This further underlines the socially determined nature of the burial assemblage and the inequalities in treatment based on demographic characteristics.

          Table 5.4. Demography of EBA burials at Başur Höyüka
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          a. Analysis of the mass burial is ongoing, but there are a minimum of sixty-three individuals, almost all between the ages of ten and no more than thirty years old.

          Two of the young men buried in the semi-walled cist grave (17) on the eastern side of the largest of the walled cist graves (15) show evidence of penetrating blunt force trauma to the skull occurring at or near the time of death, revealing one of the earliest examples of retainer burial in the ancient Near East (Hassett and Saǧlamtimur 2018). It is possible that all eight young people buried in grave 17 were violently killed, but preservation is insufficient to show this; certainly, their positioning in death indicates a form of retainer burial. This emphasizes the point made above, that bioarchaeological investigation is not always able to identify violence from human remains. The identification of at least two violent deaths means the other semi-walled cist graves paired with large cist graves (9, 14) may also be retainer burials and therefore evidence of socially sanctioned violence. However, nowhere else in the cemetery, including the mass grave, is there any evidence for physical trauma, let alone fatal violence. This brings us to the complicated pass of only being able to identify violence from its visibility on the skeletal remains in select cases.

          In order to interpret the violence we see, we need to incorporate the evidence of burial and commemoration. We can identify this in terms of what we can see of the past: grave goods and the positioning and treatment of the bodies. Because of exemplary preservation—there are even small pieces of textile surviving the 5,000-year interval between deposition and excavation—grave goods at Başur Höyük offer a unique insight into issues of visibility, and what it reveals of inequality, when considered at the level of the individual. There is considerable visual impact in the deposition of prestige metal objects and funerary ceramics (Sağlamtimur, Batıhan, and Aydoğan 2019). Evidence of personal adornment that marks out different social roles within the burials is also apparent. In particular, there are large, visually obvious beaded decorations in the form of black-and-white “harlequin panels” (figure 5.5) which seem to have been worn by retainers, almost as some kind of uniform (Richards 2020) that would have communicated social status. This kind of visual signaling was probably intended to be interpretable at a near distance by contemporaries and is sufficiently marked to signal a clear social distinction between those buried as retainers and the apparently focal burials at Başur Höyük.

          Evidence of burial position suggests that individuals at Başur Höyük were normally buried in a flexed Hocker position. Burials in the cist graves tend to be oriented east-west, though orientation is not always recoverable due to poor preservation. There is no apparent patterning in the position of bodies relative to each other within pit graves—grave 4 contains a woman and child, huddled together with heads bowed to touch, while those in grave 10 are arranged in a circular daisy-chain pattern. The bodies in the mass grave, by contrast, appear to have been flung into the pit one atop another with no directionality. Also notable is the placement of the bodies within the cist graves: within the walled cists, individuals are usually located quite centrally. In the semi-walled cists that may be retainer burials, individuals are often pressed against the aspect of the grave that abuts the walled cist they are paired with. Bodies are lain on top of each other either against the north wall (for those graves with southern abutments) or the west (in graves 15 and 17). The contrast between careful positioning in the cist graves—potentially ritually, but certainly emotionally, significant positioning in the pit graves—and total lack of care in positioning the bodies in the mass death pit suggests a type of symbolic social violence against the individuals in grave 16 that is not present in the retainer burials.

          
            [image: Harlequin bead panel with alternating black and white diamond beads set between thin black spacers lying partially intact in dirt]

            
              Figure 5.5. One of the “harlequin panels” from Başur Höyük, grave 17 (retainer burial). Found in proximity to the chest of a young adult male. Image courtesy Başur Höyük Archaeological Project.

            
          
          The final, and perhaps most interesting, question to be examined at the scale of the individual is what people in the past would have seen of violence, as inferred from the skeletal evidence. Reconstruction of the spectacle of the violence that killed the two young men in grave 17 suggests that the retainers buried there were killed in a highly visible, violent manner: with blows to the head (Hassett and Saǧlamtimur 2018). We do not know what the audience for this death would have been, because we do not know the location of the act of killing, but it is a remarkably active form of death to perform, requiring both an executioner and, probably, some form of restraint, either chemical or physical. It would also be a visibly bloody and violent form of execution. This is not entirely incompatible with the idea of death occurring as part of a ritual, such as human sacrifice. However, an additional awkward wound to the hip in one young man suggests a less than decorous death, which cautions against interpreting his death as the result of a burial ritual, complete with the large audience such a magnificent display of wealth would have merited. The retainers were buried with considerable personal adornment: huge numbers of patterned beads, along with valuable metal clothing pins and other grave goods. It is difficult to square the formality of their dress and deposition with the informality of the hip wound. We are faced with a dilemma, then, in interpreting the violence at Başur Höyük, precisely because of its limited visibility: the manner of death seems to be more violent than the subsequent positioning of the bodies and large amount of accompanying grave goods would suggest. Similarly, the violent treatment of remains in the mass death pit is not accompanied by any evidence of actual physical violence. Inequalities between individuals at Başur Höyük—signaled or obscured, as the case may be, by burial and commemoration practices—are not reflected in what we can reconstruct of the act of killing. However, we can use this same evidence to reconstruct a situation in which some members of the burial community were victims of lethal, sanctioned violence.

        
      
      
        Conclusion

        An archaeology of visibility is a useful framework for addressing violence in the past. However, to be of real impact requires considerable integration of data at multiple scales. In regard to the question of what we can see of the past, there is a clear role for the identification of burials and commemoration practices at all scales, though actually siting acts of violence is far more difficult. Locations of violence within the landscape, the site, and the body are all subject to observational biases, as we can see with the example of Başur: a lack of formal, systematic survey of the landscape makes the comparison with other burial locations difficult, as tells are preferentially identifiable, and because of this Başur’s position within a local settlement hierarchy is unknown. The differing visibility of grave types across the cemetery and the graves’ low profile and secluded location allow us to observe some details of the limited nature of the audience for violence at site level. At the level of the body, the difficulty in identifying trauma from the skeleton and the potential missing data from the rest of the population are major impediments to being able to identify violence, or its absence. However, combining bioarchaeological evidence for an act of killing with the differential treatment of individual remains allows us to identify the practice of retainer burial, a type of socially sanctioned violence. Bringing evidence from multiple scales together allows us to extend the identification of retainer burial, from the bones and burial position at the individual scale, through to matching grave types (the paired cist graves), and even up to the landscape scale. This is conducive to comparisons across sites, for example, between socially sanctioned violence at Başur Höyük and retainer burial at contemporary Arslantepe. Such comparative analysis in turn reveals a general trend toward the use of monumental tells as locations for socially sanctioned violence in the EBA.

        In terms of what people in the past would have seen, we are able to apply more discursive, situational interpretive frameworks. At the landscape level, we can recognize the prominence and monumentality of the mound location of Başur Höyük while also noting that the graves themselves would only have been visible to those on the mound. The positioning of the graves, the existence of supplemental, non-burial contexts for ritual deposition (graves 11 and 12), and the investment of huge deposits of material wealth suggest an audience with considerable social power; this cements the importance of visual display to those attending either the burials or rituals relating to the burials. The low (subterranean) profile of the graves and location within the site suggest that this audience was limited, and so perhaps was the number of people who held the social power associated with retainer burial. There is a strong connection between the appearance of monumental burials in a landscape and the assertion of ownership or land usage rights (Kinnes 1975; Winter-Livneh, Svoray, and Gilead 2012). There are also purported links between monumental burials and control over grazing area (Porter 2000). This suggests that the new phenomenon of socially sanctified lethal violence at Arslantepe and Başur Höyük might be the result of a select audience or group utilizing burial on mounds to mark territorial control in a region whose settlements were so ephemeral that they have mostly evaded identification. Normally, monumental burials suggest visibility is intended for a large audience; this does not seem to be the case with Başur Höyük. Along with the shift in burial tradition in the region, this is particularly interesting in considering who the audience may have been for the dramatic burials at Başur Höyük. While others have theorized that the new trend for individual burial heralds a newly arrived or flourishing group and that socially sanctioned violence is part of this trend (Frangipane 2006; Erdal 2012; Helwing 2012), we encounter at Başur a group who display their power over the life and death of individuals to an, ultimately, relatively circumscribed audience, despite the vast amount of wealth and energy contributed. In this way, the retainer burial(s) at Başur Höyük may have more in common with those of Early Dynastic Egypt, where the burial itself is not as visually important as the procession of chattels and goods that precedes it (Morris 2007).

        Finally, the active killing of individuals in the retainer burial creates complications for normal interpretations of violent burial rituals during the transition from the fourth to the third millennium, particularly given the similarities with the deaths of the retainers at Ur. Did the violence identified in these bodies form part of the burial ritual? Given the presence of semi-walled cist graves containing multiple individuals interred simultaneously that abut almost all of the large walled cist graves, we might say that the burial ritual across the site is that of retainer sacrifice. If this is the case, and the deaths of these individuals were deliberately carried out as part of a ritual, then that ritual contains an extraordinary display of violence by sharp force trauma to the head, with the same potential visual impact as the beheadings or hangings associated with judicial killing. This is contrary to the expectation raised by Porter that, in the fourth and third millennia in Mesopotamia, display of the act of killing is not as critical as in other contexts, for example among the Aztec (Porter 2012). The youth of some retainers would make it a particularly extreme form of ritual display. This is not to say that examples do not exist in the archaeological (or historical) record of such levels of violence toward adults or children in a public setting. However, a distinction remains apparent insofar as others subjected to such treatment, whether they be Aztec sacrifices or victims of modern genocides, are not accorded the kind of ritual status in burial that the retainers of Başur Höyük were.

        At Başur Höyük, then, it seems prudent to recall that the circumstances of retainer burial may not be directly equivalent to those of human sacrifice. The deaths of the retainers could have occurred in another context, outside of the burial ritual: in a raid or skirmish in which several deaths occurred simultaneously but failed to leave evidence of violence on the bones. They could have achieved the status of retainers by virtue of their positioning within the burial complex, then, rather than through the actual means of their death. The “display” with which they are associated may not be the outright demonstration of power we associate with public execution or human sacrifice. This distinction is a critical point when we wish to consider the function and display of the changing structures of power of the late fourth and early third millennia in the Mesopotamian sphere. Interpretive frameworks that insist on a visual display of power such as human sacrifice being an integral part of the tool kit of early state societies must first consider this visibility very carefully, and at multiple scales. While the burial and commemoration practices at Başur Höyük all lend themselves to the formulaic interpretation of the retainer burials being human sacrifices intended for display, it takes reconstruction of the visibility of the actual manner of death to identify that this display was intended for a limited audience and to challenge the interpretation of human sacrifice as an integral part of social function in the Early Bronze Age. By using an archaeology of visibility approach, we are able to circumvent the bioarchaeologist’s difficulty in identifying violence in human remains and more accurately interpret the archaeological record. The evidence of burial and commemoration visibility at landscape, site, and individual scales describes a limited, inward-facing audience selecting only certain members of society for burial, with grave goods such as the harlequin panel uniforms further outlining status differences in the burial community at Başur Höyük. This allows us, 5,000 years later, to see in the hilly landscape of the Başur Valley the inequalities of lethal, socially sanctioned violence in a cemetery of retainer burials.
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        Animals, Violence, and Inequality in Ancient Mesopotamia

      
      Laerke Recht

      
      Violence and inequality in the past and today were and are not limited to humans. Arguably, nonhuman animals bear the much greater brunt of human brutality and enter—willingly and unwillingly—into unequal relations with humans. In fact, violence against nonhuman animals has become so normalized that, outside special interest groups and animal rights organizations, it is practically invisible as violence. This is reflected in our legal systems, where most types of violence against animals are permitted. This normalization is probably what has excluded the topic of animals from discussions on the rise of early complex societies and on state formation resulting from violence. When they are included, it is through concepts such as “domestication” or the “secondary products revolution,” which indeed had a huge impact on human lifeways but do not generally consider the inequality inherent in the associated multispecies relations. These unequal relations, despite various levels of recognition of animal agency or even personhood, formed the basis of many of the activities carried out by rulers of ancient Mesopotamian states and empires in order to create and maintain power. In this paper, I will explore the interplay of violence, nonhuman animals, and inequality in ancient Mesopotamia through three state-sponsored activities: war, hunting, and feasting. The large-scale versions of these are all closely associated with state-building, and violence against nonhuman animals (and corresponding inequality) appears to have been more extensive and systemic the larger and more organized the state.

      Here I take my cue from research in the last couple of decades that is often called part of “the animal turn” in archaeology and other disciplines (also sometimes HAS for Human-Animal Studies—for example, Ritvo 2004; Armstrong Oma 2017; Boyd 2017), with a less anthropocentric approach that acknowledges nonhuman animals as active social agents and employs multispecies ethnographies (Ogden, Hall, and Tanita 2013; Smart 2014; Kopnina 2017). I want to see what happens if we give equal consideration to humans and nonhuman animals and if we, in examining the relations expressed in violence, focus more on divisions based on social status and class and less on those based on species. In doing so, we will see that traditional dichotomies based on human/animal, culture/nature, or civilized/wilderness start to break down, or at the very least lose some of their sharply defined boundaries. We will also see how animals were an integral part of early complex societies and that violence against certain species occurred during periods of both disruption and stability (to the extent that we can talk about stability in ancient Mesopotamia), but with an increase during the latter.

      Studies on inequality, violence, and war appear in the fields of archaeology and anthropology. Recently, research on inequality has emerged as an area of special interest (e.g., Carman 2013; Fochesato, Bogaard, and Bowles 2019; Leppard 2019; papers in Campbell 2014 and Cerasuolo 2021; see also Murray and Leppard, this volume). These topics have also received attention in Near Eastern studies, with publications specifically addressing war and violence (e.g., Hamblin 2006; Nadali 2007; Crouch 2009; Battini 2016), along with those looking at inequality and power relations (e.g., Frangipane 2007; Stone 2019). Broadly speaking, all of these largely focus on interhuman violence, war, and inequality. However, partly inspired by the field of HAS, nonhuman animals have been the focus of some recent research, as for example in the work of Lau (Lau and Gamerschlag 2015; Lau 2017a, 2017b, 2020) and a volume dedicated to the topic (Arbuckle and McCarty 2014). In sociology, some scholars have also examined violent aspects of human-nonhuman animal relations and their role in ideology and power structures (e.g., Peggs 2012; Nilbert 2013; Murdock 2020).

      
        Violence against Animals

        To begin, a clarification: broadly speaking, I assume that nonhuman animals are social actors able to feel pain and in possession of lived experience. A large body of literature is dedicated to these aspects with, for example, an ever-increasing number of studies demonstrating nonhuman animal pain, self-awareness, and deliberate engagement with their environment (see especially DeMello 2010, 2012 and references therein).1 Such a preamble is necessary because the rest of this paper will only make sense with this assumption in mind. In an earlier draft of the paper, the editors asked whether the killing of animals for consumption can be considered violence, and this question is not unusual. But it is an excellent illustration of the extent to which the killing of nonhuman animals today is so systemic and normalized as to even be queried as violence. It is also especially revealing because the sacrifice of humans for ritual purposes is usually considered violence, while animal sacrifice is not, even though, viewed internally within the sociopolitical structure of many ancient cultures, the two often occupy parallel or equivalent roles in ancient religious systems (Recht 2011; on human sacrifice, see also Roselyn Campbell this volume, Swenson this volume). There are two fault lines in this question that I want to pick up on, as they have relevance for what follows. The first is that, if nonhuman animals are recognized as social actors and as able to experience pain, I think the question would not arise in the first place. If we substituted the slaughter and consumption of nonhuman animals with humans, would we still wonder if violence is involved? Second, does the purpose of a violent action ever negate it being categorized as violence? I would like to leave this second part open, because I think it taps into much of the discussion concerning when and how violence is labeled as such and its entanglement with when it is considered justified or legal (which is usually the point at which the violent aspect is also suppressed; cf. Tilly 1985; see also discussion in Leppard and Murray, this volume).

        However, there is also an important caution implied by these questions: the culturally dependent understanding of where a line between human and nonhuman animal might be drawn. That is to say, the basic assumption amongst most scholars of a categorical difference between human and nonhuman animals does not seem to map neatly onto ancient Mesopotamian attitudes toward nonhuman animals. As we will see, the human-nonhuman relationship in ancient Mesopotamia was as complex, dynamic, and contradictory as it is today and as are relationships between humans. Nonhuman animals were commodities, laborers, food, prisoners of war, warriors, companions, and much more. Their agency and suffering are sometimes acknowledged, sometimes not, as are those of certain groups of humans. As for humans, this acknowledgment sometimes leads to equal treatment, sometimes not.

        The most tangible evidence of violence against animals in the past, especially in prehistoric contexts, is their skeletal remains. They are found in abundance at every site in the ancient Near East, although collection methods and intensity have varied greatly. The majority of these remains represents animals killed by humans.2 Cut marks, chop marks, skinning marks, deliberate fracturing, and burning are common indicators of slaughter and extraction of meat, skin, and marrow (Greenfield 2004). Unfortunately, complete reports on the entirety of faunal remains from a site are not common, and it is extremely difficult to reconstruct the number of animals slaughtered within a specific period.3 One might say the challenges are akin to attempting to reconstruct population size based on human burials, but much exacerbated by animal bone assemblages’ fragmentary and disarticulated nature. However, what we can say is that violence against animals was an extremely common, daily occurrence. Some places and some occasions involved a higher number of slaughtered animals, and some species of animals experienced the violence much more frequently and in greater numbers than others.

        Given the difficulty of accurately reconstructing animal death tolls based on the typical faunal assemblage of a Near Eastern site, I have here chosen to discuss archaeological deposits, iconographic representations, and written evidence that represent more specific activities. That is, I will discuss three types of state-sponsored activities in which the king or ruler expressed both their own identity and state ideology; defined, defended, and expanded territory; and honored (or placated, depending on your level of cynicism) the population and the deities: war, hunting, and feasting. All of these were central to early state formation in Mesopotamia, and all involve the participation and killing of large numbers of nonhuman animals. They are not the only activities that caused pain or death to animals, but they are perhaps the most easily visible and evocative, and thus a good starting point. The three activities were closely interwoven, superficially, both by hunting possibly functioning as practice for war, and by feasting often following war; but, at a deeper level, they were all part of an ancient Mesopotamian worldview in which ritual and the deities were profoundly entrenched in nearly all human activities.

      
      
        Animals in War

        War and violence go hand in hand. War is usually understood as carried out or sanctioned by a central authority, and with a certain level of organization—in fact, Bahrani starts her book Rituals of War with the following sentence, “War is organized violence” (2008, 9). The organizational element of war is uniquely human. In ancient Mesopotamia, war was sanctioned not only by states but also by the gods: “one could argue that ancient Near Eastern warfare was, in many ways, a form of religious worship and mass sacrifice” (Hamblin 2006, 12). Animals participated in human-led wars at several direct and indirect levels, not all necessarily entailing violence (Hamblin 2006, 129–32; Lau 2017a, 2017b; Battini 2019). Equids (horses, donkeys, and hybrids), camels, and dogs participated in battle side by side with humans. Donkeys and cattle carried provisions. Scavenging birds pecked at the dead on the battlefield. Sheep were sacrificed and their entrails read to produce military strategies and justifications for war. Donkeys were sacrificed to seal treaties. Other animals were slaughtered for their meat. A larger range of animal species were taken in conquests and brought away as booty.

        Very little of this is visible in the archaeological record, since much took place on battlefields outside inhabited spaces. Third millennium BCE inscriptions tell us that rulers would pile animal bodies in tumuli on the field (see, e.g., examples in Frayne 2008). Settlement destruction levels provide some direct evidence for animals that were victims of war, but even in such contexts, limited animal and human bodies were killed within the settlement and left behind (e.g., at Nineveh’s Halzi Gate: Pickworth 2005). The discovery at Tell Majnuna, on the outskirts of Tell Brak, is therefore particularly remarkable. At Tell Majnuna, violent conflict and large-scale feasting intersect, and since the animal violence is related to feasting, this will be discussed further in the section below.

        In Mesopotamia, state-sponsored strife between city-states had become common by the mid-third millennium BCE, but warfare was not yet at the grand scale we see in the first millennium. Some of the regional disagreements, usually concerning the extent of territories, are recorded in royal inscriptions, as for example the border dispute between Lagash and Umma, spanning several generations (Cooper 1983). One of the inscriptions describes how Enmetena, ruler of Lagash, “beloved son of En-anatum, defeated him [the ruler of Umma]. Ur-LUM-ma escaped, but was killed in Giša (Umma) itself. His asses—there were sixty teams(?) of them—he abandoned on the bank of the LUM-ma-girnunta canal, and left the bones of their personnel strewn over the Eden district” (Frayne 2008, 197). At this time, the teams usually consisted of four donkeys, giving a total of 240 in this case. The Lagash-Umma dispute is also depicted on the so-called Stele of the Vultures (Winter 1985), with the king leading his army both on foot and from a wheeled vehicle. In one register, we see a pile of human bodies being made into a tumulus, and unidentifiable (beheaded) quadrupeds form another pile of probably sacrificial animals.

        Equids (donkeys or kungas, donkey-hemione hybrids) pulling wheeled vehicles first appear as participating in battle around this time, in the mid-third millennium BCE. Another famous Early Dynastic III object, the so-called Standard of Ur, depicts equid teams of four engaging in the fight and trampling defeated and injured enemies (Woolley 1934, pls. 90c-93; BM 121201). The same motif with minor variations is repeated on a number of seals and seal impressions (figure 6.1; see also Legrain 1936, pl. 16 no. 298; Matthews 1997, pl. XIX no. 200; Margueron 2004, figs. 300.1–300.3). Some depict the soldiers and equids accompanied by dogs (Tsouparopoulou and Recht 2021), and army dogs are mentioned in records of the Ur III administration (Tsouparopoulou 2012). The exact role of canines in the army or during battle is not known, nor do we get a sense of how many might have been injured or killed—in later periods, they no longer seem to participate in battle but are common in the hunt. Equids continue to pull wheeled vehicles in warfare, but sometime around the middle of the second millennium BCE, donkeys and kungas were slowly replaced by two-team horses, and the earlier, rather heavy four-wheeled vehicles were replaced with fast, two-wheeled (spoked) chariots. The new horse-and-chariot ensemble became crucial in armies (albeit still outnumbered by infantry), as for example revealed by the Amarna Letters, where the Levantine vassals of the Egyptian king plead for him to send horses and chariots to their aid (e.g., EA 71, 78, 103, 106, 107, 127; see Rainey 2014).

        
          [image: Lower register shows row of soldiers and a prisoner followed by wheeled vehicle and equids trampling an enemy. Upper register shows a contest scene]

          
            Figure 6.1. Early Dynastic III seal from Ur, tomb PG 1236, U. 12461, BM 122538. Drawn by the author, after Woolley 1934, pl. 196, no. 54.

          
        
        Enmetena’s inscription is an exception: third and second millennium BCE records do not usually include numbers of animal casualties and captives. However, the size of an army is mentioned in some royal records. For example, in the famous battle of Qadesh between the Egyptians and the Hittites, Ramses II claims to have met an opposition of 2,500–3,500 chariots and 37,000 infantry (Cline 2014, 81–82). The numbers may be exaggerated, but if taken at face value, this would equal 5,000–7,000 horses, just on one side of the battle. How many of these were hurt or killed? How many on the Egyptian side? The short answer is that we do not know exactly. But the totals in this battle suggest that the numbers could not have been insignificant. The numbers also hide an extensive program for breeding and training large amounts of horses and specialized personnel, as well as for making chariots, that can only be described as a part of the large-scale production of what Deleuze and Guattari (1987, chapter 12) call the “war machine.” What is more, in the Late Bronze Age of the broader Near East and eastern Mediterranean, every major power of the region (Egypt, Babylonia, Hatti, Mitanni, Cyprus, Greece) participated in this culture of the mass production of chariots and trained horses. This was very much an expensive and extensive state-sponsored enterprise focused on war.

        With the emergence of the Neo-Assyrian Empire in the first millennium BCE, chariots and horses continued to participate in battle, but cavalry was now also common, and some enemies rode camels into battle. Contrary to previous iconographic representations of violent conflict, the Assyrians depicted the defeat of not only human enemies but also nonhuman animals. One of the most evocative scenes can be found on the chaotic Til-Tuba reliefs, depicting the clash between Assyrians and Elamites at the river Ulai in the mid-seventh century BCE (figure 6.2). The reliefs are most famous for the treatment of the head of the Elamite king, Teumman, and its nonlinear narrative movement through the scene (Bahrani 2004). Both sides have horses, while the Elamites also attempt to flee in carts pulled by donkeys or mules. True to the Near Eastern artistic tradition of only showing enemies injured or dead, none of the Assyrian horses (or soldiers) are hurt. But the Elamite horses, on a par with their human counterparts, are shown injured in contorted postures and floating dead in the river framing the scene on the right, along with other casualties of the battle. They effectively convey the messiness and death of war, at least on the losing side. In another of Ashurbanipal’s reliefs from Nineveh, the Assyrians fight Arabs riding camels; bodies of the enemy and camels alike are injured and sprawled on the ground (BM 124925).

        Nonhuman animals thus, willingly or unwillingly, act as aids and companions in war and share the fate of humans. Some of the aftermath of war is also shared. Neo-Assyrian records of booty indiscriminately list humans, animals, and material goods as the spoils of war, and both humans and animals were deported en masse. The palace reliefs depict rows of animals and humans being shepherded out of their conquered cities. There is one important difference: animals are not depicted as tortured in the aftermath of battle in the same way as humans are—flayed, impaled, beheaded, forced to witness the grinding of dead ancestors’ bones, and so on.

        
          [image: The Elamite king and his son are thrown from their chariot, and a team of four horses are in disarray and injured by arrows]

          [image: Injured or dead horses and Elamites float in the river]

          [image: A mounted Assyrian archer shoots at Elamites, with the horse in full gallop and surrounded by injured and dead Elamites]

          
            Figure 6.2. Details of the Til-Tuba relief from Nineveh, North Palace, 645–635 bce, BM 124801,b. Drawn by the author.

          
        
        War was carried out and sponsored by the state, but it was always sanctioned by the gods. War did require justification. Certainly, there were political, economic and ideological reasons for war—fights over territory, access to resources, control over trade routes, and so on—but the rhetoric legitimizing wars was never framed in such terms but rather as coming from the gods. As Bahrani notes, this was not simply a matter of royal propaganda designed to manipulate the masses. What we may call religious, ritual, or even magical practices were ingrained parts of ancient Mesopotamian society (“ritual permeates the war machine”; Bahrani 2008, 69). The logic of war follows that of certain rituals, and the two cannot be easily separated. This is evident in the inscriptions but also in the art. Nearly all the representations discussed in this paper have references to rituals or deities. For example, in the Stele of the Vultures, the god Ningirsu actively participates in the battle, and a ritual involving sacrifice and libation follows the battle; in the Neo-Assyrian palace reliefs, the dress, weapons, chariots, and harnesses are saturated with religious, magical, and protective symbols.

        One of the most common ways for deities to communicate their will was through omens, especially divination and extispicy, the interpretation of anomalies in the entrails of animals (Jeyes 1980). Typically, a question was asked before sacrificing a sheep, and the answer could then be found by reading the signs that the deity had written on its liver. Not only was war itself justified in this manner but also the strategies employed during battle and its preparations. Diviners were part of the army, and the gods were consulted in this manner every step of the way. For each consultation, an animal was killed. Taken together, the number of animal fatalities resulting from this practice would have been large, but precise quantitative estimates are challenging to reconstruct based on extant evidence. Horses and sacrificial sheep were part of very different ontological frameworks. In Bahrani’s eloquent interpretation, divination was a type of semiotics, with the Mesopotamians seeing the world as saturated in signs. Extispicy was a scientific reading of some of these signs, inscribed on the animal body (Bahrani 2008, 58–63). This is very much reflected in the Neo-Assyrian libraries, where the emphasis was on collecting a sort of encyclopedia of how to interpret specific signs. There is no sense or reference in these collections to the violence in the killing of an animal. Images of extispicy focus on accessing the stomach in order to get to the liver, not the moment of death (e.g., Ur-Nammu Stele: Canby 2001; Mari plaque: Aruz 2003, no. 96; divination in Assyrian camp: BM 124548). Yet the sheep was not simply a passive object, inscribed by the gods for humans to read. It was a crucial link between human and divine, and it was an animal that shared human space and that humans needed to provide for. A certain level of agency was recognized in its behavior, which was carefully observed and also read for signs (Bahrani 2008).

      
      
        Hunting (with) Animals

        Hunting can intersect all levels of the population but was associated with rulers and elites from early on—and continues to be so in certain parts of the world today. Based on a study of prehistoric Greece, Hamilakis notes how hunting in farming societies (i.e., not for subsistence purposes) “has been deployed as one possible strategy for the negotiation of gender, age, and social and political roles” and “can be seen as performance” (2003, 239–40). The same can be said for ancient Mesopotamia, with an emphasis on performance and the ideology of rulership (on the association of Andean elites with predatory animals, see Wilkinson this volume). Like war, Mesopotamian royal hunting was carried out based on commands from the gods, indicating that this violence also required justification and again blurring the lines between war, hunting, and ritual. Famously, Burkert made a connection between the hunt and sacrifice, arguing that the hunt can become ceremonial, and conversely, a sort of hunting scene is often acted out as part of ritual (Burkert 1983, 15; see also papers in Hamerton-Kelly 1987, especially those by Mack, Smith, and Burkert). Although Burkert primarily worked on Greek religion, the interplay of hunt and ritual he describes fits perfectly with what we see in the Neo-Assyrian material, where the two are part of the same set of activities, and the imagery is saturated with symbolic elements (see also Kent 1989 on the symbolic and social elements of nonsustenance hunting).

        Much is shared between the activities of hunting and battle, and hunting is sometimes considered practice for war. The line between them becomes even blurrier when we consider humans on equal footing with other animals: hunting might be seen as another type of violent conflict, targeting a specific group. Archaeologically, the two can also be difficult to distinguish, as the same tools or weapons were used (Hamblin 2006, 15). In hunting, animals have little choice in the matter and generally respond by fleeing (as may be the case for humans when attacked by other humans). Some species may instead choose to fight back—typically other predatory animals such as lions, but also large non-predatory animals such as bulls or boars, who can inflict deadly injuries on humans. It is thus no surprise that these are the animals, in particular lions, that were selected as opponents to the ruler or king in Mesopotamian iconography. The violence and deaths inflicted were substantial if the numbers provided in Neo-Assyrian records are to be trusted. Lion hunting was a royal privilege perhaps as early as the third millennium BCE in Mesopotamia (Watanabe 1998, 445–46).

        Hunting is not a frequent topic in the earliest written sources of Mesopotamia and is detectable in the archaeological record only as the bones of animals classified as wild in faunal assemblages, as well as in the iconography. Some of the earliest images of rulers from Mesopotamia show hunting. An oft-illustrated stele fragment from Uruk from the late fourth millennium BCE is perhaps the best example (Iraq Museum, Baghdad, 23477; see, e.g., Aruz 2003, 22, fig. 5). Scenes on seals offer similar compositions (Legrain 1936, pls. 12–13; ÁIvares-Mon 2020, pl. 18), and, jumping forward in time to the later second millennium, we see a shift to the hunter, often using bow and arrow from a chariot pulled by horses (Beran 1957, figs. 33–34; and for Ugarit, Amiet 1992, nos. 302–10)—still hunting lions and horned herbivores. It is not until the Neo-Assyrian Empire that we witness extensive and programmatic royal hunting of wild animals and the image of the king killing lions as an integral part of kingship itself (Watanabe 2002, 43–56; 2021).

        Returning to Ashurbanipal’s Nineveh reliefs, an example from the North Palace has an extensive scene divided into three registers, each with the king killing animals in a hunt (figure 6.3). In the top register, lions are released from a cage and shot at by bowmen. Ashurbanipal is on foot and in direct confrontation with a lion that has already been hit by an arrow; he pierces it through the chest with his sword while holding its throat and roaring jaws away with his other hand. In the second register, Ashurbanipal is on horseback and killing with a spear or javelin a similarly roaring lion hit by an arrow; meanwhile, his spare horse, immediately behind, is being attacked by another lion. Farther to the right, Ashurbanipal is standing in front of probably the same two horses, and gesturing to two dead lions on the ground—most likely the two lions that were attacking him in the scene to the left. In the third and lowest register, Ashurbanipal is again on horseback, but this time hunting hemiones using bow and arrow and aided by dogs. The hemiones, stallions, mares, and foals are in different stages of flight, several are injured or dead with arrows shot through them, and one turns its head to see if its foal follows. At the far right, one hemione is being captured using a rope, presumably to be kept alive. To the left, antelopes are being chased into a trap and shot with bow and arrow; in another fragment, perhaps belonging to the first or second register, deer are caught in a giant net.

        
          [image: The Assyrian king and his helpers hunt and trap lions and other wild animals on foot and from horseback]

          [image: Hemiones running away, injured by arrows and attacked by dogs. One hemione turns its head back to look at the foal following it]

          
            Figure 6.3. (top) Ashurbanipal hunting reliefs from Nineveh, North Palace, 645–635 bce, BM 124877. Courtesy of The British Museum. (bottom) Detail of another fragment of the same relief. Drawn by the author.

          
        
        Other North Palace hunting scenes show Ashurbanipal hunting lions and lionesses from a chariot (BM 124856). They have become particularly famous because of their detailed depiction of the suffering and dead animals—one lioness is in the process of collapsing, hind legs dragging behind, three arrows piercing her body, and blood flowing from her wounds; a lion, also pierced by three arrows and collapsing, is vomiting blood. In an extension of these scenes, we see the ritual element more explicitly, with Ashurbanipal pouring a libation over the bodies of four lions killed in the hunt (BM 124887; see also Watanabe 1992 for a discussion of this scene). The royal inscriptions record the hunts. For example, Shalmaneser III says that “the gods Ninurta and Nergal, who love my priesthood, gave to me the wild beasts and commanded me to hunt. I killed from my . . . chariot 373 wild bulls (and) 399 lions with my valorous assault. I drove twenty-nine elephants into ambush” (Grayson 1996, 41).

        If taken at face value, the numbers of animals killed in hunts are rather staggering. On another occasion, Shalmaneser III mentions killing 640 lions, along with hundreds of other animals—elephants, bears, deer, marsh pigs, and panthers (Grayson 1996, 84)—while Ashurnasirpal II mentions a total of at least 30 elephants, 447 bulls, 820 lions, 200 ostriches and various other animals (Grayson 1991, 226, 291).4 It is possible that the records were inflated to appear more impressive, but their specificity and variations are striking. Along with animals killed in the hunt are those captured for breeding or for keeping in the royal gardens (fewer in number). The inscriptions also make clear that hunting was part of the king’s religious obligations. The Assyrian royal hunt and its symbolism have been studied in detail by Watanabe (1998, 2002, 2021). She sees the royal lion hunt in a ritual context and argues that it was performed as a cult drama (Watanabe 1998). In this drama, the lions are surrogates for the monsters fought by the Anzû bird in its mythological form, and the whole session may be understood according to Girard’s theory of controlling violence through sacrificial ritual (Girard 2005).

        The royal hunts have also been interpreted as a fight against the forces of nature, with the civilized, exemplified by the city and its inhabitants, overcoming chaos and wilderness, as symbolized by wild animals (Cassin 1981). Importantly for our understanding of the role and agency of animals, this dichotomy is not between humans and other animals but between different types of humans, animals (domestic vs. wild), and landscapes (densely inhabited space vs. sparsely inhabited, nomadic, or not inhabited at all).5 However, this strict dichotomy starts to break down with closer examination, perhaps partly because of the attempt to contain and control the narrative. The North Palace reliefs show that at least some lion hunts took place in a closed arena, with armed men manning the fences (BM 124887). The lions and lionesses were released from cages. Not only does this mean that the fight against nature took place in a controlled, human-created space, but also that the animals had close contact with humans beforehand. At least partial taming of lions and lionesses is evident in other reliefs, where they lounge leisurely in the garden (BM 118914a) or walk calmly alongside humans (BM 118916). On the other hand, the king himself is metaphorically described as a lion or even as a fierce lion, and he is thus a complex figure, as Watanabe points out, “belonging to both the wild and the civilized domains” (Watanabe 1998, 447; see also Watanabe 2002, 65–68).

        Whatever the symbolic and metaphorical meanings and functions of the hunt, the death of many lions and other nonhuman animals was very real. The power relations represented strongly favor the attackers, and ultimately, the hunted animals succumb either through death or capture. Even these animals, and even through the layers of symboling, are granted some level of agency. This can be detected through the artistic observations of the reactions of animals to humans and human behavior. Several of the reactions may be seen as acts of resistance or rejection of humans: antelope, deer, and equids attempt to flee and break free of nets and ropes, while lions and bulls return the attack using teeth, claws, hooves, and horns. The fear and pain experienced by these animals are expressed through, for example, mothers looking back to see if their offspring are safe and animals bleeding from wounds, writhing in pain, and even vomiting blood. As noted by Reade, these depictions do not necessarily reflect sympathy, but were part of the overall ideology and symboling of these royal works of art (1998, 72–79). What the depictions do reflect is astute observation of the reactions of the animals, and through allowing the rendering of such reactions, we see at least an implicit recognition of their agency and ability to feel pain. On the other side of the encounter, horses and dogs fight alongside the humans. They are more complex actors in these scenes. They mirror the speed of the hunted lions and hemiones, but even though a few horses are attacked by lions, they are not killed and appear uninjured. There is a fierceness and excitement reflected in the pulling forward of both horses and dogs, one that requires great effort from their human handlers to curtail. We see this especially in a scene where grooms attempt to hold back Ashurbanipal’s horses (BM 124858) and in others where handlers accompany dogs on leashes (BM 124893; BM 124863).

      
      
        Feasting on Animals

        Feasting in ancient Mesopotamia was closely linked to temples, rituals, and festivals (on feasting and violence in ancient China, see Roderick Campbell this volume).6 Written sources reveal religious calendars with regular and special-occasion festivals that include animal sacrifices (Cohen 1993), and deposits of faunal remains associated with temples and other sacred spaces attest to the reality of these, as does the visual evidence depicting both banquets and sacrificial animals (on human sacrifice in state-making, see Roselyn Campbell this volume). The vast majority of these appear to be sponsored by central authorities—typically temples or rulers. Much has been written about the importance and politics of feasting, including as a communal event, and as part of sacrificial practices (e.g., Dietler and Hayden 2001; Bray 2003; see also Recht 2011). Robertson Smith (2002) emphasized the bonding and mutual obligation created during shared feasting, elements that are also part of several theories of sacrifice, albeit with a focus on guilt and communication rather than the merriment and celebration envisioned by Robertson Smith (e.g., Durkheim 1971; Burkert 1983; Girard 2005). Based on an analysis of Chalcolithic evidence, Helwing argues that prehistoric feasts “may have played a role in the establishing and legitimization of the emerging elites” (2003, 67). Further, as Schmandt-Besserat has pointed out, early Mesopotamian feasts also had a redistributive function: participants brought their offerings, including animals, to the temple, overseen by the rulers (Schmandt-Besserat 2001; see also Lambert 1993). Essentially, the offerings were taxes and part of a worldview where humans were the servants of the deities, and the deities needed to be provided for on a regular basis. Offerings were brought for this purpose. This is not in a metaphorical or symbolic sense—deities took part in their festivals in the form of statues, and those statues were literally fed, bathed, and clothed on a regular basis in the temples. Feasts were thus important events on many levels, and nonhuman animals participated primarily as offerings and as meat. The animals consumed were mostly domestic ones: sheep, goat, cattle, and pig, but we also find deer or antelope, bird, and fish remains in feasting and sacrificial deposits (see Recht 2011, appendix G).

        The earliest archaeological evidence for large-scale feasting comes from Tell Majnuna, on the outskirts of Tell Brak. Several mass graves and smaller deposits were found at this site, dated to Late Chalcolithic 3 (ca. 3800–3600 BCE; report and discussion in McMahon, Sołtysiak, and Weber 2011; for the human remains, see also Sołtysiak and Chilińska-Drapella 2009). The graves contained human skeletons in large numbers. In one grave, in Area MTW, the human remains were partly covered and partly mixed with those of animals. The grave has not been fully excavated but is estimated to be about three to four meters wide and at least twenty meters long; skeletal remains of at least fifty-four humans have been found so far, and the complete deposit may hold several hundred individuals. The remains are a secondary deposit of mostly disarticulated elements; they consist of men and women (but with a majority of men) of fighting age, clustering in the twenty-to-thirty-five age class. The excavators interpret the human remains as victims of a violent clash. The remains must have been exposed for some time before burial, as suggested by gnawing and puncture marks on the bones. The burial was accompanied by the deposition of disarticulated but complete skeletal remains of animals, especially sheep, goats, and cattle. At least twenty-five cattle and 100 sheep and goats are represented, but the numbers for the whole deposit may be as high as seventy-five cattle and 300 sheep and goats. The bones are marked by evidence of butchering, cooking, and crushing to access meat and are interpreted as the leftovers of a single feast event. This, evidently, was a massive feast (with an estimated 6,200–21,300 kg of meat) and slaughter of animals that were part of everyday lives and could provide traction, wool, and dairy, among other things.7 This expenditure implies a strong central authority making a powerful statement about its own capacities with an event that both expressed hierarchies and had the kind of bonding potential needed after a violent conflict with many casualties.

        Later evidence for feasting or sacrificial rituals usually consists of smaller deposits of animal bones but nevertheless enough to feed substantial gatherings of people. Faunal remains found in association with temples and other ritual spaces may reflect feasting as part of the activities, as for example those at the Dagan temple at Mari (Early Dynastic, Parrot 1938, 22–27), the third level of the temple at Tell Yelkhi (Old Babylonian, Bergamini 1984), the Sacred Area of Ishtar at Ebla (Middle Bronze I–II, Marchetti and Nigro 1997; Nigro 1998), and a temple at Tell Bazi (Late Bronze Age, Otto 2012, 187–89). At Tell Mozan (ancient Urkesh), a stone-lined subterranean feature has been interpreted as an ābi, a channel for communication with the underworld, dated to the Akkadian period (ca. 2300 BCE, Kelly-Buccellati 2002, 2005). Its contents were deposited over a longer period of time and consisted of objects probably associated with rituals taking place in or near the structure, along with a significant amount of animal remains representing a minimum number of individuals of sixty-two piglets, thirty-seven sheep or goats, twenty-four cattle, twenty puppies, ten donkeys, and an unknown quantity of birds (Di Martino 2005).

        While participants brought offerings, festivals were hosted by temples and rulers, and rulers and other participants are clearly distinguished from each other in the visual evidence. In the third millennium BCE, so-called banquet scenes were a popular motif in iconography (Selz 1983; Collon 1992), especially in the seals and seal impressions, but also on plaques and other items. Such scenes consist of seated figures participating in a banquet with food or drink and accompanied by music and possibly dance. Standing figures serve those seated and provide entertainment. The most important individuals are those seated, and those presiding over the activities are marked by their greater size, as is typical in Mesopotamian art. If we return to the Standard of Ur, we can see one such scene on the “Peace” side, in the top register (Woolley 1934, pl. 91). The lower registers depict a procession of animals and people carrying goods—almost certainly the spoils of the battle on the other side of the standard. Here is, then, another illustration of the entanglement of war and feasting. After (victorious) battle comes feasting and an inventory of the loot won.8 In other banquet scenes, cuts of meat on top of tables are clearly visible (figure 6.4; Woolley 1934, nos. 16, 23, 27, 29), and occasionally, the sacrificial slaughter or its immediate aftermath is depicted (Recht 2015; see also the examples mentioned above for extispicy and the Stele of the Vultures).

        
          [image: Seal impression in 2 registers. Both show banquet scenes with seated and standing figures]

          
            Figure 6.4. Early Dynastic III seal from Ur, tomb PG 800, U. 10939, BM 121544.

          
        
        The scale of feasting is difficult to gauge from the visual evidence. Festival provisions and calendars are known from the third millennium and commonly described in textual evidence. For example, Gudea lists one grain-fed ox, one fattened sheep, three grain-fed sheep, six rams, two lambs, fifteen geese, sixty small birds, and sixty fish for a New Year’s Day festival of Bau, with at least the same amount to follow for later events (Edzard 1997, 44–45). But the largest feast recorded in ancient Near Eastern records is perhaps the giant housewarming party held by Ashurnasirpal II when he inaugurated his new capital city at Nimrud in the ninth century BCE (Finet 1992). According to his royal inscriptions, a whopping 69,574 people were invited for a ten-day long celebration. They were treated to an enormous amount of food and drink, including “100 fat oxen, 1,000 calves (and) sheep, 14,000 . . . sheep which belonged to the goddess Ištar my mistress, 200 oxen which belonged to the goddess Ištar my mistress, 1,000 siserḫu-sheep, 1,000 spring lambs, 500 aiialu-deer, 500 deer, 1,000 ducks (iṣṣūrū rabûtu), 500 ducks (usū), 500 geese, 1,000 mesukku-birds, 1,000 qāribu-birds, 10,000 pigeons, 10,000 turtle doves, 10,000 small birds, 10,000 fish, 10,000 jerboa” (Grayson 1991, 292).

        Each species provides very different amounts of meat, but the total number of animals exceeds 72,000, all destined for consumption. A great variety of other food and drink supplemented the meat. The religious element of the event is further illustrated in the guests also being bathed and anointed. The enormous quantity of human guests and animal deaths is a forceful expression of royal power, backed and sanctioned by the deities, and of the distance between host and guest, king and people (see also discussion of feasting as ontogenetic process in Swenson, this volume). The effect is manifold: the king has the means and resources to collect many animals through breeding, hunting, trapping, and fishing; in fact, his resources are so great that he can afford to kill these animals (some of which could have provided, for example, wool, dairy products, traction, and eggs); he has complete control over their bodies; and he has the support of Ishtar, whose temple supplies some of the provisions.

      
      
        State-Making and State-Sponsored Violence against Animals

        As laid out in the introduction of this volume, several theories have been suggested concerning the relationship between (intrahuman) violence, (intrahuman) inequality, and the emergence and maintenance of states. Essentially there are two main strands. One sees violence as part of state-building, with a basis in the dictum by Tilly that “war made the state, and the state made war” (1975, 42). Morris built on this with a crucial modification, “war made governments, and governments made peace” (Morris 2014, 8). Morris sees a historical progression in levels of peace over time, with governments being the source of this peace, along with greater equality and wealth. Scheidel, instead, detects a connection between periods of disruption (what he calls “violent shocks,” including mass-mobilization warfare, transformative revolution, state failure, and lethal pandemics) and less inequality and, conversely, sees periods of stability as favoring economic inequality (2017, 5–6). A similar model is offered by Piketty, based on extensive statistical data (2014). As noted by the editors in the introductory chapter of this volume, close examination of the archaeological evidence of early states and state formation may provide more complex, sometimes even contradictory, views.

        What happens when we add nonhuman animals to these models? Seen globally today, large stable states are catastrophic for many nonhuman species. In the US alone, nearly nine billion land animals are killed per year in the US for consumption; data for nonhuman animals used in testing and research are harder to come by, since there is no requirement to report them, but the number is estimated at twenty million or more per year (DeMello 2012, 142, 175). The data are equally shocking if we want to use Morris’s means of calculating (percentage of a population killed, rather than actual numbers): taking pigs in 2016 as an example, 1.5 billion were killed for consumption, out of a population of 981 million (Price 2020, 12–13). The number of deaths is higher than the total population; that is because many pigs are bred and slaughtered in less than a year, so that not every individual makes it into the annual statistics. Consumption is just one industry (albeit perhaps the most extensive) in which humans mass-produce and kill other animals—others include testing and research, sports, and pet industries (see, e.g., DeMello 2012; Kopnina 2017). All of these are at least partly state-sponsored and closely associated with states and state-making.

        We may trace their origins back to a topic that has been central to much archaeological research on early complex societies: that of “domestication” (this is also recognized by Scheidel: “it was food production—farming and herding—that created wealth on an entirely novel scale” [2017, 5]; see also Paulette 2016 for Mesopotamia). I put “domestication” in quotation marks here because it is itself a problematic and contested term, especially within HAS research (see, e.g., Harris and Hamilakis 2014; Lescureux 2019). Nevertheless, the implied processes, in which humans increasingly controlled the space, movement, companions, sleeping, feeding, and breeding of certain other species, are closely associated with early state formation. Domestic species not only facilitated more stable access to meat and skin but also functioned as laborers (e.g., with cattle facilitating deep ploughing and thus greater agricultural yields, and donkeys facilitating long-distance trade of heavy and bulky goods over land) and as the ultimate source of one of the main industries of the Bronze Age, textile production (sheep and goats). The third millennium BCE city-states of Mesopotamia maintained large flocks and herds of sheep, goat, cattle, and other animals, meticulously recorded in palace and temple archives. While commoners could also own individual animals or even small flocks, the large scale is a feature of the official city-state.

        Looking more specifically at the three activities discussed here, it becomes clear that they are all closely connected with state-building and the maintenance of social and political hierarchies. That observation does not preclude the possibility that violence against nonhuman animals took place outside those arenas. However, there was a difference in scale and performativity between intra- and extrastate violence, and nonhuman animals were foundational to early states in Mesopotamia. Hunting was of course a subsistence strategy prior to the rise of complex states, but in Mesopotamia it became part of the ideology and identity of rulers. The hunts of the Neo-Assyrian kings went far beyond subsistence requirements, and the performative aspect took center stage (on visibility and performativity in state violence, see also Hassett this volume). This is most tangibly expressed in the palace reliefs that depict hunts within built enclosures and lions being released from cages. The killing of (certain species) of animals was literally a show for the masses and part of the internal maintenance of the empire. The distance between king and people is further exemplified by his monopoly on the killing of certain animal species.

        We have seen how animals participated in war in a range of capacities. However, what may fall into Scheidel’s category of “mass mobilization warfare” (or at least its prehistoric equivalent) was a feature of early states, as only such organizations were able to muster the kind of war machine behind the masses of animals taking part and dying in military campaigns, from warhorses, -donkeys, and -camels, to beasts of burden carrying provisions and sheep providing livers for divination and meat for eating. Some animals may have been part of non-state-sponsored battles, but without the scale and level of management witnessed with city-states and empires. Animals of war had no real break or period of peace, since the early states of Mesopotamia continuously engaged in skirmishes, border disputes, and the like, but the larger the state, the larger its army and use of animals, apparently reaching its height with the Neo-Assyrian kings.

        As noted by Pollock (2003), feasts are excellent for creating bonds and allegiance to the state while expressing and maintaining social hierarchies. Dietler in fact thinks that feasts are “inherently political and that they constitute a fundamental instrument and theater of political relations” (2001, 66). In Mesopotamia, feasts were very much a feature of early states, already in the fourth millennium BCE (and earlier; see Helwing 2003) but evidenced in archaeology, iconography, and written sources especially from the Early Dynastic period onwards. In the massive Neo-Assyrian Empire, the same function becomes even more defined and expanded on a correspondingly massive scale. The role of animals and violence in these practices are implicit and entirely systemic: animals were slaughtered en masse to hold these feasts (even if in many individual cases, the numbers were low), but in contrast to the cases of war and hunting, no justification was needed, nor is a recognition of animal agency detectable. Animals are simply listed in numbers, occasionally qualified with terms like “fattened,” “healthy-eyed,” or “perfect.”

        Returning then to the question of the relation between states, violence and inequality, and animals, and the discussions presented in the work of, for example, Tilly, Morris, Piketty, and Scheidel, we can fairly quickly dispense with Morris’s anthropocentric claim that “people have created larger, more organised societies that have reduced the risk that their members will die violently” (Morris 2014). Evidently, this both excludes nonhuman animals as social agents (members of society) and entirely ignores institutionalized violence. The models suggested by Scheidel and Piketty are better at revealing some of the systemic mechanisms of inequality embedded in large states but fail to notice the corresponding internal violence, and their emphasis on economic (monetary) inequality makes them of limited value when examining violence and inequality in human-nonhuman animal relations.

        For nonhuman (mostly domestic) animals, states and rising social and political hierarchies meant systemic mass killing and their use as laborers, despite evidence of recognition of animal agency and ability to feel pain. Insofar as we can speak of stability or peaceful periods of the early Near East, for most nonhuman animals the result was greater violence, not less. However, as I have tried to demonstrate, rather than divide the world into human and nonhuman animal, exploring classes of being may make more sense. In this case, we can start to see more complexities in the relations. The lumping of all humans and all nonhuman animals into two general and dichotomous categories entails a significant loss of resolution. That inequality and asymmetries are common in relations between humans I take as a given. The examples given throughout this paper also show varying levels of inequality or asymmetries between specific classes of humans and animals, both individually and at species level. Thus, for example, some humans and some nonhuman animals were “laborers” (e.g., cattle, donkeys, camels, dogs), with all that that entails in terms of daily work and rations (and sometimes shelter) provided to sustain a livelihood. Others could be seen as “soldiers” (donkeys, horses, camels, dogs): training, marching, fighting, and dying in war. There is inequality between these groups and the rulers and other high officials, but greater equality within the groups. A donkey (for example) could thus to some extent enjoy greater stability of access to resources when employed by a temple or palace, and some level of “equality” with other members of groups of laborers, but the difference between laborer and king would remain or even increase.

        For nonhuman animals systematically bred for consumption (including sheep, goats, pigs, and cattle), the general statement of greater violence holds. Such animals were also usually slaughtered fairly early in life, to be weighed against any initial advantage of a stable diet supplied by humans. Yet other animals, more on the outskirts of human habitation, may have benefited from increasingly complex societies: vultures, foxes, wolves, and wild boars may scavenge on the remains of human activities, and wild ruminants daring to come close enough could roam through crops. The larger and more stable the state, the greater the availability of such resources. Conversely, this also meant human encroachment on nonhuman animal spaces, and some of the justification of the royal hunts also included protecting against certain wild animals by killing or capturing them.

      
      
        Conclusion: Animals, Violence, and Inequality

        In war, hunting, and feasting, violence against nonhuman animals was part of how states functioned, how they expressed ideology, and how they created and maintained strict hierarchies and social stratification. We see this from the early third millennium BCE regional city-states through to the vast Neo-Assyrian Empire of the first millennium BCE. Both war and domesticated animals are strongly associated with early states (Hamblin 2006, 18). There seems to be a correlation between the size of the state and the number of animals killed, although the prevailing ideology certainly also played its part. The species subjected to violence were not randomly selected but were those meaningful in society and for each situation. While mostly ignored and normalized to the extent of invisibility, the violence reflects enormous disparities. Only kings and other elite persons had the means to train and employ large numbers of animals for battle, to take them as loot, to slaughter them en masse for great feasts, and to hunt certain species. The state and rulers had a monopoly on at least some types of violence: violence as state-led war was legal, and only the king was allowed to hunt lions. The killing and oppression of certain animal and human groups were both an expression of this power and part of its creation and maintenance, and closely associated with the creation and maintenance of early states.

        Could the early states in ancient Mesopotamia have formed without this systemic and normalized violence against animals? If so, they would have been substantially different cultures and would have struggled to compete with those of surrounding regions. In earlier periods, success in battle may have been possible without equids and the heavy-wheeled vehicles in use but would likely have been more localized without the assistance of donkeys or other beasts of burden for carrying provisions. From the Late Bronze Age onwards, an absence of horses in the army would have been a severe disadvantage against surrounding powers who employed them extensively. Without the aid of horses, donkeys, and mules in war, for transport and communications, the Neo-Assyrian Empire could not have existed as we know it and could certainly not have maintained such a large territory.

        Relations between humans and nonhuman animals in the ancient Near East were incredibly complex and varied (see papers in Recht and Tsouparopoulou 2021 for a sense of this variety). In Mesopotamian thought, the world was not conceptualized in strict categories of human versus animal. Rather, depending on factors such as species, relation to the environment, age, sex, and context, they could run along the lines of Assyrian versus non-Assyrian, domestic versus wild, royalty and elite versus commoners, and city as opposed to nature. While the relations were complex, and aspects such as agency and even personhood were acknowledged in some circumstances, those relations were not symmetrical (just as they were not symmetrical between humans). There may seem to be a tension here between the acknowledgment of animals as social actors and claims of their oppression by humans. This is only a tension if one assumes that agency engenders equality. The fact that these relations were not equal or symmetrical does not detract from such an approach. On the contrary, it helps reveal the dynamics and negotiations of power: asymmetry pervades in almost every instance, and often the asymmetry is a power relation in favor of (certain) humans. As seen in the examples discussed throughout, animals were killed by humans (and by other animals through humans) in massive numbers throughout Mesopotamian history. The animals fought back, as most clearly witnessed in scenes of battle and hunting, but ultimately had little chance of survival.

        As Derrida has taught us, dichotomies usually embed hierarchies (e.g., Derrida 1981, 41–42). Such hierarchies are clear in the above dichotomies, with Assyrian, domestic, royal and elite, and city being prioritized, defined, and identified against the otherness of non-Assyrian, commoners, and nature. Nonhuman animals cut across all of these divisions, appearing on the side of both the Assyrians and their enemies, as wild and domestic and associated with both kings and commoners and both city and nature.9 Rather than employing a human-animal dichotomy,10 it may be more profitable, as suggested by Peggs (2012), to explore the role of animals and humans along the lines of class, gender, and ethnicity. There is much to be said about both gender and ethnicity (both human and animal) on the topic of violence and inequality, but the animals we have met from ancient Mesopotamia can be seen as belonging to nonruling classes that also contain humans—this is particularly the case in war and its aftermath.

        In the larger picture, integrating the study of violence against nonhuman animals into discussions of how coercive force and unequal hierarchies intersect could have dramatically transformative effects on the entire discourse. In a rather extreme way, acknowledging nonhuman animals as sentient creatures, whose experiences are worthy of consideration when we assess outcomes of political and social systems regarding both violence and inequality, would require heavy revision of most extant anthropological and historical models of violence and inequality. As discussed above, for example, Morris’s argument that modern states reduce violence within their borders would not be statistically convincing, and would rather be completely overturned, if the horrors imposed on billions of nonhuman animals by factory farming and other mass-producing agricultural technologies were counted in the equation.

        The violence against certain species of nonhuman animals and the implied inequalities should thus be seen within a broader ideological context where the othering of certain groups consisting of multiple species was a means of self-identification and of producing and legitimizing power. This violence was deeply ingrained and institutionalized in the formation and maintenance of the early states and empires that we witness in ancient Mesopotamia. While I would not wish to go as far as to assume a causal factor, it is difficult to imagine these powers as we understand them without this kind of endemic violence against nonhuman animals. In the interaction between humans and animal species such as sheep, goats, pigs, cattle, and to some extent equids, camels, lions, elephants, and other “wild” species, various types of violence and inequalities occurred at different stages of state-making and -breaking, but with the systemic, large-scale killing of these nonhuman animals (daily consumption and industry, feasting, and performative versions of hunting and war) particularly associated with periods of greater stability and more established states. In other words, for ancient Mesopotamia, the larger the state, the more extensive its (human and animal) labor force—and the more systemic its violence against certain species of primarily domestic animals.

      
      
        Notes

        
          	          
            1. This is now well-established for at least most mammal species. Whether this also applies to all non-mammal species is still debated by some, but new evidence continues to appear (see Godfrey-Smith 2020 for a good in-depth discussion of some of the oldest species known).

                  

          	          
            2. Notwithstanding Lau and Gamerschlag’s important note problematizing the tendency of zooarchaeological studies to focus on the death of animals and to ignore the possibility of natural deaths (Lau and Gamerschlag 2015, 28).

                  

          	          
            3. My focus here is on the violent aspect of human-animal relations. Another promising approach, which instead looks at human inequality through analysis of faunal remains and differences in consumption, is offered by Greenfield and Matney (2021); see also discussion in Price (2020) on pigs as associated with lower classes and ruminants with higher classes.

                  

          	          
            4. Additional counts can be added for earlier kings, including 10 elephants and 920 lions for Tiglath-Pileser I; 540 lions, over 1600 bulls, 56 elephants, and other animals for Ashur-bel-kala; and 360 lions, 240 bulls, and 6 elephants for Adad-nirari II (Grayson 1991, 26, 93, 103, 135, 154).

                  

          	          
            5. This dichotomy is thought to be an underlying principle of Akkadian myths (Watanabe 2002, 150).

                  

          	          
            6. Feasting could also be associated with mortuary practices, and burials frequently had food and drink offerings; I will not discuss these in more detail here, but they could involve quite large events, as perhaps best illustrated by the Early Dynastic III Royal Cemetery at Ur (for more on this aspect, see also Pollock 2003).

                  

          	          
            7. Roughly contemporary evidence of feasting also comes from Tell Brak itself, where one structure in Area TW contained ovens where large quantities of meat were prepared (Oates et al. 2007, 596; McMahon, Sołtysiak, and Weber 2011, 304).

                  

          	          
            8. The Neo-Assyrian palace reliefs are almost obsessive about inventories of the spoils of war, and we repeatedly see long lines of animals, humans, and goods, and piles of goods being recorded by scribes (e.g., BM 124955).

                  

          	          
            9. However, even these dichotomies break down when examined in detail. For example, cattle and equids were hunted, but they were also part of everyday life, working for and with humans—their status depending on gender, species and context. The king himself could be both wild and domestic. Sheep, one of the most stereotypical domestic animals, spent most of their lives on pasture, not inside cities but on the outskirts or even further afield—and were often kept by pastoral groups.

                  

          	          
            10. The term “human-animal” is in this sense already problematic, with its implicit hierarchy and lumping all nonhuman animals into a single category. This lumping only serves to emphasize the term as a means of human self-identification against animal otherness. “Multispecies” approaches are partly a response to this problem.
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        The Violence Inherent in (Creating) the System

        Inequality, Violence, and Human Sacrifice in Ancient Egypt

      
      Roselyn A. Campbell

      
      Ancient Egyptian culture presents a clear and well-known example of a highly stratified society, with the semidivine king at the apex of the social pyramid. Before Egypt became a united political state, diverse and complex polities existed for many generations along the Nile Valley, forming distinct cultural groups, until these groups were joined into the Egyptian state that lasted for thousands of (albeit not always politically continuous) years. While the various levels of Egyptian society have received much scholarly attention, particularly the better-documented upper classes, a topic that has rarely been explored is the role played by state-sanctioned violence in forming and maintaining this hierarchical society (E. Morris 2007 is a notable exception).

      This chapter explores the intersection of violence and inequality through the assessment of one particular type of violence: human sacrifice. The evidence for this practice in Egypt is controversial and limited to a short time period (the First Dynasty) at the very beginning of the unified Egyptian state. In particular, this chapter will explore how violence and coercion, both physical and social, may have been used to reinforce and reify social structures and hierarchies in early Egyptian society, creating the foundation for the highly stratified society and immense royal power of later time periods.

      
        The Evidence for Human Sacrifice in Ancient Egypt

        At present, the only apparent evidence for mass human sacrifice in ancient Egypt, and specifically the sacrifice of individuals to accompany a ruler in death, derives from the First Dynasty (c. 3078–2890 BCE). It is during this period that we begin to see the codification of a unified Egyptian culture and ideology, particularly with regards to kingship. The First Dynasty kings were buried in Abydos, in southern or Upper Egypt (due to the fact that the Nile flows from south to north, southern Egypt is termed Upper Egypt and northern Egypt is called Lower Egypt; see figure 7.1). This region already had special significance as a burial site during the Predynastic period and continued to be used as a burial and pilgrimage site for thousands of years.

        
          [image: Map of important sites from late Predynastic and Early Dynastic Egypt are labelled including Saqqara, Memphis, Abydos, Naqada and Hierakonpolis]

          
            Figure 7.1. Map showing the location of important sites during the late Predynastic and Early Dynastic periods. Map by A. Karoll.

          
        
        At the border between the cultivated banks of the Nile and the desert beyond, the First Dynasty kings constructed large royal tombs and, in the first half of the dynasty, large funerary enclosures about a mile away. Both the royal tombs and enclosures are surrounded by rows of individual subsidiary burials (see figure 7.2). During the latter half of the First Dynasty, the enclosures seem to have disappeared in favor of larger royal tombs with multiple chambers, some of which included bodies of multiple individuals (Petrie 1900, 1901; Bestock 2009).

        
          [image: Rectangular royal graves of First Dynasty surrounded by smaller rectangles representing subsidiary graves]

          [image: ]

          
            Figure 7.2. Royal tomb complexes (left) and funerary enclosures (right) of the First Dynasty at Abydos. The rows or banks of subsidiary graves can be seen surrounding many of the mortuary complexes. Images adapted from Bestock (2009).

          
        
        The large number of subsidiary burials around these royal mortuary complexes (see table 7.1), as well as suggestions that many of the subsidiary burials were closed in a single event, has led to the burials being interpreted as sacrificial in nature (Petrie 1900, 1901, 1925; Reisner 1936; Wilkinson 2001; Wengrow 2006). These simple, individual burials typically contain a few grave goods such as vessels, luxury goods, or objects that have been interpreted as being related to occupation (copper tools, etc.), sometimes a coffin, and in some cases a grave stele naming the deceased and his or her titles (Petrie 1900, 1901, 1925; E. Morris 2007; Bestock 2009).

        The evidence for human sacrifice in ancient Egypt has been much contested. Both the royal tombs and the subsidiary burials had already been heavily looted and disturbed before they were excavated by trained archaeologists in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Even during these later excavations, recording was not always complete, and the human remains were often not examined by an anthropologist. Most early archaeologists assumed that the burials were sacrificial in nature, based not only on the social and cultural context but also on the unusual position of the bodies within the tomb, with one of the excavators going so far as to suggest that the individuals were buried alive (a conclusion that seems to have been based on a misunderstanding of taphonomic processes as bodies decay; see Petrie 1925; Campbell 2021). Archaeological reports, both at the time of excavation and later, stated that the interred individuals did not preserve evidence of physical trauma, leading to debates about the practice of human sacrifice, but a study by this author (Campbell 2019) has demonstrated that at least some of the individuals show perimortem (around the time of death) lethal trauma, thus suggesting an unnatural or premature death (Campbell 2021). The observation that in some cases multiple subsidiary graves may have been closed at one time suggests that these individuals were intentionally killed and purposefully interred around the grave of the king for some purpose (Petrie 1925; Reisner 1936). Analysis of the burial context and socioeconomic milieu of the First Dynasty, and comparison with evidence from other early states suggests that the First Dynasty subsidiary burials present an example of retainer sacrifice, in which individuals with particular skills or connections to the ruler are killed and interred at the ruler’s death, to continue their service in the afterlife (for a more complete discussion see Campbell 2019).

        Table 7.1. Number of subsidiary burials from the First Dynasty royal tombs and enclosures, based in large part on the work of Bestock (2011)a
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                Number of Subsidiary Graves around Tomb
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                c. 3078 BCE

              
              	
                35
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                Djer

              
              	
                c. 3055 BCE

              
              	
                318
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                Djet

              
              	
                c. 2965 BCE

              
              	
                174

              
              	
                154

              
              	
                328

              
            

            
              	
                Queen Merneith

              
              	
                c. 2931 BCE

              
              	
                41

              
              	
                79

              
              	
                120

              
            

            
              	
                Den

              
              	
                c. 2920 BCE

              
              	
                135

              
              	
                ?

              
              	
                135

              
            

            
              	
                Anedjib

              
              	
                c. 2906 BCE

              
              	
                63

              
              	
                ?

              
              	
                63

              
            

            
              	
                Semerkhet

              
              	
                c. 2902 BCE

              
              	
                69

              
              	
                ?

              
              	
                69

              
            

            
              	
                Qa’a

              
              	
                c. 2896 BCE

              
              	
                26

              
              	
                ?

              
              	
                26

              
            

          
        

        a Funerary enclosures have not been identified for the last three kings of the dynasty, and an enclosure for Den has been suggested but is not yet securely attributed to that king. Accession dates represent the median date of ranges calculated based on radiocarbon dates and Bayesian models (68% HPD range) put forth by Dee et al. (2013).

        Though retainer sacrifice seems to have been an integral part of First Dynasty royal funerary rituals, it quickly faded away, disappearing completely by the end of the First Dynasty. In order to understand the significance of this ritual, as well as the reasons for its abandonment, it is necessary to take a closer look at the social, cultural, and political climate of the First Dynasty, and the subsidiary burials specifically.

      
      
        Background: The Predynastic and Early Dynastic Periods in the Nile Valley

        The context of early state formation in Egypt is still incompletely understood. As Savage (2001) has pointed out, this is partly the legacy of a longstanding separation between anthropological and Egyptological research. The latter tended to ignore advances in anthropological theory and the former viewed Egyptology as stuck in an outdated cultural history paradigm (a critique that was, and to some extent remains, not entirely unjust). The wealth of material and written text that researchers may access for later periods in Egyptian history, as well as the prevailing (though sometimes unspoken) belief that Egyptian society was unique, has at least partly contributed to this separation. Fortunately, the past few decades have seen a resurgence in anthropological archaeology in Egypt, particularly regarding the early phases of Egyptian statehood, and the resulting findings have greatly enriched our understanding of early Egyptian history (Trigger 1993, 2007; Bard 1994, 2004, 2017; Savage 2001; Garcia 2019)

        Adding to the confusion regarding the early periods of Egyptian statehood are the conventions used to discuss this era. Traditionally, Egyptologists discuss chronology according to the system of dynasties established by the Egyptian priest Manetho in the late fourth or early third century BCE, albeit with some modifications as new archaeological data comes to light (Petrie 1900, 1901, 1902; Savage 2001; Hassan, Serrano, and Tassie 2006; Köhler 2013; Stevenson 2016). For later periods of Egyptian history, this tends to work relatively well (notwithstanding concerns about exactly how Manetho established these dynasties and whether such divisions had any relevance for Egyptians actually living in these time periods). We quickly run into trouble in the early periods, however; some later records, for example, list the rulers and important events from what we now call Dynasty 0 to the Fifth Dynasty, but also include rulers that seem to be purely mythological (Köhler 2013). As archaeological evidence has expanded our knowledge of the early phases of Egyptian state history, it has been necessary to add a confusingly named “Dynasty 0” to Manetho’s categories, and there is some evidence that the distinction between the First and Second Dynasty is entirely fictitious (Wilkinson 2000; Stadelmann 2005; Köhler 2013). It is generally agreed that the ruler Hor-Aha, sometimes known simply as Aha, founded the First Dynasty and was the first to preside over a politically unified Egypt (though we do not necessarily have evidence that Aha was the one responsible for unifying Egypt, which may have happened before he took the throne; Hassan, Serrano, and Tassie 2006; Bestock 2011; Köhler 2011; Wilkinson 2016). The First and Second Dynasty, typically considered together (sometimes including the Third Dynasty) as the Early Dynastic period, represent the political, social, and ideological coalescence of the various factions along the Nile Valley into a unified Egypt. The importance of this unification cannot be overstated; though it is very clear that the Egyptian state had peaks and valleys of power, as does any state, the idea of a unified Egypt became such a powerful concept that it endured for thousands of years, withstanding political fragmentation, outside invaders, and cultural and geographic disparities along the Nile Valley, regardless of political realities.

        It is prudent here to include a note about terminology. The use of terms such as “state” or “kingdom” within Egyptology does not always coincide with how these terms are used in anthropological discourse. In addition, as our understanding of Predynastic (i.e., prior to the Early Dynastic period) Egypt continues to evolve because of ongoing research, we must continually revise our notions of how various cultural groups existed and operated. For the purpose of discussion, this chapter will use the term “unified Egyptian state” or “state” to refer to the unified, political structure and idea of Egypt as an entity after unification, beginning with Aha, the first ruler for whom we have secure evidence as a leader of all Egypt. While it now seems that some early states may have existed in Upper Egypt before the establishment of a unified Egypt, at present this is still unclear, and thus social groups before unification will be referred to as “polities” rather than states (Renfrew 1973; Savage 1997).

        Many early researchers were convinced that the Egyptian state arose abruptly out of scattered, relatively simple groups of pastoralists located along the Nile, when rulers from the south of Egypt conquered the north. Recent research has indicated that, as with the emergence of other states worldwide, the reality was likely more of a slow coalition, or at least punctuated equilibrium, of smaller polities allying themselves and merging or taking over others (Midant-Reynes 2000; Savage 2001; Köhler 2011; O’Connor 2009; Stevenson 2016; Wilkinson 2016). There is considerable evidence that the Nile Valley was populated for millennia by diverse cultural groups, who not only traded with each other but outside of Egypt as well (Midant-Reynes 2000; Köhler 2008). Several of these polities (particularly in Upper Egypt) had already clearly risen to the top in terms of power and wealth long before Egypt became a unified state, and there are clear differences in material culture between Upper and Lower Egypt.

        There is extensive evidence, mainly from the past several decades, that social inequality was a feature of various polities throughout Egypt prior to unification. At least as early as the Badarian period (c. 5500–4000 BCE) around what is now Abydos in southern Egypt, clear distinctions between elites and nonelites are apparent, as demonstrated by exotic luxury grave goods and richly furnished burials (Anderson 1992; Savage 2001; Grajetzki 2003). That these goods sometimes represent conferred or inherited rather than earned status is made clear by the observation that children’s burials also sometimes contain these luxury goods. Other areas demonstrate at least two clear social strata at this time, with a general (though not universal) trend toward increased hierarchization over time (Savage 2001).

        North of Abydos, at the Predynastic cemetery of Nag ed-Deir, which was in use from about 3900–3800 BCE, there is clear evidence for social division based on kinship, as well as for unequal economic power (Savage 1997, 2001). Over time, some polities became larger or smaller, and more or less important in the Nile economy, eventually resulting in a few very important regions by the Dynasty 0 period. One of the most powerful of these centers seems to have been Hierakonpolis, south of Abydos (Fahmy, Friedman, and Fadl 2011; Friedman 2011). Extensive cemetery excavations over the course of many decades indicate that the social stratification at Hierakonpolis appears to have also included some type of middle class (Friedman 2011). The two regional centers of Abydos (called Thinis at the time) and Hierakonpolis continued to increase in wealth and economic power up until the unification of Egypt, when rulers at Abydos seem to have gained control of the rest of Egypt (Savage 2001; Köhler 2011).

        It is clear, then, that a politically and culturally unified Egypt did not spring into existence overnight but rather resulted from the coalition and combination of various groups along the Nile, perhaps with periods of military activity and increased cooperation (Anđelković 2011; Köhler 2011). Throughout Egyptian history, various regions retained some level of individual identity via cultural and mortuary practices and were later politically separated into regions we now call “nomes” (a later Greek word, rather than the Egyptian term of “sepat”), which seem to have been at least partly modeled on the regionality of the Predynastic period. By the time the First Dynasty kings were interred at Abydos and surrounded by subsidiary graves, this early Egyptian society was already divided into those with more or less power and access to resources. But who were these individuals in the subsidiary graves, and how might we understand the interplay between inequality and selection for sacrifice?

      
      
        Who Was Sacrificed?

        Early archaeologists excavating the subsidiary burials assumed that the occupants of the Abydos sacrificial burials were primarily female members of the royal “harem” (a problematic, Orientalizing term that was coined outside of Egypt and uncritically adopted by many scholars; see Said 1979; Still 2009; Russell 2011) as well as male court officials (Petrie 1900, 1901, 1925; Reisner 1936; Murray 1956). Though millennia of looting, disturbance, and loss of archaeological data and material make the determination of an exact sex or age distribution impossible, the available evidence suggests that both males and females were represented (Keita and Boyce 2006). Where sex estimation is possible for the extant human remains, it is clear that many of the subsidiary burials were occupied by biological males (not, perhaps, a harem in the traditional sense, though we cannot know each king’s sexual preferences; Keita and Boyce 2006; Campbell 2019). While a king might certainly have had a cadre of male lovers or favorites, there is currently no archaeological evidence (e.g., specific titles often used for greater or lesser royal wives that were used for males instead) to support such a theory. Interestingly, though males outnumber females among the human remains (Keita and Boyce 2006; Campbell 2019), the preserved grave stelae show evidence of more female names than male names (Kemp 1967). Almost all individuals are adults, though there are a few younger individuals mentioned in excavation reports (Kemp 1967; E. Morris 2007).

        While it is possible to gain some idea of the age and sex distribution for these retainers, the specific geographic origin of the individuals is difficult to pin down. Unlike some cultures that recruited or selected individuals to be sacrificed from the lower classes, or even outside of their political borders, current evidence suggests that the sacrificial victims of First Dynasty Egypt were Egyptians, at least in the sense that they were born somewhere along the Nile Valley. While plans are underway for this author to conduct isotope analysis on these remains, at present we are restricted to less precise methods of analysis. In all cases where grave stelae were recovered from the subsidiary graves, the names and titles are those one would expect for Egyptians, and the few foreign goods that were found are consistent with other goods imported both before and after the First Dynasty (i.e., rather than unusual or highly diagnostic objects that might have been brought by immigrants from other regions; Petrie 1925; Hoffman 1979; Midant-Reynes 2000; Kemp 2005; Köhler 2011). Keita (1990, 1992) analyzed crania from various sites along the Nile Valley and concluded that the crania from the subsidiary burials at Abydos show morphological traits suggesting a mixture of Upper and Lower Egyptian populations, with a closer relationship to the Upper Egyptian groups that lived nearer Abydos. This information, while not necessarily a perfect reflection of the population, is also not particularly surprising, as recent scholarship has indicated plenty of movement and population admixture well before the imposition of a unified Egyptian government (Keita 1990, 1992). At least at present, then, there is no reason to suppose that the occupants of the subsidiary graves were other than their burials indicated: Egyptian elites who had elected, or been selected, to serve the deceased ruler in the afterlife. But what, exactly, was considered “Egypt” at this time?

        It is common scholarly practice to refer to the Nile Valley as Egypt from the moment of first unification, somewhere around 3078 BCE (Dee et al. 2013). However, there is evidence that the initial unification was not as secure as records would have us believe, and indeed even in the Second Dynasty it seems that King Khasekhemwy was obliged to reunify, or at least use military force to subdue, various regions along the Nile (Wilkinson 2001; Hamilton 2016). In the apparent absence of a unified Egyptian identity in the First Dynasty, it is entirely possible that Upper Egyptians were viewed by Lower Egyptians as just as foreign as someone from outside the Nile Valley. While we cannot know for certain on the basis of existing evidence, we should exercise caution in assuming all people from the Nile Valley were viewed as “Egyptian” at this early stage in unified Egypt’s cultural history.

        It is important to note here that, as is always the case with burial archaeology, any interpretations must also consider the agenda behind the construction of the burial persona, and the possible disparities between a person’s lived identities and those created for burial (Chapman, Kinnes, and Randsborg 1981; Shennan 1994; Jones 1997; Fowler 2004). Theories that the lower status or “expendable” individuals were offered up for sacrifice by elite families to curry favor (van Dijk 2007) or that the individuals who were sacrificed were lower-class or foreign surrogates for Egyptians are interesting and plausible, but unprovable on the available evidence. What is clear, however, is that various levels of inequality are visible not only between the retainers and the rest of the Egyptian populace but among the retainers themselves.

      
      
        Inequality and Hierarchy

        While the individuals buried within the subsidiary burials all seem to be elites of some level, there are also clear markers of social hierarchies within these burials. These differences are apparent in the subsidiary tombs themselves, as well as in the grave goods and the human remains.

        Most of the grave goods within the subsidiary graves seem to reflect offerings, such as beer jars, seal impressions, vessels that seem to have held ointments or other toiletries, pieces of ivory furniture and inlay, and cups and bowls of stone and pottery, as well as utilitarian objects such as copper tools and stone weights, and decorative items such as beads (Petrie 1901, 1925; Bestock 2009). The presence of more specific objects in some tombs, such as model boats, has led some scholars to suggest that such items may be read literally as reflections of the deceased’s occupation or craft specialization (Emery 1954; E. Morris 2007). Archaeologists have found extensive evidence of craft specialization already by the Predynastic period, a trend which continued into the Early Dynastic period (Hendrickx 2011). Craftspeople normally seem to have occupied a sort of middle class, but it seems that that status of skilled craftspeople, particularly those producing luxury goods, rose substantially during the Early Dynastic period, and it is likely that craftspeople somehow attached to the royal household ranked rather higher than their nonroyal peers (Davis 1983; Hendrickx 2011).

        In all, over two hundred grave stelae were recovered from the First Dynasty burials at Abydos, a number that is particularly staggering in comparison to the relative scarcity of contemporaneous grave stelae from other sites in Egypt (Kemp 1967). Ninety-seven stelae were recovered from the subsidiary burials around Djer’s tomb alone, representing nearly a third of the burials in the complex (Kemp 1967; Stadelmann 2005). The very fact that so many individuals from the subsidiary graves had stelae sets them apart from other elites and nonelites of the First Dynasty. Though not all grave stelae record titles as well as names, the titles that remain range from administrative and possibly priestly titles for men to titles reflecting favored status for the women, such as “Favorite of Horus” (Kemp 1967, 26). At this early stage of Egyptian statehood, we cannot be certain if these stelae were commissioned by the interred individuals themselves, or perhaps were a gift from the king, as later kings granted prime burial locations or resources for the tomb construction to favored officials (Grajetzki 2003; Dodson and Ikram 2008).

        Several of the early excavators of the First Dynasty subsidiary tombs remarked on the variation in size of the subsidiary burials. Even around the burial of a single ruler, some of the subsidiary graves are significantly larger than others, with the larger ones generally located closest to the royal tomb, suggesting hierarchical organization of the subsidiary tombs with relation to the royal tomb (Reisner 1936; Bestock 2011). Reisner (1936) also suggested that in some cases, larger subsidiary graves were flanked or surrounded by smaller ones, perhaps representing more important officials surrounded by their own underlings in a parallel to the larger nucleated organization around the king’s tomb. While the subsidiary graves around the royal funerary enclosures are arranged in rectangles in a single or double row rather than banks like the subsidiary tombs there are still clear differences in the size of subsidiary graves. At the enclosure of Djer, for example, Petrie noted that larger single tombs replace a double row of smaller tombs in the southeastern corner and along the south side (Petrie 1925; Reisner 1936). Unfortunately, many of these tombs were so heavily looted that Petrie recovered little during his excavations, and none of the human remains from these larger graves at Djer’s enclosure have survived (Petrie 1925). In addition, Dreyer and colleagues (1993) noted that Petrie’s plans were sometimes inaccurate, with some chambers missing from the plan completely and others misrepresented as large single chambers rather than multiple smaller chambers. This disagreement suggests that while we may interpret tomb size and contents as markers of hierarchy to some extent, we must exercise caution in using these factors alone in our attempts to understand social differentiation and status within the subsidiary burials.

        From an architectural standpoint, expediency rather than quality seems to have been the primary aim for the subsidiary burials, as the chambers were created by either lining a long trench with mudbrick and then slotting in dividing walls to create individual chambers, or by adding chambers individually onto the previous chamber (Reisner 1936; Bestock 2011; Campbell 2019). King Djer, who had by far the greatest number of subsidiary burials around his tomb and enclosure, seems to have favored the trench method, perhaps a reflection of the practical need to inter many individuals in a short time (Reisner 1936). His successor, Djet, in contrast, had far fewer subsidiary graves overall and relied less on the trench system but included a greater number of large subsidiary burials. At the simplest level, this could demonstrate a focus on quality rather than the emphasis on sheer quantity evident in his predecessor’s mortuary complex (Reisner 1936). Even the subsidiary tombs that were individually constructed show far less investment of time and resources than, for example, the freestanding Old Kingdom elite tombs (Grajetzki 2003; Dodson and Ikram 2008).

        There is also variation between the subsidiary graves around the royal tombs and those around the funerary enclosures. Based on extant grave goods, it seems that in general the higher-ranking officials were buried around and closest to the royal tombs, while lower-ranking officials were buried around the funerary enclosures, though Petrie believed that the social disparities between the groups could not be too great given the high quality of items found in both locations (Petrie 1925; Keita and Boyce 2006). A closer look at the human remains from the complexes of the first half of the First Dynasty suggests some level of disparity, however. Though the only remains available for study are the crania (as was relatively standard practice during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, excavators only retained the crania and reburied all of the postcranial remains together near the excavation site), we still see variation in the overall health and nutrition status. Keita and Boyce (2006) found that individuals buried nearest the king suffered from more nutritional stress and deficiencies during their childhood than those individuals buried around the funerary enclosures, an observation that seems somewhat contradictory to archaeological studies suggesting the wealthiest individuals were buried closest to the king. One possible explanation for this paradox, presented by Keita and Boyce (2006), is that the individuals at the funerary enclosure were individuals born into elite status and thus presumably had access to better healthcare and nutrition during childhood, while the individuals buried nearest the king were individuals who served in the royal household, perhaps after being recruited or enlisted from lower social strata, who presumably had poorer nutrition during childhood or before they entered the royal household.

        Conversely, it could be that the individuals buried nearest the royal tombs were indeed of higher status and that the higher frequency of nutritional deficiencies instead represents the resources required to care for these individuals as children and allow them to live a longer life and recover from, rather than succumb to, a childhood condition, presenting a version of the osteological paradox (Wood et al. 1992; Keita and Boyce 2006). The suggestion that individuals at the royal tomb and funerary enclosures were of relatively equal status, but differentiated by occupation and thus distinct diets, may have some merit, particularly because another marker for physiological stress, linear enamel hypoplasias, shows no statistical difference between the two burial groups (Keita and Boyce 2006).

        The observation that in all cases where grave goods or human remains could be studied, individuals were of some kind of elite status, suggests that it was indeed an honor to be sacrificed for the king. By only allowing (or requiring) elites to serve as sacrificial victims, a clear line was drawn between those who were included (elites and potentially some type of middle social strata) and those who were excluded (nonelites, i.e., farmers and other workers of low social status). It may be that this distinction widened the gap between the social classes, leading to the highly stratified society of the Old Kingdom and beyond. But in this early and probably contested existence of the new Egyptian state, how did the king extract the ultimate sacrifice from some of his most privileged subjects?

      
      
        Coercion and Compliance

        The relative compliance of sacrificial victims has been a topic of interest in many studies of state-sanctioned violence, particularly human sacrifice, despite the unanswerable nature of such questions for archaeological assemblages. In certain West African cultures until relatively recently, it was considered a great honor to accompany one’s spouse in death, and wives and attendants would fight for this honor upon the death of male leaders (Law 1985). A similar practice in India known as sati, where the widow would throw herself on her husband’s funeral pyre to join him in death, was outlawed in 1829 but continued sporadically, with cases reported as late as 2008 (Sangari and Vaid 1981; Mani 1987; Yang 1989; Hawley 1994; Gilmartin 1997; Sen 2002; Ahmad 2008, 2009; Belur et al. 2014).

        Of course, the appearance of willingness may have mattered more than actual willingness; as Davies (1988, 17) rather sweepingly pointed out, “The gods would have been outraged if men chosen for their service had to be dragged kicking and screaming up the side of a pyramid or led to the altar fighting every inch of the way.” While this may be a generalization, it is a valid point that loudly unwilling victims would probably have diminished the glory, or at least the ambience, of the sacrifice. Or perhaps certain victims had to appear more willing than others, for the sake of the ritual. It is in this grey area between appearances and reality that coercion may come into play.

        There is also the possibility that willingness was, functionally speaking, irrelevant. Again, returning to the practice of sati, there are numerous mentions in official reports, before the practice was outlawed, of unwilling widows who were forced by their families to go through with the self-sacrifice, despite religious texts forbidding such coercion (Mani 1987; Gilmartin 1997). Even if overt and explicit force is not used, the knowledge of the consequences of appearing unwilling for sacrifice could have been a powerful motivator, even if those consequences were more along the lines of social expectations rather than physical force (Law 1985). Positive reinforcement may also have played a role. The conferral of great honor on Mayan families who offered up a child as a sacrificial victim may have persuaded the families to volunteer for the perceived benefit of the rest of the lineage, notwithstanding the actual victim’s preferences (Geller 2011). The reality, as Murray and Leppard (this volume) have pointed out, was surely more nuanced and variable than we can see and lay somewhere between our purely coercive and purely voluntarist models of victim willingness.

        If we are to explore the concept of coercion in the case of ancient Egyptian sacrifice, we must stray relatively far into the realm of speculation. In the absence of firsthand accounts such as those for sati or other more recent sacrificial rituals, understanding the role of coercion in a victim’s compliance, or appearance thereof, is more complicated. Even at later periods of Egyptian history we have relatively few personal documents that might record an individual’s feelings or thoughts, and during the First Dynasty we have little written material at all, and certainly little or no continuous text (Baines 2007). Based on the richness of the grave goods and the funerary stelae afforded to the individuals in many of the subsidiary graves, it seems reasonable to conclude that some element of honor was accorded these individuals. Even in the subsidiary graves that were looted or very simple, an overall pattern emerges: grave goods were frequently present, though they varied in richness and quality, and included such items as stone weights, adzes and other tools, copper tools and objects, and ceramic and sometimes even alabaster vessels (Petrie 1925). In some cases, names were painted on the interior walls of the subsidiary graves, and grave stelae indicating the interred individual’s name and sometimes title were found for some of the subsidiary graves (Petrie 1925). Taken together, these finds suggest that a significant amount of forethought and planning went into the construction of these subsidiary burials and their contents and that inclusion in these burials near the king was an honor. Of course, this certainly does not mean that coercion was not necessary, but it may suggest that coercion was at least partly social, that is, based on social rewards such as status or wealth. Perhaps the tantalizing promise of eternal life basking (i.e., serving) in the king’s reflected glory was sufficient compensation for the inconvenience of having to die first.

        Social coercion, however, may not have been the only method used. The presence of perimortem lethal trauma on some of the extant crania from subsidiary burials around the funerary enclosures of Djer, Djet, and Merneith indicates that physical force was used in causing the deaths of these individuals. Particularly intriguing is the wide variation in the presence or absence and type of trauma, even among the few remains that have survived the centuries. While some crania show clear evidence of trauma, others show no trauma at all. The wide range of variation in traumatic injuries, not only in type (sharp force versus blunt force trauma) but in lethality, is a clear indication that we must revise our monolithic impression of sacrificial rituals. At a minimum, this variation suggests that different ways of causing death were used for different individuals (e.g., some individuals may have suffered trauma to other parts of their body, and thus such evidence is now lost; Campbell 2019). Of the individuals that do show clear evidence of perimortem cranial trauma, some crania show blunt force trauma, others sharp force trauma, and a few individuals incurred more than one injury or type of trauma (Campbell 2021). What is not clear is why such a range of variation is present. The presence or absence of trauma shows no significant correlation with sex or age, nor does the type of trauma (Campbell 2019). The individuals who show evidence of perimortem trauma derive from all sides of the funerary enclosures and are not clustered together, and there does not appear to be an obvious social disparity between those individuals who suffered perimortem trauma and those who did not (Campbell 2021).

        Interestingly, many of the blunt force injuries appear to have been caused by a large object, not necessarily wielded with a great deal of force, though certainly enough to potentially cause lethal brain hemorrhage (Chattopadhyay and Tripathi 2010; Campbell 2021). We might consider whether these blows were intended to stun reluctant victims rather than kill them outright; perhaps others who show no cranial trauma were more compliant. According to the original excavator, at least one individual in a subsidiary burial had his or her legs bound before being thrown into the tomb chamber on top of a large stone, without a coffin (Petrie 1925). This individual is, however, the only one to be recorded as being bound in any way, and we cannot know if other individuals were bound before burial and then untied before interment. The burial positions of the other individuals, when recorded, are more or less within the range of normal variation for the Early Dynastic period: bodies are generally semiflexed and lying on their side (Petrie 1900, 1901, 1925).

        Without the postcranial remains, we cannot determine with certainty the cause of death for many of these individuals, which leaves us with intriguing questions. Is the variation in trauma due to practicalities, such as different individuals being responsible for killing, or some other aspect of the sacrificial ritual that is now obscured by time and disruption of the archaeological site? Was there some relationship between the type of trauma and social status or occupation that we can no longer see because of how badly the burials have suffered over the millennia? While we may not be able to answer these questions with the available evidence, what we can do is explore, to some extent, the function and meaning of human sacrifice in the ancient Egyptian mindset.

      
      
        The Function of Human Sacrifice in Egypt

        Though we have little evidence of artificial mummification at this early period, the inclusion of grave goods such as tools and food provisions in burials suggest a belief that objects placed in the grave would transfer into the afterlife, a belief that also applied to the human body. The ideological purpose of the individuals in the subsidiary burials was to serve their king in the afterlife, and in order to be resurrected in the spiritual realm they had to enter the afterlife with their bodies relatively intact. By this logic, disfigurement of the individuals interred (e.g., serious facial trauma) could have hindered their ability to serve in the afterlife, which perhaps accounts for the lack of disfiguring trauma (e.g., beheading or serious depression fractures) that would have likely caused death more quickly but would have altered the appearance and abilities of the individual being sent to the afterlife.

        As with many cases of ritual violence, the most important aspect of the sacrificial ritual was undoubtedly the ideological function and process of the sacrifice. In this regard at least, the compliance of the victims, or the level of coercion necessary, may have been irrelevant ideologically; regardless of the logistics and details of the death, death had to occur so that each individual could proceed to the afterlife to serve the deceased king there. Even if the victims resisted strongly, as long as the burial took place as prescribed and the individual was outfitted with tools for serving their lord in the afterlife, the system of the king being served by his court would persist for eternity. Perhaps this is why we have no clear records of sacrifice from ancient Egypt: instead of being viewed primarily as the death of many individuals, retainer sacrifice was considered simply the eternal enactment of courtly ritual and preservation of the royal lifestyle.

        Of course, sacrifice may have fulfilled a practical function as well. Depending on how the sacrificial victims were selected (a process about which we are poorly informed), the new king could have seized the opportunity to rid himself of any potential competitors for the throne, or individuals who may have supported other candidates (though we are relatively certain that kingship was in some way hereditary, the exact details of royal succession at this early date are unclear; Wilkinson 2016; Campbell 2020, 2023). The exorbitant consumption of human lives would have also convinced any doubters of the new king’s absolute power over life and death and would have been a highly effective demonstration of the ideological and practical power of the office of kingship (Wilkinson 2016).

        In a society where the king was already viewed as semidivine, the death of the king also presented an ideological crisis that had to be averted for continuing governmental stability (E. Morris 2007, 2014). This crisis, however, was primarily of concern to individuals surrounding the king who would actually come into contact with royalty on some level. Most ancient Egyptians likely lived their entire lives without seeing the king in person. In this sense, sacrifice could have enforced another level of inequality: any individuals involved in the royal court could potentially be asked or forced to lay down their lives at the death of their king, a burden not placed on the shoulders of the vast majority of the population, which farmed the banks of the Nile and provided Egypt with so many resources. To the majority of Egypt’s population working the agricultural fields, it may have mattered very little when one king died and another ascended the throne.

        The ritual of human sacrifice may have reified and reinforced social hierarchies on a variety of levels, not only among elites but between the elites and the lower social strata. In the absence of written records, we cannot know how the process of selection for eternal service was conducted. Were such positions hereditary, an honor known far in advance by the families and individuals involved? Or were such decisions more secretive, a psychological weapon wielded by the king to encourage obedience and compliance? Did high elites jockey for power and the opportunity to enter the afterlife with their king, or was sacrificial death viewed more as the unavoidable price of earthly service of their king? Regardless of the logistics, it is clear that retainer sacrifice represented an exercise in early state power and that the populace bought into this social contract, at least for a time (Campbell 2023).

      
      
        State Violence and the Social Contract

        The fact that such mass human sacrifice ends with the First Dynasty may indicate that this ritual was a costly experiment in royal power, designed to reinforce kingly prerogative and control over the various factions along the Nile Valley. If so, the success of the experiment may have led to its demise; the extraordinary power wielded by the rulers of the Old Kingdom seems to have needed no loss of life, and instead these rulers seem to have been secure and confident in their power for many generations.

        This is not to say that Egyptians kings did not wield violence in later periods. In fact, Egyptian art of the Old Kingdom is flooded with images of kings enacting violence in defense of Egypt, poised to execute prisoners or defeat vast enemy armies, and these tropes were repeated for millennia from one king to the next (Bestock 2018). These highly formulaic depictions have a clear agenda in showing the king’s virility and ability to rule, but how, or even if, such violence occurred in the physical world is a matter of some debate (Bestock 2018). We have little physical evidence for state-sponsored violence from later periods, at least in the form of human remains. There is written evidence that the death penalty was, on rare occasions, enacted on individuals who committed treasonous offenses (Lorton 1977; Willems 1990; Tyldesley 2000). While countless kings waxed poetic about their gruesome battle conquests on any available temple wall or surface, it is clear from later texts that violence against Egyptians was considered to be a true atrocity, and even legal texts describing the death penalty tended to be circumspect about the actual death itself (Willems 1990; Peet 2005). There was a clear ideological divide between royal violence directed outside Egypt and royal violence that might be directed within. Retainer sacrifice, a practice which seems to have exclusively involved the nonpunitive death of Egyptians rather than outsiders, is never clearly mentioned in extant Egyptian texts, and there are no certain images of the practice (though some ambiguous images of an individual possibly being killed in front of the king have been interpreted as evidence of human sacrifice; see Campbell 2021 for further discussion). Perhaps this form of violence was veiled, and ultimately discontinued, because it exclusively affected Egyptians (Campbell 2023). In this regard, I. Morris’s (2014) point that state-sanctioned internal violence is often hidden seems to be accurate. As the formation of a more unified and standardized Egyptian identity grew, and further separated Egyptians from everyone else, the idea of violence directed within may have become increasingly less palatable.

        Of course, we must not assume that state-sponsored violence against Egyptians vanished with the end of retainer sacrifice; the well-established Egyptian state, having made its point about the absolute power of the king, was able to direct its efforts elsewhere. Different types of state violence tend to coincide with various life stages of the state. New or insecure states often seize on the dramatic use of highly visible violence, such as a retainer sacrifice, to establish a hierarchy of those who may wield violence (the ruler or government) and those who may not (the general populace), and to force obedience and compliance (Cameron 1987; Kuhrt 1987; Shannon 2002; E. Morris 2007). As Weber ([1919] 2015) pointed out, by dictating which types of violence are acceptable and establishing a monopoly on the use of such violence, the young state simultaneously casts other types of violence as illegitimate while also legitimizing its own exclusive right to wield violence. It is perhaps telling that retainer sacrifice seems to appear with the establishment of the First Dynasty and disappear forever as the state is more securely established.

        As states become more established, their strategies and focus shift, with a resulting change in the ways that state-sponsored violence is employed (Tilly 1975; I. Morris 2014; Weber [1919] 2015). Once the hierarchies and systems of power are more established, however, the focus tends to shift to other, less costly methods of retaining control, from structural violence to capital punishment (I. Morris 2014). With authority unequivocally asserted, states are at liberty to focus on the production necessary for sustaining and expanding the state’s domain (I. Morris 2014). While violence may still be directed inward in more subtle or restricted ways, such as structural violence, overt aggression is often reserved for perceived enemies of the state, effectively uniting citizens as “us” versus “them” (I. Morris 2014; Campbell 2019). This does appear to be the case in the maturation of the Egyptian state, as evidenced by comparison of images of the Egyptian king executing defeated enemies or trampling them beneath his feet to the circumspect descriptions of the death penalty even for individuals convicted of the ultimate crime of regicide (Peet 2005; Campbell 2019).

        A state’s ability to carry out mass violence is dependent upon at least some level of acceptance or cooperation from the populace, even if that acceptance derives from fear (Godelier et al. 1978; Hayden 2007; see also Murray and Leppard, this volume). At the genesis of the Egyptian state, human sacrifice may have served to both stabilize and destabilize the newly created office of semidivine king. It is plausible that after approximately a century or more of human sacrifice at the death of every king, the Egyptian elites resisted the practice to such a degree that it was discontinued. Conversely, it may simply have no longer been necessary for each king to demonstrate his command over life and death. In many ways, royal power reached its apogee in the Old Kingdom, with the pyramids as testament to these kings’ ability to command incredible amounts of labor and resources. From a practical standpoint, the economic and social cost of mass retainer sacrifice, in loss of knowledge and labor, would also have been incredibly high for the nascent state to bear. The social contract that had allowed human sacrifice to occur as a testament and honor to the deceased god-king was forced to give way to other, less costly (and less violent) means of provisioning the king’s spirit in the afterlife.

      
      
        Conclusion

        While the early years of the Egyptian state are still incompletely understood, the application of anthropological archaeology to Egyptian sites and artifacts has greatly enhanced our understanding of the early years of this powerful, long-lasting state. It is clear that this early period of Egyptian statehood is unique in many ways, including the use of state-sponsored violence in the form of retainer sacrifice. The First Dynasty was a time of negotiation and transformation, as Egyptian rulers sought to establish authoritarian rule over diverse polities that had previously been largely independent. As a semidivine being, the king of a newly unified Egypt refashioned the preexisting social hierarchies simply by existing. Retainer sacrifice may have been a way of controlling those segments of the population that posed the greatest threat to this newly established royalty and hierarchy: the elites. Excavations of Predynastic cemeteries indicate that various polities already had access to trade networks and resources on a formidable scale, and it is unlikely that these previously independent polities were universally delighted to be ruled by another. By according great honor to the retainers who were sacrificed, the First Dynasty kings may have cloaked these deaths in promises of eternal life and glory alongside the king while simultaneously providing a grim reminder of exactly why others should not resist the new unified Egyptian system.

        With the maturation of the Egyptian state, the attention of later kings shifted to other methods of displaying power, from enormous funerary monuments such as the pyramids to far-reaching military campaigns to secure territory and resources. While the state, and specifically the king, maintained a monopoly on violence that was considered acceptable, the visible and corporeal violence was more often directed outward than inward (Tilly 1975; Elias 2000; Weber [1919] 2015). Violence internal to the Egyptian system is a feature that is rarely discussed in scholarly literature and indeed seems to have been purposely hidden by the Egyptians in some ways (Campbell 2023). Yet it is this very violence, sponsored by the state and directed at the populace in the form of human sacrifice, that may have been instrumental in cementing the strict and lasting hierarchies of Egyptian society. The collapse of the central Egyptian monarchy at various time periods after the First Dynasty is a clear indication that the unified system was not infallible, but the resurgence of a unified Egypt after each collapse is equally clear evidence of the power behind the ideology of a unified Egypt.

        The relatively short life of retainer sacrifice in Egypt suggests that the practice had, by the end of the First Dynasty, outlived its usefulness, to be replaced by other methods of power brokering. To adapt Tilly’s (1975) and Morris’s (2014) models, violence may create and fashion a state, but in order to survive, a state must adapt its strategies and evolve to use violence in different ways. Once the social hierarchy of power has been established, it behooves a state to focus on productivity and maintaining some level of support from its citizens. A state that has a monopoly on legitimate violence but uses that violence to protect and defend its inhabitants while offering security and stability has a much greater chance of success in the long term. The Egyptians were perfectly willing to accept a king who enacted great violence on enemies of Egypt, and indeed a certain level of violence was expected of the king as a demonstration of his strength and fitness to rule, but a social contract had to be established between the king and his subjects that was more or less to the benefit of all, a situation that did not necessarily favor mass retainer sacrifice every generation (Bestock 2018; Campbell 2023). Instead, later Egyptian kings maintained their monopoly on legitimate violence in other ways: sometimes through structural violence, sometimes through outward-facing corporeal violence, and sometimes with forceful reminders (e.g., executions of criminals) to make sure everyone knew who was really in charge. While this system certainly included vast inequalities in access to resources, it seems to have worked for thousands of years, a testament to the willingness of human societies to compromise for the sake of safety and stability.
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        Embodied Inequality

        Skeletal Evidence of Colonization in Roman Britain

      
      Robert P. Stephan

      
      In the late spring of 43 CE, during the reign of the emperor Claudius, nearly 50,000 Roman troops set sail from Boulogne in northern France and landed somewhere near the modern town of Richborough in Kent. The troops, under the command of Aulus Plautius, were split into three groups and met little initial resistance, progressing steadily westward to the River Medway. Casually camped on the opposite bank of the river was an intertribal force three times the size of Plautius’s encroaching army, under the direction of Togodumnus and Caratacus of the Catuvellauni. As one detachment of Roman auxiliaries swam across the river creating a diversion, the bulk of the Roman army, led by the future emperor Vespasian, crossed the Medway further south where high tides had created a suitable ford. The ensuing fight lasted two days before Rome defeated Caratacus. His brother Togodumnus soon fell at the River Thames. In the subsequent months and years, resistance to Roman control persisted; Caratacus continued to lead attacks against Roman troops, and Boudica spearheaded a rebellion of the Iceni. The substantial walls which traverse the northern frontier of Roman Britain are the material remnants of these threats to imperial rule.

      Such stories of invasion, resistance, and rebellion paint a rather bloody picture of Romano-British history. The extent to which violence played a role in the governance of Roman Britain, however, is far from clear. Cassius Dio’s recounting of the Claudian invasion in book 60 of his Roman History, written 150 years after the event took place, provides no reliable figures of casualties. And the extent to which major rebellions, like that of Boudica, were complemented by smaller violent skirmishes remains unclear. Did Roman rule bring relative peace to an otherwise violent region with frequent intertribal conflict, or instead, did Roman conquest and colonization increase the scale of violent conflict as armies grew larger and battles grew bloodier?

      The story of the Claudian invasion of Britain highlights the limitations of using historical sources to interpret long-term trends in social phenomena such as violence. Dio’s history provides a vivid depiction of a violent event, but tells us little of the degree to which colonization impacted British populations’ exposure to violence over the course of four centuries of Roman rule. Moreover, these event-based histories provide little sense for the degree to which Roman colonization impacted other social, economic, and biological aspects of life for those who do not appear in the historical record. Over the past several decades, historical, archaeological, and multidisciplinary studies of Roman colonization in Britain have begun to address these lacunae (see Frere [1999] and Southern [2011] for historical overviews of Roman Britain; see Millett [1990] and [1995] for archaeological approaches; see Todd [2004] and Millett, Revell, and Moore [2016] for thematic approaches). This chapter builds on these trends by drawing upon osteoarcheological evidence to document the biological and economic impact of Roman imperialism on British populations during the pre-Roman Iron Age, the Roman period, and post-Roman Early Medieval period.

      Roman Britain offers a particularly apt historical context to study the radical impact of colonization on the lived experience of individuals. With Roman imperial incorporation, Britain experienced not only a change in political leadership but also a dramatic shift in social organization as a series of smaller tribes were integrated within the Roman political ecology. Compared with other regions colonized during the spread of Roman imperialism, Britain experienced relatively distinct moments of imperial incorporation and abandonment, coming under Roman control during the reign of the emperor Claudius in 43 CE. Civilian administration is reported to have been expelled in 409 CE, and a year later the emperor Honorius denied a request for assistance against outside attacks (Jones 1998, 244–58). Unlike many parts of the Hellenistic East and the Punic West, Britain did not exhibit large state-level social and political organization prior to Roman rule.1 The landscape was populated by numerous small clans, which competed with each other for land, resources, status, and power, only occasionally coalescing under the control of a single leader (Millett 1995, 33). In part because of Britain’s relatively low level of sociopolitical development prior to colonization, Roman occupation in Britain fundamentally altered preexisting political hierarchies, levels of urbanization, and social and economic structures.

      In addition to the unique social history of Roman Britain, extensive excavations have taken place across this former colony, yielding a robust bioarchaeological record ideal for quantitative, statistical analysis of osteological trauma, pathologies, and stature. This skeletal proxy evidence speaks to a series of broader questions around the relationship between violence and social inequality. As Murray and Leppard lay out in the introduction to this volume, a series of diametrically opposed ideas have been put forth by historians, sociologists, and economists as to whether violence and war most often function as a means to construct (Tilly 1992, 2005) or to destroy (Scheidel 2017) socioeconomic inequality, as well as whether times of peace or war might be most conducive to the unequal accumulation of wealth (Piketty 2013). Inequality, likewise, could lead to higher rates of violence (Wilkinson 2004) or could reduce violence as ruling groups maintain social order through nonviolent means (Pinker 2011; Morris 2014).

      
        Identifying Violence in the Osteological Record

        Traditional definitions of violence highlight physical force and intent to harm (Martin and Harrod 2015, 118–21), sometimes subdividing that concept into different phenomena such as murder, warfare, and human rights violations that encompass a diverse range of methods, purposes, and actors (Dominguez 2015). More recently, sociologists and anthropologists have used the concept of structural violence to highlight the social and cultural origins of violence, rather than its direct physical consequences. Structural violence is the product of political, social, cultural, and economic systems that inhibit an individual or group’s ability to meet their social, biological, or economic potential (Galtung 1969, 1990). As Klaus argues, structural violence is often the result of hierarchy, in which the dominant social entity uses cultural constructions to constrain control of and access to resources from other groups within society (Klaus 2012, 32). In the modern world, anthropologists have used this concept to describe the effects of a range of social and economic issues, including colonialism, racism, sexism, poverty, and healthcare inequalities.

        This distinction between physical and structural violence is important for understanding the interplay between colonization, interpersonal violence, systemic violence, and social inequality. Archaeologists have leveraged various types of evidence to disentangle these relationships. Many of these investigations have focused on artifacts and features used in the performance of violence. However, recent studies have shown that these artifacts and features are often produced for ideological purposes in lieu of, or in addition to, their functional roles in inflicting violence (Ralph 2012). Unlike such indirect evidence of violence, the skeletal record provides direct evidence of interpersonal conflict and its effects on individuals (Walker 2001; Harrod, Liénard, and Martin 2012, 64). Violent trauma can impact tissue and bone permanently, often doing so in patterned ways that can be assigned to a relatively narrow range of causes (Martin and Harrod 2015).

        Klaus’s meta-analysis on violence and trauma provides the following proxies for violent trauma in decreasing order of frequency: “craniofacial fractures, sharp force trauma, blunt force trauma, projectile injuries, parry fractures, dismemberment/decapitations, dislocations, scalping, firearm injuries, stabbing/perforation injuries, burns, and subperiosteal lesions” (Klaus 2012, 30–31). The contributors to Schulting and Fibiger’s edited volume on the European Neolithic narrow their focus to three types of skeletal injuries indicative of violence: cranial trauma, parrying trauma (i.e., forearm fractures thought to result from defending a potential blow to the head), and projectile injuries (Schulting and Fibiger 2012). Walker specifically focuses on cranial trauma as likely to be the result of violence (Walker 1989), and bioarchaeologists have further narrowed that definition to focus on cranial trauma in spatially specific locations, resulting in particular types of fractures (Martin and Harrod 2015, 121).

        Yet even this narrower set of skeletal proxies for violence has come under critique. Even though the range of potential causes may be narrow, skeletal indicators of violence can also be produced by nonviolent causes: accidents, postmortem manipulation, or natural taphonomic processes (Pérez 2012; Martin and Harrod 2015, 123). Parrying trauma, for example, is marked by forearm fractures that could result from accidents such as falling and bracing oneself (Judd 2008). Cranial injuries can also result from accidents as well as from violence (Knüsel and Smith 2013, 10). Bioarchaeologists have worked to distinguish accidents from violence by focusing on the type and location of the fracture. For example, a cranial fracture caused by a slip and fall would likely result in a linear fracture, whereas a cranial fracture caused by club strike would more often cause a depressed fracture (Martin and Harrod 2015, 121). While particular skeletal indicators may be suggestive of a certain type of trauma, there are few pathologies that can always be attributed to intentionally violent causes. Even fine-grained forensic assessment of osteopathologies involves assigning an injury to a probable cause rather than conclusively assigning a rigid designation (Harrod, Liénard, and Martin 2012, 65).

        The categories of osteological evidence for violence, provided by Klaus (2012, 30–31) and Schulting and Fibiger (2012), are focused on a relatively narrow traditional definition of intentional physical harm inflicted by one party on another. If we are to include structural trauma as a form of violence, however, the potential array of osteological indicators of violence expands. If physical violence leaves its mark on the skeletal record primarily through fractures and cuts, structural violence is more commonly associated with evidence of long-term stress and morbidity (Klaus 2012, 34).

        Depending on context, a variety of pathologies may be considered evidence of structural violence, including infections, neoplastic disease, stress, trauma, dental disease, and stunted growth (Klaus 2012). Differentiating structural violence from physical violence, accidental trauma, or chronic illness within the bioarchaeological record is highly subjective. In some contexts, osteoarthritis, for example, might be the result of increased physical labor and hardship produced by structural power imbalances. In other contexts, the same pathology might be the result of living a long and relatively healthy life working in agriculture. Infections, too, are present in both violent and nonviolent scenarios, and rates of dental disease may change as access to food sources controlled by colonial powers evolve or as diets shift in response to environmental change or cultural preference. Historical and social context, then, is key to determining whether changes in the distribution and frequency of osteopathologies are due to unpressured cultural choices or hierarchical power imbalances (Palkovich 1996; Buikstra 2006; Klaus 2012, 35–37).

        The quantitative, comparative nature of this study, however, necessitates the aggregation of osteological data from a wide range of sites, which have been excavated, recorded, and published using a range of methodologies and conventions. As a result, the high level of technical and contextual detail found in some of the more recent studies can be difficult to compare to the less detailed reports of earlier excavations. Thus, while a highly detailed contextual analysis would provide greater information about an individual set of skeletal remains, it would also hinder commensurability across contexts.

        While such highly detailed contextual analysis would provide greater information about an individual set of skeletal remains, that approach is limited in scope. Instead, this study takes a quantitative comparative approach, aggregating osteological data from a wide range of sites and produced through a range of excavation and recording techniques. In order to create consistency across these diverse data sets, I use a relatively narrow set of osteological indicators, specifically skull fractures and cut marks, to identify physical violence. This does not imply that every skull fracture under consideration was conclusively caused by interpersonal violence—certainly some would have been caused by accident. Rather, it serves as a useful heuristic device for ensuring commensurability across diverse archaeological assemblages.

        I use osteological evidence of stress, infections, dental disease, and stature as evidence of potential structural violence. Osteological stress markers, such as joint disease, can serve as a useful indicator of repeated movements associated with occupation (Roberts and Cox 2003, 31–32). Agricultural labor, for example, would require repeated movements, from clearing and plowing land as well as planting, cultivating, and harvesting crops. Changes in cultural and economic conditions could also lead to changes in infection rates. Sinusitis, for example, may become more prevalent as individuals increasingly live in conditions polluted by smoke. Accordingly, urbanization and housing practices have the potential to significantly impact population density in a given area, which would impact the rate at which infection may spread through a population (Roberts and Cox 2003, 112). Trends in dental disease provide useful information about changes in diet and nutrition of a given population. Dental caries, for example, may be caused by diets rich in sugars and starches (Roberts and Cox 2003, 133–44). Antemortem tooth loss could be caused by diet consistency, nutritional deficiencies, cultural ablation, or trauma (Lukacs 2007, 157–58). Similarly, changes in average stature are influenced by a complex interplay between diet, disease, and labor practices and can be employed as a useful measure for biological well-being (Koepke and Baten 2005; Steckel 2009; Scheidel 2012). These studies point to the complex ways in which trauma and pathology are influenced by social, political, and economic structures as well as individual practices.

      
      
        Skeletal Evidence of Violence in Britain

        Compared with most regions of the Roman Empire, there is a significant body of skeletal data from Britain dating to this period, with more than a dozen sites each yielding remains from over one hundred individuals. The site of Poundbury, near Dorchester in Dorset, preserved more than 1,100 individuals dating to the Roman period (Farwell and Molleson 1993), while Colchester (Pinter-Bellows 1993) and Eastern London Cemetery (Conheeney 2000) each yielded skeletal material from more than 500 individuals. The sites from preceding and succeeding cultural periods are smaller but nonetheless have produced significant osteological remains. East Yorkshire has yielded material from more than 250 Iron Age skeletons (Stead 1991), and Cannington, located in Somerset in southwestern England, produced skeletal remains from over 500 Early Medieval individuals (Brothwell, Powers, and Hirst 2000).a When decapitations are counted alongside active weapon wounds, there is a 5.4% CPR (crude prevalence rate) decrease during the Roman period, followed by a 47.1% increase during the Early Medieval period, a trend of Roman decline followed by post-Roman increase on a much smaller scale. Debate continues as to whether these decapitations were the mechanism of death or a postmortem manipulation (Tucker 2013).

        Table 8.1. Osteological data set for trauma and pathologiesa

        
          
            
              	            
                Time Period

                        
              	            
                Approximate Dates

                        
              	            
                Number of Sites

                        
              	            
                Number of Individuals

                        
              	            
                Median Individuals per Site

                        
              	            
                Average Individuals per Site

                        
            

          
          
            
              	
                Iron Age

              
              	
                800 BCE–43 CE

              
              	
                21

              
              	
                591

              
              	
                7

              
              	
                28

              
            

            
              	
                Roman Empire

              
              	
                43 CE–410 CE

              
              	
                52

              
              	
                5,716

              
              	
                50

              
              	
                110

              
            

            
              	
                Early Medieval period

              
              	
                410 CE–1066 CE

              
              	
                72

              
              	
                7,122

              
              	
                71

              
              	
                99

              
            

          
        

        Data from these sites, among numerous others, have been impressively aggregated by Roberts and Cox (2003) in Health and Disease in Britain, which tabulates evidence for osteological trauma and pathologies in Britain from antiquity to the present. This study stands as a leading source of diachronic multisite osteological evidence in Britain and serves as the main data source for physical and structural violence in this study.2 Roberts and Cox pull together osteological evidence from 13,429 individuals across 145 sites from the pre-Roman Iron Age, the Roman imperial period, and the post-Roman Early Medieval period (table 8.1).

        With studies that aggregate data from a diversity of excavation and analysis contexts, it can be difficult to determine whether a particular osteological marker is absent from a site because it was not considered in the analysis or because it was never present. For example, evidence for tuberculosis during the Roman period is found in two out of 1,131 individuals at Poundbury but is not attested at either Colchester or the Eastern Cemetery of London. It is not clear whether this reflects the absence of tuberculosis among the populations at those sites or whether it was generally uncommon and therefore excluded from osteological analyses.

        One possible means of estimating the prevalence of specific osteological markers of trauma or pathology in the ancient world is to calculate the frequency of a given osteological indicator as a percentage of the total individuals (PTI) of the period. For example, the percentage of total individuals with cranial fractures is calculated by dividing the number of individuals with skull fractures (13) by the total number of individuals from the Iron Age (591) to produce a PTI of 2.2 percent. In those instances when the absence of a marker at a particular site cannot be taken as evidence of absence, then it may be more useful to calculate representativeness using the total number of individuals from sites where at least one attestation of the particular trauma or pathology marker is present. Roberts and Cox refer to this metric as the “crude prevalence rate” or CPR (Roberts and Cox 2003, 29). For example, the CPR for cranial fractures is calculated by dividing the total number of cranial fractures (13) by the total number of individuals at sites where at least one cranial fracture is present (436), producing a crude prevalence rate of 3.0 percent. It is likely that both calculation methods underestimate the true prevalence of the trauma or pathology in antiquity (Roberts and Cox 2003, 29). Although there is evidence of one individual with a forearm fracture from the site of Maiden Castle, for example, many of the 72 individuals excavated at the site lacked skeletal radii and ulnae.

        Table 8.2 displays the frequency of osteological trauma for the pre-Roman Iron Age, Roman imperial period, and post-Roman Early Medieval period using both the PTI and CPR methods of calculation. These data suggest that trends in the prevalence of physical violence in ancient Britain depend on which osteological markers are taken under consideration. Using the total number of fractures as a proxy for physical violence, there appears to be a significant increase in violence during Roman rule. The number of fractures per individual doubles during the Roman period (+110.8% CPR), decreasing by almost half (−49.6% CPR) after Roman abandonment. However, a more narrowly defined approach using only skull fractures as a proxy for violence produces the opposite trend—a sizable decline in skull fractures during the period of Roman rule (−55.1% CPR) followed by a major increase after Roman abandonment (+73.3% CPR). A similar trend emerges when looking at cut marks. When the total number of cut marks are considered, there is minimal change from the Iron Age to the Roman period (−6.0% CPR) and a small increase after Roman departure (+34.0% CPR). In contrast, when only weapon wounds are considered, there is dramatic decrease in the prevalence of violence during the Roman period (−87.5% CPR), followed by an equally large increase in the Early Medieval period (+820.2% CPR). The degree to which these trends change when the definition of what serves as a marker for violence is narrowed suggests that physical violence dissipates during the transition from Iron Age to Roman Empire and then increases during the transition from the Roman Empire to the Early Medieval period.

        With this trend in mind, one would expect the frequency of skull fractures to mirror those of other parts of the body. However, during the Roman period, total fractures per capita appear to be on the rise while the frequency of fractures most closely associated with physical interpersonal violence significantly decline. Differences between trends in broad markers for violence (i.e., total fractures and total cut marks) and narrower metrics (i.e., skull fractures and weapons cuts) suggest that the period of Roman colonization was a more physically dangerous time in which to live, but that danger was not associated with intentional forms of physical violence. Instead, changes in labor, diet, housing, settlement, and other social, cultural, and economic practices likely produced higher frequencies of trauma and pathologies.

        Table 8.2. Osteological trauma data from Iron Age, Roman, and Early Medieval Britain

        
          
            
              	            
                Trauma

                        
              	            
                Affected

                        
              	            
                Denominator

                        
              	            
                PTI

                        
              	            
                CPR

                        
            

            
              	            
                Osteological Trauma in Iron Age Britain (n = 591)

                        
            

          
          
            
              	
                Total Fractures

              
              	
                28

              
              	
                472

              
              	
                4.7%

              
              	
                5.9%

              
            

            
              	
                Cranial

              
              	
                13

              
              	
                436

              
              	
                2.2%

              
              	
                3.0%

              
            

            
              	
                Total Cut Marks

              
              	
                11

              
              	
                436

              
              	
                1.9%

              
              	
                2.5%

              
            

            
              	
                Weapons

              
              	
                10

              
              	
                436

              
              	
                1.7%

              
              	
                2.3%

              
            

            
              	            
                Trauma

                        
              	            
                Affected

                        
              	            
                Denominator

                        
              	            
                PTI

                        
              	            
                ΔPTI

                        
              	            
                CPR

                        
              	            
                ΔCPR

                        
            

            
              	            
                Osteological Trauma in Roman Britain (n = 5,716)

                        
            

            
              	
                Total Fractures

              
              	
                576

              
              	
                4,607

              
              	
                10.1%

              
              	
                +112.7%

              
              	
                12.5%

              
              	
                +110.8%

              
            

            
              	
                Cranial

              
              	
                48

              
              	
                3,587

              
              	
                0.8%

              
              	
                −61.8%

              
              	
                1.3%

              
              	
                −55.1%

              
            

            
              	
                Forearm

              
              	
                99

              
              	
                3,976

              
              	
                1.7%

              
              	
                +411.8%

              
              	
                2.5%

              
              	
                +33.2%

              
            

            
              	
                Total Cut Marks

              
              	
                70

              
              	
                2,951

              
              	
                1.2%

              
              	
                −34.2%

              
              	
                2.4%

              
              	
                −6.0%

              
            

            
              	
                Weapon

              
              	
                6

              
              	
                2,092

              
              	
                0.1%

              
              	
                −93.8%

              
              	
                0.3%

              
              	
                −87.5%

              
            

            
              	            
                Osteological Trauma in Early Medieval Britain (n = 7,122)

                        
            

            
              	
                Total Fractures

              
              	
                323

              
              	
                5,130

              
              	
                4.5%

              
              	
                −55.0%

              
              	
                6.3%

              
              	
                −49.6%

              
            

            
              	
                Cranial

              
              	
                73

              
              	
                3,147

              
              	
                1.0%

              
              	
                +22.1%

              
              	
                2.3%

              
              	
                +73.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Forearm

              
              	
                47

              
              	
                2,723

              
              	
                0.7%

              
              	
                −61.9%

              
              	
                1.7%

              
              	
                −30.7%

              
            

            
              	
                Total Cut Marks

              
              	
                58

              
              	
                1,825

              
              	
                0.8%

              
              	
                −33.5%

              
              	
                3.2%

              
              	
                +34.0%

              
            

            
              	
                Weapon

              
              	
                36

              
              	
                1,364

              
              	
                0.5%

              
              	
                +381.6%

              
              	
                2.6%

              
              	
                +820.2%

              
            

          
        

        Source: The data for all three periods are aggregated from Roberts and Cox (2003), 35–220.

        Table 8.3. Trends in osteological pathologies over time in Britain

        
          
            
              	            
                Pathology

                        
              	            
                Affected

                        
              	            
                Denominator

                        
              	            
                PTI

                        
              	            
                CPR

                        
            

            
              	            
                Osteological Pathologies in Iron Age Britain (n = 591)a

                        
            

          
          
            
              	
                Infectionsb

              
              	
                9

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                1.5%

              
              	
                −

              
            

            
              	
                Joint Disease

              
              	
                31

              
              	
                418

              
              	
                5.2%

              
              	
                7.4%

              
            

            
              	
                Metabolic Disease

              
              	
                32

              
              	
                168

              
              	
                5.4%

              
              	
                19.0%

              
            

            
              	
                Dental Cariesc

              
              	
                240d

              
              	
                8,232

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                2.9%

              
            

            
              	
                Antemortem Tooth Loss

              
              	
                289

              
              	
                8,965

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                3.2%

              
            

            
              	            
                Pathology

                        
              	            
                Affected

                        
              	            
                Denominator

                        
              	            
                PTI

                        
              	            
                ΔPTI

                        
              	            
                CPR

                        
              	            
                ΔCPR

                        
            

            
              	            
                Osteological Pathologies in Roman Britain (n = 5,716)

                        
            

            
              	
                Infections

              
              	
                103

              
              	
                4,682

              
              	
                1.8%

              
              	
                +18.3%

              
              	
                2.2%

              
              	
                −

              
            

            
              	
                Joint Disease

              
              	
                822

              
              	
                4,463

              
              	
                14.4%

              
              	
                +174.2%

              
              	
                18.4%

              
              	
                +148.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Metabolic Disease

              
              	
                520

              
              	
                4,836

              
              	
                9.1%

              
              	
                +68.0%

              
              	
                10.8%

              
              	
                −43.5%

              
            

            
              	
                Dental Caries

              
              	
                2,179

              
              	
                29,247

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                7.5%

              
              	
                +155.5%

              
            

            
              	
                Antemortem Tooth Loss

              
              	
                5,042

              
              	
                35,762

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                14.1%

              
              	
                +337.4%

              
            

            
              	            
                Osteological Pathologies in Early Medieval Britain (n = 7,122)

                        
            

            
              	
                Infections

              
              	
                133

              
              	
                4,050

              
              	
                1.9%

              
              	
                +3.6%

              
              	
                3.3%

              
              	
                +49.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Joint Disease

              
              	
                628

              
              	
                3,796

              
              	
                8.8%

              
              	
                −38.7%

              
              	
                16.5%

              
              	
                −10.2%

              
            

            
              	
                Metabolic Disease

              
              	
                411

              
              	
                5,334

              
              	
                5.8%

              
              	
                −36.6%

              
              	
                7.7%

              
              	
                −28.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Dental Caries

              
              	
                1,636

              
              	
                38,911

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                4.2%

              
              	
                −43.6%

              
            

            
              	
                Antemortem Tooth Loss

              
              	
                3,330

              
              	
                41,400

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                −

              
              	
                8.0%

              
              	
                −42.9%

              
            

            
              	            
                Sex

                        
              	            
                Iron Age

                        
              	            
                Roman Empire

                        
              	            
                ΔIA to RE

                        
              	            
                Early Medieval

                        
              	            
                ΔRE to EM

                        
            

            
              	            
                Mean Skeletal Stature in Britain (cm)

                        
            

            
              	
                Male

              
              	
                168

                (n = 113)

              
              	
                169

                (n = 1,296)

              
              	
                +0.6%

              
              	
                172

                (n = 996)

              
              	
                +1.7%

              
            

            
              	
                Female

              
              	
                162

                (n = 72)

              
              	
                159

                (n = 1,042)

              
              	
                −1.9%

              
              	
                161

                (n = 751)

              
              	
                +1.2%

              
            

          
        

        a. Infections in this count include sinusitis, periostitis, osteitis, osteomyelitis, and tuberculosis.

        b. Roberts and Cox (2003, 92–93) do not make it clear which sites these nine infections come from, so a population denominator and crude prevalence rate (CPR) cannot be established for this marker.

        c. Prevalence rates for dental defects and disease are best calculated on a per tooth rather than a per individual basis. This number represents the number of carious teeth, and the denominator represents the total number of teeth found dating to the given period. Antemortem tooth loss is calculated in a similar way with the “affected” number representing the number of dental sockets exhibiting antemortem tooth loss and the denominator representing the total number of dental sockets from the period.

        d. Data aggregated from Goodman and Morant (1940), tbl. 8; Parfitt 1995, tbls. 12A and 12B.

        Trends in osteological pathologies over the time periods under consideration generally support the idea that the period of Roman colonization negatively impacted the biological well-being of individuals in Britain (table 8.3). Per capita rates of infection (+18.3% PTI), joint disease (+148.3% CPR), dental caries (+155.5% CPR), and antemortem tooth loss (+337.4% CPR) all increase from the preceding Iron Age, with only metabolic disease showing a decline in frequency (−43.5% CPR).

        Moreover, most pathological markers for structural violence decrease after Roman political abandonment in the early fifth century CE. Joint disease (−10.2% CPR), metabolic disease (−28.3% CPR), dental caries (−43.6% CPR), and antemortem tooth loss (−42.9% CPR) all suggest a generally higher level of biological well-being after the dissolution of Roman colonial control; only rates of infection appear to increase (+49.3%). For males, stature remains little changed in Roman Britain (+0.6%) but increases substantially during the Early Medieval period (+1.7%)—this could be due to migration and changes in the gene pool as much as changes in diet, disease, and labor. For females, the Roman period marks a low point in terms of stature (−1.9%), and as with males, female stature increases during the Early Medieval period (+1.2%).

        The extant evidence for osteological trauma and pathologies in Britain suggests that Roman colonization brought with it a decrease in interpersonal physical violence but an increase in what might be considered structural violence. While you were less likely to have your head bashed in by your neighbor, you were more likely to suffer negative health effects from the social, political, and economic changes accompanying Roman colonization.

      
      
        Identifying Inequality in the Skeletal Record

        The mortuary realm has been an important focus for archaeologists investigating inequality in past societies. Early studies drew direct connections between the materials found in or associated with burials, and the wealth, status, and identity of the individual (Binford 1971). Subsequent scholarship has shown that the relationship between grave goods and the social or economic position of the deceased was not as static or direct as these earlier studies suggested (Morris 1987, 1992; Metcalf and Huntington 1991; Parker Pearson 1999). Instead, the entire mortuary process, including the treatment of the body, the preparation of the grave site, and the selection of mortuary goods, was mediated and performative. Rather than reflecting the lived reality of the deceased, the mortuary record is more indicative of how those undertaking the funerary process aim to be perceived. Such idealized expressions of identity and the lived reality of people in the past may, of course, overlap to some extent, but the strength of that correlation is not evident (Quinn and Beck 2016, 18–19).

        Despite these difficulties, the mortuary realm has frequently been used as evidence for socioeconomic inequality. Lorenz curves display the percentage of a given resource, such as house size or burial wealth, owned by a particular portion of the population. Gini coefficients can then be calculated to give a single numerical representation of the level of societal inequality (Drennan, Peterson, and Fox 2012, 54–55; Kohler and Smith 2018; Peterson and Drennan 2018; Prentiss, Foor, and Murphy 2018). For example, Kohler and Higgins’s study of early Pueblo villages used measures of household area to calculate Gini coefficients reflecting the percentage of total investment (Kohler and Higgins 2016). Critiques have been levied against the use of burial practices and grave goods for understanding inequality, namely that there is an imperfect correlation between burial and societal inequalities (Drennan, Peterson, and Fox 2012, 54–55), which are performed for various purposes (Metcalf and Huntington 1991; Parker Pearson 1999; Quinn and Beck 2016).

        Quinn and Beck’s recent article on inequality in mortuary archaeology and bioarchaeology explores these tensions and suggests that skeletal evidence may be a useful complement to the study of artifacts and features, since it provides more direct insights into the lived experience of the deceased (Quinn and Beck 2016, 20). As with structural violence, economic inequality can become embedded in the skeleton through differential access to food and the physical burdens of labor. For example, scholars have argued that osteological evidence at Mound 72 from Cahokia for maize-heavy diets among low-status females and protein-rich diets among high-status females is indicative of high levels of inequality (Ambrose, Buikstra, and Krueger 2003). In contrast, Late Prehistoric Iberian populations appear to have had similar diets to people at Cahokia but lower levels of variability across the deceased population (McClure et al. 2011; Waterman, Silva, and Tykot 2014; Quinn and Beck 2016, 23).

        This is not to say that bioarchaeological evidence is a perfect proxy for socioeconomic inequality. Cultural practices can impact which individuals are buried and thus preserved, and diseases that do not impact the skeleton will be absent from the bioarchaeological record (Quinn and Beck 2016, 20). It can also be difficult to determine what constitutes inequality if categories such as high status and low status are not determined a priori. In the case of Cahokia, high- and low-status individuals were determined based on nonskeletal indicators, and then diet was mapped onto those categories. Absent such nonskeletal indicators of status, it is not clear whether a population in which 10 percent of people had protein-rich diets should be considered more or less “equal” than a population in which 40 percent of people had protein-rich diets.

      
      
        Skeletal Evidence for Inequality in Britain

        Estimates of stature, which can be measured along a continuous quantitative spectrum, offer one alternative to nonbioarchaeological metrics of status. Nutritional, pathological, and physical stress in growing subadults can stunt growth (Komlos 1994; Koepke and Baten 2005; Steckel 2009; Scheidel 2012). Such decreases in stature have been linked to declining protein consumption accompanying the advent of farming during the Neolithic Revolution (Mummert et al. 2011; Quinn and Beck 2016, 23–24). Social, political, and economic structures influence the relative impact of these population-wide stresses, suggesting that changes in the distribution of stature over time or space may be indicative of varying levels of socioeconomic inequality. Furthermore, quantitative stature distributions facilitate the use of several statistical measures that have traditionally been employed to measure inequality, namely Gini coefficients, coefficients of variation, and interquartile ranges.

        Two difficulties emerge when using stature as a proxy for inequality. The first is methodological: for the periods under consideration, complete skeletons are rarely found intact. As a result, living stature must be estimated from long bones, most frequently the femur and tibia, but sometimes the humerus, radius, and ulna. The specific algorithm for moving from long bone length to living stature differs geographically and chronologically. To maximize the number of individuals included in the data set presented in table 8.4, this study primarily uses the Trotter and Gleser (1952, 1958) and Trotter (1970) methods of statistical calculation, although these methods have not been without critique (Ruff et al. 2012; Mays 2016).

        Table 8.4. Osteological evidence for skeletal stature in Britain for males and females

        
          
            
              	            
                Measure

                        
              	            
                Iron Age

                        
              	            
                Roman Empirea

                        
              	            
                IA to RE %

                        
              	            
                Early Medieval

                        
              	            
                RE to EM %

                        
            

            
              	            
                Inequality Measures for Skeletal Statures in Britain (Males)

                        
            

          
          
            
              	
              
              	
                (n = 44)b

              
              	
                (n = 219)

              
              	
              
              	
                (n = 226)c

              
              	
              
            

            
              	
                Range (cm)

              
              	
                24.6

              
              	
                40.4

              
              	
                +64.3%

              
              	
                31.8

              
              	
                −21.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Interquartile Range (cm)

              
              	
                6.8

              
              	
                8.0

              
              	
                +17.5%

              
              	
                7.2

              
              	
                −9.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Standard Deviation (cm)

              
              	
                5.3

              
              	
                6.3

              
              	
                +17.5%

              
              	
                5.4

              
              	
                −13.6%

              
            

            
              	
                Coefficient of Variation

              
              	
                3.22

              
              	
                3.69

              
              	
                +14.7%

              
              	
                3.12

              
              	
                −15.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Gini Coefficient

              
              	
                0.021

              
              	
                0.049

              
              	
                +127.2%

              
              	
                0.019

              
              	
                −60.0%

              
            

            
              	            
                Inequality Measures for Skeletal Statures in Britain (Females)

                        
            

            
              	
              
              	
                (n = 35)d

              
              	
                (n = 116)e

              
              	
              
              	
                (n = 93)f

              
              	
              
            

            
              	
                Range (cm)

              
              	
                20.4

              
              	
                48

              
              	
                +135.3%

              
              	
                25.4

              
              	
                −47.1%

              
            

            
              	
                Interquartile Range (cm)

              
              	
                8.7

              
              	
                8.7

              
              	
                +0.2%g

              
              	
                6.7

              
              	
                −23.3%

              
            

            
              	
                Standard Deviation (cm)

              
              	
                5.2

              
              	
                7.1

              
              	
                +36.0%

              
              	
                5.5

              
              	
                −22.5%

              
            

            
              	
                Coefficient of Variation

              
              	
                3.4

              
              	
                4.7

              
              	
                +32.7%

              
              	
                3.3

              
              	
                −25.5%

              
            

            
              	
                Gini Coefficient

              
              	
                0.030

              
              	
                0.043

              
              	
                +45.2%

              
              	
                0.022

              
              	
                −46.8%

              
            

          
        

        a. Data aggregated from Münter (1936); Garrard (1982); Cullen et al. (2006).

        b. Data aggregated from Wenham (1968); Branigan (1977); Leech (1981); Henderson (1986); Leech et al. (1986); Fitzpatrick and Crockett (1998); Museum of London (2000); White (2000); Pinter-Bellows (2001); Mays (2002); Waldron (2002, 2003).

        c. Data aggregated from Goodman and Morant (1940), tbl. 8; Parfitt (1995), tbls. 12A and 12B.

        d. Data aggregated from Wenham (1968); Branigan (1977); Leech (1981); Henderson (1986); Leech et al. (1986); Fitzpatrick and Crockett (1998); Museum of London (2000); White (2000); Pinter-Bellows (2001); Mays (2002); Waldron (2002, 2003).

        e. Data aggregated from Münter (1936); Garrard (1982); Cullen et al. (2006).

        f. To the hundredth, the Iron Age interquartile range is 8.70, and the Roman imperial interquartile range is 8.72, resulting in a 0.2% increase.

        g. Although we note that this study has recently been criticized on ethical and methodological grounds (Claw et al. 2017; Cortez et al. 2021).

        The second issue stems from publication conventions. Many site reports do not provide individual long bone or skeletal estimates but rather aggregate the data. Osteological studies at the Poundbury site, which has produced the largest single bioarchaeological data set, indicate that 341 males had a mean stature of 166.2 cm and 360 females had a mean stature of 160.9 cm (Farwell and Molleson 1993). Similarly, Stead (1991, tbl. 12) records only mean stature estimates for the sites of East Yorkshire during the Iron Age. As a result, the data sets for measuring inequality through stature are substantially smaller than the data sets for assessing biological well-being through mean stature.

        The trend in inequality based on the distribution of human skeletal statures mirrors much of what is seen in the evidence discussed for structural violence. These data suggest an increase in inequality after Rome takes political control of the region, followed by a decrease once Rome abandons the island. While the reduced sample size of individual stature should be taken into consideration, the convergence of trends between these data sets lends credibility to the overall interpretation that Roman rule reduced physical violence while still negatively affecting biological well-being and increasing inequality.

      
      
        Violence, Inequality, and the Roman Colonization of Britain

        The osteological data from the Iron Age, Roman, and Early Medieval periods suggest that Rome had a significant impact on the lives of British populations in antiquity, reducing the level of physical violence but increasing the degree of biological inequality and exacerbating health problems that might be driven by living conditions, diet, and labor. Other large-scale osteological studies have suggested similar trends regarding the decrease in violent trauma during the Roman period in Britain (Redfern 2006; Redfern and DeWitte 2011a). While this helps clarify Rome’s impact on the biological well-being of British populations, it remains unclear whether there was any causal connection between the decline of physical violence and the increase in inequality.

        At the outset, this volume lays out four possible scenarios regarding the relationship of violence and inequality: violence could increase or reduce inequality, and inequality could increase or reduce violence. To determine which of these scenarios, if any, this Romano-British case study best supports, it is useful to distinguish not only types of violence (i.e., physical vs. structural) but also the duration of violence (i.e., immediate vs. prolonged). As we saw with the Claudian invasion of Britain at the beginning of this chapter, the Roman colonization of Britain is undoubtedly rooted in violent conquest. Moreover, the repeated revolts, most notably the one led by Boudica in the mid-first century CE, show that physical violence lasted beyond the initial year of conquest. The data presented here, however, suggest that events like this were the exception rather than the rule; Roman Britain appears to have become a less physically violent place during the four centuries of Roman colonization.

        This model would then indicate that the scenarios above should be somewhat further nuanced. The case of Roman Britain would suggest that violence does lead to increased inequality, but that physical violence often occurs at the outset and in relatively short time spans. The resulting inequalities brought about by colonization and the initial wave of violence then appear to reduce the levels of physical violence necessary to maintain colonial control of the territory, at least in comparison to the less stratified baseline of the British Iron Age and Early Medieval period. In this sense, it perhaps best fits the model provided by Morris, who argues that war leads to larger, stronger states, which, in turn, reduce physical violence (Morris 2014).

        Because of the factors laid out earlier in this chapter—a distinct chronology of colonial rule, a long history of excavation, and thorough site publications—Britain has been one of the most popular historical contexts for studying the impact of Roman rule, variously characterized as Romanization (Millett 1995), hybridization (Jiménez 2011), creolization (Webster 2001), and bilateral exchange focused on discrepant experiences (Mattingly 1997). Regardless of the term used to characterize the process, most of these studies echo elements presented here. Mattingly, especially, highlights that imperial incorporation was not without socioeconomic drawbacks (Mattingly 2006). This study would seem to further confirm that, in addition to any advancements, Roman colonization and occupation had serious negative biological effects.

        While this chapter has suggested that changes in the frequency of pathologies and the distribution of skeletal statures are influenced by social, economic, and political structures, it has largely refrained from arguing which structures impacted these trends. Changes in settlement densities and domestic architecture may have brought greater numbers of people together in smaller quarters, leading to increases in the number of infections (Addyman 1989; Ellis 2000; Wacher 2000). Similarly, an increase in sugar intake from imported fruits and other high-sugar foods during the Roman period may have influenced the higher rate of dental caries and antemortem tooth loss (Moore and Corbett 1973; Roberts and Cox 2003, 134–35). The scale of goods production would have increased under Roman rule, the military would have also engaged in construction, and the mining of lead and tin increased during this period. These labor practices could have contributed to the higher rate of joint disease exhibited during the Roman occupation. Any combination of these socioeconomic changes could have impacted the distribution of stature among the population of Roman Britain. These are all logical possibilities, but further investigation is needed to tie specific structural changes to the osteological trends shown in this chapter.

        Other limitations persist as well. Osteological trauma can be difficult to interpret, because any given indicator can result from a variety of life events. While forensic methods have become increasingly sophisticated in recent years, the increased level of detail and specificity limit the aggregation and commensurability of osteological data across time and place. More detailed studies that take these analytical advances into account would greatly enhance our confidence in the trends that emerge.

        In terms of inequality, samples are still relatively small, and developing larger databases of skeletal stature will improve the reliability of statistical measures for inequality. Moreover, this study relies exclusively on osteological evidence, and subsequent studies that look at osteological trauma, pathologies, and stature alongside material remains such as grave goods would enhance our understanding of the relationship between biological and economic well-being and inequality. Redfern’s work on Roman Dorset provides a productive example of this type of study that combines archaeological and osteological evidence. From her analysis of 291 individuals, Redfern demonstrates that individuals interred in high-status burials had lower mortality risk than individuals buried in lower-status graves (Redfern and DeWitte 2011b). Archaeological assemblages outside the osteological realm, such as the archaeological remains of houses, can also offer insight into the level of socioeconomic inequality. Gini coefficients derived from my analysis of the distribution of house sizes in Iron Age (0.32) Roman (0.61, +91%) and Early Medieval (0.40, −34%) Britain suggest the trends observed in this study apply to nonbiological realms as well (Stephan 2014).

        Chronological specificity could also be improved. This study lumps together large swaths of time covering several centuries in order to maximize the robustness of the osteological data sets for each period. Further excavation, publication, and analysis will allow for a more fine-grained approach to violence and inequality and enable us to tease out the frequency with which these phenomena occur and change.

        Despite these shortcomings, the convergence of trends in this study suggests some level of reliability. As future avenues of investigation are pursued, our understanding of the relationship between violence, inequality, and colonization will continue to evolve. This single case study suggests, however, life in Roman Britain was, as Mattingly (2006, xiii) claims, “nasty, brutish, and long,” not so much as a result of physical violence but of the everyday structures of life under Roman rule.

      
      
        Conclusions

        The implications of this study for queries regarding intersections between the two ineluctable social forces at the center of this volume are multiple. From the point of view of method, it is clear that quantitative measurements, such as Gini coefficients, are crucial to the project of understanding relationships between violence and inequality, because such relationships and their dynamics are best observed at the society-wide scale through qualitative interrogation, as Piketty’s work powerfully shows. There is no way to substantiate the scale of either inequality or violence in a given period unless we have some rough estimate of how resources were distributed and whether those distributions changed over time. Gini coefficients are imperfect, but they are useful in allowing us to generate concrete numbers that represent a range of distributional possibilities when interrogating archaeological or osteological data sets.

        The major substantive takeaway of the chapter is that the Roman empire may indeed have maintained geopolitical peace as the norm within its vast empire, but it simultaneously imposed widespread, long-lasting, and measurable forms of structural violence on the millions of people living under its rule. At present, this conclusion is tentative, because it is based on the analysis of a somewhat incomplete and suboptimal data set. However, its preliminary substantiation at least musters some empirical basis to support a possibility long suspected by archaeologists and historians: that there was a huge human cost to the maintenance of empire, the true assessment of which has too long gone uninterrogated and hidden behind the mirage of the Pax Romana. If further studies bear out similar points within comparable core-wide imperial or state populations, the results could serve as a strong counterpoint to extant arguments about the benevolent nature of large territorial states as peace-keeping institutions that suppress violence internally. The study also presents salient concrete documentation that studying violence as traditionally defined is not likely to adequately capture the relevant dynamics.

        Given that the point of academic exercises ought, in the best circumstances, ultimately to be to help guide policy, the study invites further experiments in quantification that hold promise along these lines. While it is observed here that states may make a kind of peace that requires massive structural violence to maintain, it remains an open question whether one is preferable to the other. Perhaps communities are willing to accept a certain amount of quotidian structural violence if this means extreme widespread military violence may be avoided. Indeed, while cultural critics today tend to denounce the institutional and structural violence imposed by the state in its attempts to keep order, we do indeed accept them because we notionally believe that regular pitched warfare would be worse. But can these tendencies be generalized to human society historically, and can we be sure that our instinctual preference for structural violence over open intrapersonal conflict is the correct calculation? Determining the benefits and drawbacks of a variety of such scenarios will require archaeologists to experiment a bit more with the kind of quantitative measurements I use in this chapter. Doing so will also require extending such methods in ways that allow us to explicitly compare the overall human costs incurred by different configurations of state-imposed violence in all its forms.

      
      
        Notes

        
          	          
            1. The bibliography on Roman colonization of and imperialism in the provinces is robust. Mattingly (1997b), Webster (2001), Hingley (2005), Morley (2010), and Mattingly (2011) provide a useful starting point for the dynamics of Roman colonization. For Roman imperialism in Greece see Alcock (1993) and Hoff (2013). For Egypt see Bagnall and Frier (1994) and Alston (2002). For Italy see Terrenato (1998) and Keay and Terrenato (2001). For Spain see Keay (1998, 2001) and Curchin (2003). For Africa see Mattingly (1997a), Fentress (2006) and Stone (2011). For Gaul see Woolf (1998). For Britain see Millett (1990, 1995), Todd (2004), Mattingly (2006), and Millett, Revell, and Moore (2016).

                  

          	          
            2. Redfern (especially 2006, 2010, 2016) has also produced valuable work on osteological trauma in ancient and medieval Britain. The work of Roberts and Cox (2003) has been used as the main source of skeletal evidence for this study due to the feasibility of aggregating their data.
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        Conclusion

        The Many Dimensions of Violence and Inequality

      
      Thomas P. Leppard and Sarah C. Murray

      
      In the opening chapter of this volume, we suggested that there was an implicit tension lurking within the view taken of violence by the archaeological, historical, and anthropological scholarship. Specifically, some aspects of the scholarship have understood “states”—or whatever we want to call big, institutionalized, urban, territorially integrated polities with endogamous social classes—as projectors and enactors of violence on mass scales. This camp contains a series of approaches (including diverse positions on whether states remain ineluctably violent, or whether their coercive capacities enforce “peace” [Carneiro 1970; Morris 2014; Tilly 1992]), but fundamentally views the awful power of the state as deriving from the capacity to do harm. Conversely, other scholars (Piketty 2013; Scheidel 2017) have suggested that violence can erode and break down the very types of structural inequalities in access to resources that we might suppose buttress endogamous classes. Indeed, ethnography of small-scale societies, which lack such formalized divisions reflected in wealth, suggests (e.g., Clastres 1974) that violence can anticipate and cauterize emergent leadership. We saw in this an apparent contradiction; state-type societies (that are supposed to be violent) are closely associated with hierarchies founded on wealth differentials, yet wealth differentials can be diluted, or even foreclosed upon, by violence. Being agnostic as to whether both of these situations can simultaneously be the case, we implied the question, “Does violence build, or erode, economic inequalities?” To this question, the contributors to this volume have resoundingly answered: yes.

      In this chapter we reflect on this answer, on the divergences but also parallels that develop therein, and on the implications of the contributors’ responses for the study of how violence and socioeconomic organization intersect. Corresponding with the interests, arguments, and conclusions of the contributors, our discussion is wide-ranging, but we return periodically to certain themes. We consider the latitude of what is meant by violence, and how such diversity in the scholarship can be understood as a function of this latitude. In this vein, we also reflect on the difference between capacity to undertake violence (i.e., coercive threat) versus its actualization. Other themes emerge organically, including visualization and performativity, sacred versus profane violence, and the utility (or not) of quantification. Finally, we turn to roads less traveled, drawing together the materials in this volume in order to offer some provocative speculations on patterning in violence and social dynamics over deep time.

      
        The Diversity of Violence

        The reader will presumably agree that, in the foregoing chapters, what constitutes violence is understood in very broad terms. This, in one sense, is derived from the tacit insistence of the contributors on the unavoidable centrality of the human body in any given interaction. The body is the ultimate locus of personal agency but also of the agency of exterior forces that may attempt to direct and control that body for their own ends. Thus, violence can span a spectrum of possibility: from the tacit or socialized understanding that certain behaviors will result in external action at the point of the body, or at least the increased likelihood of that action, to the actual instantiation of that action (thus connecting violence to notions of bodily autonomy or bodily integrity). As a result, “violence” can expand rapidly outwards in definitional space, from the central conceptualization as injury or lethal violence imposed on a body, toward increasingly abstract types of constraint, or even perceived constraint, in how bodies operate. This is the conceptual breadth that allows, in our own immediate context, state-sponsored violence in both the form of parajudicial homicide and the more esoteric operations of governing institutions—for example, intrastate resource distribution in the form of taxation (Watkins and Brook 2016)—simultaneously to be considered “violence,” if by very different groups within the state. Approaching violence as a series of bodily relationships also goes some way toward accounting for the difference—and suggesting a connection—between Weberian, Galtungian, and Foucauldian violence on the one hand (Foucault 1975; Galtung 1969; Weber [1919] 2015) and more prosaic approaches (as we discussed earlier; Murray and Leppard, this volume) on the other. This diversity of approaches is further enriched (or complicated) by the capacity of violence to extend beyond the body-as-locus to things. As inalienable rights to bodily autonomy are understood to parallel inalienable rights to how certain nonhuman things are distributed and treated (especially in Western imaginaries of property), so too can violence or its threat be extended toward nonhumans. This has been pointed out by Graeber (2011) and is discussed by Piketty (2013) and Scheidel (2017) in terms of violence against capital as a component of a wider leveling mechanism. Clearly, one of our authors (Recht) pushes these definitional boundaries and their moral implications further, but we turn to that subsequently.

        The chapters by—in particular—Stephan and Harrod and Martin exemplify how this heterogeneity of violence can be seen in the archaeological record. Stephan shows how the incorporation of Britain into, and then its dislocation from, the Roman Empire had profound impacts on individuals, as evident in the bioarchaeological data. Specifically, the period in which Britain was part of a wider, integrated polity witnessed a decrease in measures of interpersonal violence (in this case, direct action against another’s body with intent to physically harm) but an uptick in biomarkers that might be supposed to index increasing social inequality: evidence for disease, qualitative differences in diet, and the strains and stresses of hard labor. All of these track closely with other proxies for inequality (Stephan 2014). Stephan suggests that this pattern closely approximates Morris’s position (2014), in which “war” leads to strong states that then preserve the peace within themselves. Avoiding quibbles about war producing statehood in a context of colonial incorporation, the overall trend would appear to be political integration and economic disequalization varying with decreases in violence between individuals, if not violence in the broader senses discussed above.

        This finds parallels in Harrod and Martin’s study of longitudinal patterns of violence in the San Juan Basin during the Ancestral Puebloan period. While—evidently—the cultural and political context is hugely different, the sociopolitical trajectory might, with the eye of faith, be understood as roughly the same—the transition from small, probably independent communities to a larger, integrated system with elites evidently positioned at the social apex (i.e., 850–1150 CE). After the dissolution of the Great Houses, the social context then appears to revert to an unconsolidated, comparatively fragmented political landscape. It is noteworthy that, both pre-Chaco and post-Chaco, “massacres”—as enumerated by Harrod and Martin—seem fairly frequent in the wider region (not our only probable massacre, of course, with Hassett’s at Başur Höyük—although bioarchaeological data that suggest massacre events may also admit of other interpretations). The intervening period in which the Great Houses dominated the Canyon and the broader landscape was not absent violence, however. Rather, it witnessed violence of a different sort, a transition perhaps to “highly visible and didactic” violence. This was multifaceted, perhaps implicating the “processing” of human remains at Peñasco Blanco (Pérez 2006). It is more evident in patterned nonlethal trauma to males that, the authors argue, was part of a wider regimen of violence that promoted fear and terror, this regime itself perhaps constituting part of a wider ritual system of performance and display. This system, synchronous with the presumed social dominance of the elite matriline centered on (or at least buried in) Pueblo Bonito (Kennett et al. 2017), did not endure after the dissolution of whatever agglomeration of sociopolitical power Chaco represents.

        Roderick Campbell and Swenson wish to diversify violence further, and in other directions. Swenson sees Moche ritual violence as creative, connected to notions of production, reproduction, and genesis. Campbell advocates for a highly localized and specific approach to violence and shows how the social fabric of late second millennium BCE Anyang was iterated in the modes of death of its inhabitants; that is, violence as partly a means of categorizing low-status individuals, cognate to other animal sacrifices, in the theater of royal burial. Both scholars would, we imagine, prefer contextual understandings of the types of violence they review. Yet, if one were to broadly lump the Moche and the later Shang together as types of society in which “elites” occupied elevated social positions and aimed to perpetuate their status, then we might see interesting echoes of Chacoan violence—if not didactic, then intimately related to the wider conceptualization and organization of the universe and the role of socially powerful individuals within it. Roselyn Campbell’s discussion of funerary violence in the context of Early Dynastic Egypt has obvious points of connection to these examples, not least in physically instantiating social difference in death. Critically, she shows an evolution in state-sponsored violence, from a short-lived tradition of retainer sacrifice to other types of polity-directed violence, all connected, in her argument, to processes of Weberian legitimation of state power at the expense of other actors and agents within the forming polity. At essentially the same time as the First Dynasty retainer sacrifices at Abydos, a similar practice at Başur Höyük on the upper Tigris—albeit on a hugely reduced scale—may also, as Hassett shows, have been implicated in imagining the social and natural order.

        Ultimately, and as some of the contributors rightly insist, each instance or example of violence enumerated can only be fully understood within its immediate cultural and behavioral context. Moreover, it would be invidious to claim that one mode of violence is more content-laden, or more interesting, than others. However, the global scope of the papers—from the Andes to China—prompts some attempt at loose comparison. Considering the overarching implication in our introductory chapter, we first seek to undertake this comparison in terms of how violence intersects, if at all, with inequality—of the economic variety, but also other dimensions of inequality as they emerge from the individual chapters.

      
      
        Violence and Inequality?

        The issue of inequality is complicated by the fact that it, like violence, can be understood in highly diverse terms. Inequalities in wealth, in broader social status, in well-being and health, or in access to ritual goods (as Wilkinson reminds us) may track together but also may not; and the creation of haves and have-nots in a given context can cleave along various axes of social difference. That said, wealth inequalities are profoundly characteristic of state-type social organization (with some exceptions; Kohler and Smith 2018; Green 2021), and to that extent are presumably somehow implicated in processes of state emergence—either as a symptom, or more causally. What role do our contributors envision for violence in this relationship?

        Counterintuitively, a clear answer to this question is partly obscured by the fact that the majority of contributions deal primarily with what we might variously refer to precisely as large-scale, complex, or urban societies. Many of them similarly address violence enacted during the fraught process of what we would prefer to call (although we feel some of our contributors would disagree) state formation. In these circumstances, however, many of the social relations that would go on to characterize state-type entities more generally were already in place—in Early Dynastic Egypt, or at Anyang, or amongst the Moche (or even in the EBA of the upper Tigris, a period of momentous changes in settlement type and constitution throughout Mesopotamia), various types of evidence suggest the existence of elite classes capable of marshaling private wealth. This clouds a fuller understanding of the processes that led to these wealth differentials, offering a perspective on violence and economic behavior that would lend support to Tilly’s (1992) arguments (i.e., types of state-sponsored violence buttressing inequality). As a result, turning to prestate, or nonstate, contexts might allow a better appreciation of the changing modes of intersection between violence and economic organization.

        In this collection, the chapter that deals most substantially with small-scale or simple societies is Wilkinson’s. Wilkinson considers what he calls “predatory” violence in two examples of nonstate societies that, in other respects, differ hugely from one another (Early Modern pirates, while clearly contemporary with nation-states, may be said to have existed outside them in the sense of Scott [2009]). Such predatory violence, aside from being constitutive of individual identities, is for Wilkinson crucial in regulating intra- and intergroup economic and prestige relations. Specifically, he suggests that violence was critical in generating social value and that democratized violence—as a source of social power available to every adult male—prevented the centralization of this social power. As a result, the transition from an ideology of democratized violence to an ideology of violence as the purview only of a subsection of society (predatory violence between states) should radically transform how social power (in his terms, the “production of personhood”) was distributed. This accords with Swenson’s view of violence amongst the Moche as generative; Wilkinson’s “ontogenetic” concept would map well over this conceptualization, and there are obvious points of connection (as Wilkinson stresses) to Clastres (1974). None of these authors are necessarily casting the discussion in terms of the formal control of resources, but we might reasonably assume that the increased scale, or impact, or cosmological ramifications of some social personae would be accompanied by increasingly vocal claims of proprietorial control over goods; we return later in this chapter to consider the implications of this observation.

        Stephan deals more explicitly with economic inequality and, to do so, turns to the use of Gini coefficients derived from house sizes as a proxy for inequitable distributions of wealth. This technique has been utilized with varying degrees of success (Kohler and Smith 2018; Kohler et al. 2017) but has the advantage of providing a measure of difference of wealth that might, in principle, work cross-culturally. Stephan’s method also allows for two sets of quantitative information to be related to one another, allowing us to push beyond qualitative and impressionist assertions of high or low levels of both violence and wealth inequality (although that is a level of approximation to which we necessarily have to retreat later in this chapter). In the case of Roman Britain, of course, we are not dealing with an indigenous transition to statehood, but rather the imposition of a novel social form from outside. Yet, at an abstract level, this may lend support to the germ of a pattern in which reduced person-to-person bodily violence, larger, class-based social structures, and higher levels of economic inequality seem to accompany one another.

        We cast our opening discussion in this volume largely in terms of economic inequality, primarily because bodies of theory connect violence and this type of social disparity. We should stress that there are other dimensions of social inequality, however, that may be exaggerated or reduced by the practice of violence: for example, social inequalities based on gender are substantially ubiquitous in complex or state-type societies. Often these inequalities have an explicitly economic dimension, including disenfranchisement with regard to property rights and in terms of unpaid labor (e.g., child-rearing) (Sauer, Rehm, and Mader 2021). In these societies there exist types of violence of which women (and also individuals who do not subscribe to socially specific gender norms) are often the targets (Garcia-Moreno et al. 2005). This violence could easily be interpreted as a mechanism to perpetuate those inequalities of social power. How, then, do the various types of violence explored by the contributors pattern in terms of gender?

        Clearly, this issue is most readily addressable in those contexts in which bioarchaeological data are available; it is challenging, for example, to understand how different types of coercive, state-led violence impacted women differently than men. Gender-structured violence is not prodigiously conspicuous in all of the foregoing contributions, although Swenson (and also Swenson 2012), for example, sees a role for ideologies associated with feminine characteristics linked with Moche violence (the sacrifice of a pregnant woman at Huaca Colorada, as reported by Swenson, represents something of a unique case in the collection as a whole). In Chaco, high-status women seem to have been insulated from forms of ritualized violence otherwise evident in biomarkers on male skeletons, and it is tempting to connect a high social status for elite women to the evidence (controversial as it is) for matrilineal social organization at Pueblo Bonito itself (Kennett et al. 2017). Evidently, of course, women could be the “victims” (a problematic term, which we consider below) of the state-sponsored violence that Roselyn and Roderick Campbell discuss, although in those cases we might suppose that this has more to do with the need to represent, in death, a section through society, rather than violence more explicitly based on gender.

        Considering the emergence of endogamous classes in early complex polities, we might suppose elite women’s experience of violence to be very different from nonelite women’s experience. The view that emerges from this volume is rather elite-biased, and violence as enacted upon nonelite women is an obvious gap. Harrod and Martin hint at what may fill this gap, and complicate the general Chaco picture, in their discussion of Kin Bineola. This smaller site, to the west of contemporary Great Houses within the Canyon itself, has—they report—evidence for cranial traumas amongst women that parallel patterns seen in men within the Canyon proper. Is this evidence for female status-competition or best understood as violence enacted by males against women? When considering the latter, we might also bear in mind that small-scale, normatively egalitarian societies, even if relatively unencumbered by economic inequalities, might still experience inequalities organized along other lines, and here gender is probably important. Wilkinson makes the point that the capacity for violence may be reserved and sanctioned to different gender identities in such small-scale societies. In this context, data that suggest unusually skewed distributions in nonlethal or perimortem violence may be of interest. Witness, for example, high rates of cranial trauma amongst females at Pre-pottery Neolithic Çatalhöyük, including one individual who was subject to apparently repeated, nonsynchronous assaults (Larsen et al. 2019). Of course, as in the San Juan Basin, how we interpret such violence is problematic, and more attention might be paid to how intimate partner violence patterns in terms of bodily trauma while avoiding a “check list” approach (Redfern 2017).

        While not a theme that emerges organically from this volume, we briefly mention in this context violence against children. In some rare instances, one catches fleeting glimpses of violence of this type; in these papers, at Huaca Colorada (an in utero fetus). There are other examples—amongst the Inca, for example, in the form of capacocha (Andrushko et al. 2011), as evidenced by the discovery of sacrificed infants at Classic Maya El Zotz (Scherer 2015), or contentious possible instances, most obviously connected to tophets (Schwartz 2016) in the ancient Mediterranean (although also including traditions of child-exposure [Huys 1996; Patterson 1985]). This is an especially challenging topic, considering the strong responses that violence directed at infants and juveniles evokes; yet it would be surprising if the evidence for age-based or demographic cohort violence was random and did not pattern culturally. Again, we might expect elite and nonelite experiences to be very different.

      
      
        The Ethical Dimension: Terror and “Victims”

        A complicating factor in examining the intersection between violence and inequality is that both (varied) phenomena are often viewed through an ethical or normative lens. Inequality is an animating discussion in public discourse. Clearly, much political argument in general is about the distribution of resources within a polity (e.g., Rawls 1971), but the examination of what are taken to be gross levels of inequality in modern society (Zucman 2019) is often accompanied by an understanding that such inequality is morally transgressive, if not on the part of the individuals who amass large amounts of wealth then as regards the structural arrangements that allow such disparities. Second, violence attracts moral abhorrence and condemnation (Blok 2000), although—of the diverse types of violence we discuss above—interpersonal, body-to-body violence tends to evoke stronger moral responses than types of violence or their threat mediated by institutions and polities. This can make violence and inequality a difficult combination to square. There is a strong tendency to reflexively abhor both, which in part may explain the moral challenge of Scheidel’s discussion (2017) of violence as a force for economic equalization. More generally, the sheer array of how bodily integrity was violated in past societies is profoundly hard to view outside of a moral framework, considering how much value we place on the capacity of each individual to determine their own bodily actions.

        The contributors navigate these issues contextually. In a situation where the types of violence performed on the human body are overwhelming to modern sensibilities, Roderick Campbell reminds us that locally specific attitudes to this violence are, in essence, beyond reconstruction. In his view, human sacrifice was not seen as violence at all during the Shang and instead formed a public good (although we might wonder whether this view would be common across Shang society). Either way, his discussion underscores that sacrifice evokes strong responses but that these responses are in part contingent upon social idealization of selfhood. Roselyn Campbell, similarly, when discussing whether retainer sacrifice at Abydos was the result of choice or coercion, emphasizes that conceptualizations of death can vary widely, although she shows how interpretation can be further complicated by the appearance of volition (i.e., individuals tacitly coerced into believing choice had been exercised; in this context, her reference to sati is interesting). Of course, the coercive/voluntarist dichotomy is paralleled by a (modern Western) distinction between appearance and some underlying, more meaningful “reality,” a distinction that may have been more blurred, or less relevant, in other contexts; Hassett’s discussion of types of visibility is helpful here.

        This leads to notions of terror. If we put aside, for now, the problem of finding choice or voluntarism in the archaeological record of retainer sacrifice, there are examples from this volume in which presumably we can assume actual victimhood in terms of the direct imposition of violence without a consensus having been established. Mode of imposition of violence including outright killing need not vary with choice versus compulsion, as Roselyn Campbell reminds us (although there are ways to do lethal violence to the human body that do not involve hard-tissue traumas—ancient poisons are well attested in Classical sources, poisons that drive bodily processes which are noticeable and sensorially noxious, albeit sometimes associated with expiation, including vomiting, diarrhea, and convulsions [Cilliers and Retief 2000]). That said, sometimes differing modes of violence might place us on firmer ground if we wanted to make inferences about choice, or a lack thereof. The type of predatory egalitarianism that Wilkinson discusses, evidence for traumas derived from cutting weapons in Iron Age Britain, or dismemberment followed by casual deposition of the body in Bronze Age China, can presumably be understood as not involving acquiescence; and blows to the head at Başur Höyük, paralleling the mode of killing at Royal Cemetery of Ur (Baadsgaard et al. 2011), look perhaps a little suspicious.

        Can we understand types of violence as elements within regimes of fear or terror, engines of coercion in coalescing polities that otherwise lack more formal apparatus for doing so? Harrod and Martin make this suggestion for the polity, or polities, that were centered on the Great Houses of Chaco. In this context, the association of Chaco with divine or supernatural gambling, or the potential for randomized distribution of violence, might support a model in which elites imposed coercion via claiming preferential access to divine or supernatural knowledge. If we were to understand regimes of elite-mediated violence as fear-inducing at a wide social scale, then their appearance in processes of polity formation or consolidation may be of interest; this connection is evident in the chapters by Hassett, Roselyn Campbell, and Harrod and Martin (and potentially Roderick Campbell, although the nature of the Shang state at sites pre-dating Anyang is opaque). With that said, the extent to which violence was visited on insiders versus outsiders is not clear, and this presumably has implications for how fear was, if at all, built and maintained. Isotopic evidence from Anyang (Cheung et al. 2017) suggests that at least some of the sacrificed individuals were nonlocal to the area. This finds a curious parallel in Mound 72 at Cahokia, where it has been suggested that the sacrificed female individuals were nonlocal to the site (Fowler et al. 1999; albeit a perspective challenged by isotopic work [Thompson, Hedman, and Slater 2015], which nonetheless shows the individuals to be highly homogeneous). These are isolated examples and by themselves not hugely suggestive, although we note Mesoamerican traditions in which interpolity violence was undertaken in part to secure war captives for sacrifice. In such contexts, it is conceivable that these types of extreme violence were sanctioned only if directed away from the community itself (paralleling, at a different scale, Wilkinson’s observations).

      
      
        Visualization, Performativity, Aesthetics, Identity

        In her discussion of burial and violence at EBA Başur Höyük, Hassett explores the ways in which types of violence associated with burial—both apparent retainer sacrifice and an instance of mass-killing with few depositional niceties (see also Erdal 2012)—were visible, and the meanings of this visibility. Setting aside for now points about the obtrusiveness (or not) of past violence to archaeological observation, we wish to stress her arguments about the visibility and performativity of death at this site during a critical moment in the development of northern Mesopotamian urbanism. The topographic positioning of Başur Höyük and the likely ostentation of the funeral process (inferred from the wealth of the grave goods) suggest the importance of this process being seen—although whether by a human or a supernatural audience is not necessarily clear. In this context, the mode of violence is noteworthy, with—in at least two cases—sacrifices being made by blows to the rear of the cranium, the manner of sacrifice also utilized in PG 789 (the “King’s Grave”) and PG 1237 (the “Great Death Pit”) at Ur (Baadsgaard et al. 2011), albeit with the Ur burials dating to slightly later in the third millennium.

        As Hassett points out, this is a mode of killing that would be conspicuous: bloody and possibly loud, depending on the willingness of the individuals involved. Indeed, the other examples of retainer sacrifice considered in this volume all seem to have an element of the performative about them. Roselyn Campbell (following Morris 2008, 2014) underscores the sensory impact of a royal funeral at Abydos, with the scale and mode of death a part of a wider visual and aural (and olfactory, considering the deposition of scented oils) display. Comparably, at Huaca Colorada, violence is closely intertwined with regimes of display, and at Anyang we might think in terms of ostentatious funereal display. Roderick Campbell reports a range of types of killing of death attendants at the Xibeigang cemetery that certainly would have been sensorily impactful, including burning and decapitation (Campbell 2014, 96). One has a strong impression, in all these cases, that the performance of violence required seeing. We might tentatively push this further and wonder if the need for witnesses, whether human, supernatural, or otherwise, was tied to the efficacy of the violence (although we should avoid the temptation to become too abstract, and remember that the outcome of violence—death—may have been the point, not the process). Amongst the Moche, the Shang, in Early Dynastic Egypt and Mesopotamia, possibly in Chaco, and in examples not considered in detail in this volume (Cahokia [Fowler et al. 1999], the early second millennium BCE royal burials of Kerma [Bonnet 1990; Buzon and Judd 2008; Judd and Irish 2009], or several Mesoamerican examples [Carrasco 1999]), thinking in terms of a theater of violence (cf. Dickson 2006) would not be unjustified—a theater accompanied by a distinct aesthetic, as Swenson emphasizes.

        In a related vein, we might wonder whether Wilkinson’s proposal of connecting violence to selfhood might be more broadly applicable. In his discussion, predatory violence is tied to a certain type of personhood, that of a member of a small-scale egalitarian society. It is this violence that allows that person to fully partake in the society and is generative of social being. This collection is rich in other types of person, however: identities built around difference, around cleaving society into planes that reflect differential access to types of good. We might suppose that the violence generated by these individuals and directed at subaltern types of person (outsiders, nonelites, women)—different from the type of violence Wilkinson envisages—was as a result, and in turn, generative of different types of personhood (and also material associations, whether maces or yue axes [Campbell 2020]). This is personhood derived not from the destruction of a body that has the possibility of being an ontological equal but from the unidirectional expression of power in forms that are esoteric enough to underscore this inequality. We return to different violences as socially constitutive below.

      
      
        Violence and the Nonhuman

        Before turning to the next part of this chapter, where we attempt some form of synthesis, we should address the topic of violence, not between humans, but between humans and other species. Recht, in her chapter, broadly challenges how we think about the execution of violence and its role in constituting societies. The other contributors—and the editors—largely limit their discussion to how humans achieve their ends by implying, threatening, or actualizing violence upon other humans. Recht, following recent scholarship (e.g., Boyd 2017), critiques this framing of violence, arguing both that human violence exerted upon animals is constitutive of human social relations and also that we can understand human-to-animal violence as transgressive and comprehensible in a moral dimension. The implications of this position are wide-reaching. What are the merits and demerits of extending our discussion beyond human-directed violence?

        Clearly, humans arrange nonhuman species—Recht focuses primarily on fauna—into exploitative structures, maintained by violence and with violence as the ultimate means through which these species then enter human food systems. This, arguably, builds nonhumans into human social structures, patrolled by violence, of which they might perhaps otherwise rather remain outside. We may be concerned, however, that the logical extension of this argument somewhat reduces its force. Many species subordinate other species to acts that impinge upon their agency and involve violence, but we tend to understand these interactions outside of moral frameworks and within ecological and trophic frameworks (phenotypes acting on other phenotypes for their own ends; Dawkins 1982). This, in turn, relates to the importance of volition and acquiescence in human-human interactions, as considered above. We often understand instances of human violence through lenses of choice and culpability, and it is not clear how far these concepts can be pushed as we move further from typical human neurological apparatus toward other types of thinking and choice-making. If we push our conceptualization of violence in this direction, we may be concerned it dissolves too far into a moralization of heterotrophy, a position that would be philosophically interesting but perhaps moves us too far from anthropological or historical goals.

        In reflecting on the challenge—or the desirability—of building the nonhuman into a broader account of violence, inequality, and social constitution, the argument of Barrett (2016) might be considered relevant. Barrett, in discussing the material turn in archaeology and the focus on the agency of nonhumans (things), emphasizes the unhistoricity of thing-thing interactions: interesting in and of themselves to a degree, but not pertinent to disciplines that aim to elucidate the behavioral peculiarities of humans in historical context. A parallel argument might be mooted. The violence that all species inevitably (except perhaps autotrophs, although these too can be vicious [Hierro and Callaway 2003]) visit upon other species is interesting, but tells us more about how eternally self-replicating matter acquires resources in a resource-finite universe and less about the hugely varied ways in which our own species indulges in violence against itself, the enormous number of motivations driving that diversity, and the deeply unusual (for a primate) series of social forms that seem, in part, to derive from and relate to patterns in that diversity. One might remain concerned that there are anthropocentric assumptions at work here, especially considering our increasingly broad understanding of the diversity of nonhuman organic interactions—that is, there are probably nontrivial questions to be asked about ethical interactions between organisms clearly capable of complex behavior. But, to the extent that the social organization of humans and the historical derivation of that organization are of interest historically and anthropologically, and that violence between humans is hugely more qualitatively varied than violence between humans and other taxa, we feel justified in limiting our discussion to the human dimension. We stress that we do not mean to foreclose on evolutionary and evolutionary-psychological explanations for patterning in human violence, explanations that are hardly evident in this volume (e.g., Durrant 2011; Glowacki, Wilson, and Wrangham 2020; van der Dennen 2002) yet are clearly intrinsically interesting.

      
      
        Violence, Inequality, and the State

        Taking these papers (and the broader scholarship) in sum, we would like to attempt to make some wider, and to an extent preliminary, comments on our main theme: the relationship between violence and (economic) inequality. Clearly there is enormous diversity within and between these contributions, an observation the apparent triteness of which probably conceals deeper and more substantive intellectual content. How humans perform violence is as diverse as are the social forms in which this performance happens; however, these types of diversity seem to pattern together, and this probably hints at a fundamental role for modalities of violence in how societies are constituted. What we mean by this is that types of social violence differ between types of society and, as a result, may have a role in explaining the variability between these types.

        Our starting point here is to turn to the types of society in which Wilkinson is interested: so-called small-scale or simple societies. Fowles (2018) persuasively demonstrates that societies like this, with small populations, limited evidence for leadership or more formal institutions of governance, and an absence of urbanism, do not represent some natural or base-state of social organization. Rather, they are the outcome of deliberate action, action that targets and cauterizes incipient leadership with the result being characteristically substantial economic equality. Clastres (1974) has connected societies of this type to certain patterns of intercommunity violence. Wilkinson, in his contribution to this volume, develops this, showing that predatory intercommunity violence between adult males can be constitutive of one’s identity as an active social and political participant. Thus, a democratized violence generates social capital equally broadly across that society, and it is tempting to connect this to other aspects of normative egalitarianism, including essentially flat wealth and resource distributions. This phenomenon is not empirically limited to Amazonia (as in fact Wilkinson shows) but finds broader ethnographic support (e.g., Ferguson and Whitehead 1992; Keeley 1996), and we suspect—although cannot demonstrate—that it may also be possible to see the bioarchaeological record of the earlier Neolithic in these terms.

        Many of the other contributions to this book look at different types of society—urban or with clear centers of demographic gravity and social power, with evidence for differentiated endogamous classes. Sometimes these fit easily into received models of statehood (Early Dynastic Egypt, or the later Shang) and sometimes less so (the Moche, perhaps, or whatever form of governance or control Chaco represents; or processes of transition to urbanism in the EBA of Upper Mesopotamia). In these contexts, a type of violence that is archaeologically conspicuous (bearing in mind Hassett’s point about types of violence that may elude archaeological prospection) is that associated with formalized or ritualized elite-led activities; activities that, to the extent that elites and the state are coextensive, we can think of as state activities. Often, as many others have noted (Dickson 2006; Morris 2008, 2014; Recht 2019), this violence is imposed on subaltern bodies, willingly or unwillingly, during elite burial rites, or during the construction of public buildings. This type of violence is performative, highly visible, sanctified, and only available to a subset of the population (indeed, the data from the San Juan Basin show how other types of violence may persist despite changes in the political center).

        It is tempting to link the existence of elite social actors with this type of performative sanctified violence, to thereby suggest that state and nonstate patterns in violence differ, and that this difference relates to economic organization. Wilkinson’s model of state formation suggests a starting point, in his emphasis on the shift from democratic to restricted violence, that is, the removal of the right to lethal violence from individuals. The Weberian tradition stresses how states legitimize their own violence and delegitimize the violence of other actors. These two might speculatively be connected, with the emergence of legitimate versus illegitimate violent action related to efforts (by the “state,” which can surely be understood as a collection of elite interests) to co-opt violence away from the individual. The data presented by Stephan (seen in the context of Clastres, Piketty, and Scheidel) and by Harrod and Martin may allow us to view this process in its temporal dimension, as large, integrated, elite-led polities impose new logics of violence that allow inequitable resource distributions to grow (and then collapse in the face of a resurgence of democratizing violence). This would allow us to overcome the impasse between violence-as-leveler and violence as a source of social inequality. State-led (elite-led) violence—coercive, structural—preserves and validates wealth disparities; nonstate violence disrupts and dissipates such disparities. Moving to a further degree of abstraction, the state’s interest in defining violence as sanctified, liminal, and otherworldly (thus allowing it to define quotidian and profane violence as illegal) becomes clear. This line of thinking, we suggest, probably has interesting implications for the emergence of the state, as the crystallization of the triumph of certain economic interests over a previously legitimate leveling mechanism. Contexts ripe for consideration in these terms probably include parts of Bronze and Iron Age western Eurasia, sometimes lacking “states” in the classic sense and sometimes not, but with overt attempts to articulate a warrior ideology and visual culture that presumably also implies an exclusivity to the behavior, posture, material, and adornment of killing.

      
      
        Conclusion

        Our species has a capacity for violence that is probably unique. Our violence ranges from the hardwired evolutionary aggression of loss of cortical control during confrontation with a rival; via cannibalism, premeditated homicide, and torture; to human sacrifice, mass incarceration, and the everyday bodily constraints of living under governance (“trespassers will be prosecuted,” “one way,” “lavatories for first class customers only,” “UK border,” etc.). No other species exerts this variety of violence against itself, and this should—incidentally—allow us to get beyond gross and unhelpful generalizations in terms of types of social organization being “more” or “less” violent than others, if we accept that all human societies involve varying violence, some of which lends itself to quantification and some not. Similarly, no other species arranges itself in a diversity of social and economic forms comparable with ours—from egalitarian hunting bands to ten-million-person cities. It would be remarkable if social difference did not pattern with differences in the performance of violence.

        The contributions to this volume help to resolve this relationship in various ways. Naturally, there are angles of analysis, regions (inevitably), and types of data that are not addressed. We have alluded to, but not addressed, the economic aspect of violence directed against children, for example. Violence that is covert and cryptic, rather than performative, is underrepresented, reflecting this volume’s bias toward larger-scale societies. Conspicuous violence as a route to peacekeeping has also, regrettably, not been a focus. Nonetheless, these authors effectively chart—contextually, through various types of data, in various contexts, with various theoretical positions—the prodigious variety both in violence and in how inequalities of several types were produced or suppressed. It is not our intention to draw spurious parallels, and one major conclusion from this volume, as we have suggested, is the difficulty in generalizing about both violence and inequality. Another conclusion, however, might be that it is generally desirable, when dealing in specifics, to move beyond macrocategories that reflect our own preoccupations—a morbid interest in sacrifice, or the evolution of war—and focus instead on locally specific models of the social, political, economic, and religious roles of violence in all its modes. This should permit larger observations about the role of violence in the substantive transitions of human social organization, a topic that has immense intrinsic interest from a deep time perspective but also has a pressing immediate relevance.

      
      
        References

        
          	Andrushko, Valerie A., Michele R. Buzon, Arminda M. Gibaja, Gordon F. MeEwan, Antonio Simonetti, and Robert A. Creaser. 2013. “Investigating a Child Sacrifice Event from the Inca Heartland.” Journal of Archaeological Science 38, no. 2: 323–33.

          	Baadsgaard, Aubrey, Janet Monge, Samantha L. Cox, and Richard L. Zettler. 2011. “Human Sacrifice and Intentional Corpse Preservation in the Royal Cemetery of Ur.” Antiquity 85, no. 327: 27–42.

          	Barrett, John C. 2016. “The New Antiquarianism?” Antiquity 90, no. 354: 1681–86.

          	Blok, Anton. 2000. “The Enigma of Senseless Violence.” In Meanings of Violence: A Cross-Cultural Perspective, edited by Göran Aijmer and John Abbink, 23–37. Oxford: Berg.

          	Bonnet, Charles, ed. 1990. Kerma, royaume de Nubie: L’antiquité Africaine au temps des Pharaons. Geneva: Mission archéologique de l’Université.

          	Boyd, Brian. 2017. “Archaeology and Human–Animal Relations: Thinking through Anthropocentrism.” Annual Review of Anthropology 46: 299–316.

          	Buzon, Michelle R., and Margaret A. Judd. 2008. “Investigating Health at Kerma: Sacrificial Victims versus Nonsacrificial Individuals.” American Journal of Physical Anthropology 136: 93–99.

          	Campbell, Roderick. 2014. “Transformations of Violence: On Humanity and Inhumanity in Early China.” In Violence and Civilization: Studies of Social Violence in History and Prehistory, edited by Roderick Campbell, 94–118. Oxford: Oxbow.

          	Campbell, Roderick. 2020. “Beyond Meaning: Skeuomorphy and the Mediation of Shang Things.” World Archaeology 52, no. 3: 376–94.

          	Carneiro, Robert. 1970. “A Theory of the Origin of the State.” Science 169, no. 3947: 733–38.

          	Carrasco, David. 1999. City of Sacrifice: The Aztec Empire and the Role of Violence in Civilization. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.

          	Cheung, Christina, Zhichun Jing, Jigen Tang, Darlene A. Weston, and Michael P. Richards. 2017. “Diets, Social Roles, and Geographical Origins of Sacrificial Victims at the Royal Cemetery at Yinxu, Shang China: New Evidence from Stable Carbon, Nitrogen, and Sulfur Isotope Analysis.” Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 48: 28–45.

          	Cilliers, Louise, and Francois P. Retief. 2000. “Poisons, Poisoning and the Drug Trade in Ancient Rome.” Akroterion 45: 88–100.

          	Clastres, Pierre. 1974. La société contre l’état. Recherches d’anthropologie politique. Paris: Éditions de Minuit.

          	Dawkins, Richard. 1982. The Extended Phenotype: The Gene as the Unit of Selection. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

          	Dickson, D. Bruce. 2006. “Public Transcripts Expressed in Theatres of Cruelty: The Royal Graves at Ur in Mesopotamia.” Cambridge Archaeological Journal 16, no. 2: 123–44.

          	Durrant, Russil. 2011. “Collective Violence: An Evolutionary Perspective.” Aggression and Violent Behavior 16, no. 5: 428–36.

          	Erdal, Ömür D. 2012. “A Possible Massacre at Early Bronze Age Titriş Höyük, Anatolia.” International Journal of Osteoarchaeology 22, no. 1: 1–21.

          	Ferguson, R. Brian, and Neil L. Whitehead, eds. 1992. War in the Tribal Zone: Expanding States and Indigenous Warfare. Santa Fe, NM: School of American Research Press.

          	Foucault, Michel. 1975. Surveiller et punir: Naissance de la prison. Paris: Gallimard.

          	Fowler, Melvin L., Jerome Rose, Barbara Vander Leest, and Steven R. Ahler. 1999. The Mound 72 Area: Dedicated and Sacred Space in Early Cahokia. Springfield: Illinois State Museum.

          	Fowles, Severin. 2018. “The Evolution of Simple Society.” Asian Archaeology 2, no. 1: 19–32.

          	Galtung, Johan. 1969. “Violence, Peace, and Peace Research.” Journal of Peace Research 6, no. 3: 167–91.

          	Garcia-Moreno, Claudia, Lori Heise, Henrica A. F. M. Jansen, Mary Ellsberg, and Charlotte Watts. 2005. “Violence against Women.” Science 310, no. 5752: 1282–83.

          	Glowacki, Luke, Michael L. Wilson, and Richard W. Wrangham. 2020. “The Evolutionary Anthropology of War.” Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization 178: 963–82.

          	Graeber, David. 2011. Debt: The First Five Thousand Years. London: Melville House.

          	Green, Adam S. 2021. “Killing the Priest-King: Addressing Egalitarianism in the Indus Civilization.” Journal of Archaeological Research 29: 153–202.

          	Hierro, José L., and Ragan M. Callaway. 2003. “Allelopathy and Exotic Plant Invasion.” Plant and Soil 256: 29–39.

          	Huys, Marc. 1996. “The Spartan Practice of Selective Infanticide and Its Parallels in Ancient Utopian Tradition.” Ancient Society 27: 47–74.

          	Judd, Margaret A., and Joel Irish. 2009. “Dying to Serve: The Mass Burials of Kerma.” Antiquity 83: 709–22.

          	Keeley, Lawrence H. 1996. War before Civilization. New York: Oxford University Press.

          	Kennett, Douglas J., Stephen Plog, Richard J. George, Brendan J. Culleton, Adam S. Watson, Pontus Skoglund, Nadin Rohland, Swapan Mallick, Kristin Stewardson, Logan Kistler, Steven A. LeBlanc, Peter M. Whiteley, David Reich, and George H. Perry. 2017. “Archaeogenomic Evidence Reveals Prehistoric Matrilineal Dynasty.” Nature Communications 8: 14115.

          	Kohler, Timothy A., and Michael E. Smith, eds. 2018. The Thousand Years of Inequality: The Archaeology of Wealth Differences. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.

          	Kohler, Timothy A., Michael E. Smith, Amy Bogaard, Gary M. Feinman, Christian E. Peterson, Alleen Betzenhauser, Matthew Pailes, Elizabeth C. Stone, Anna Marie Prentiss, Timothey J. Dennehy, Laura J. Ellyson, Linda M. Nicholas, Ronald K. Faulseit, Amy Styring, Jade Whitlam, Mattia Fochesato, Thomas A. Foor, and Samuel Bowles. 2017. “Greater Post-Neolithic Wealth Disparities in Eurasia than in North America and Mesoamerica.” Nature 551: 619–22.

          	Larsen, Clark Spencer, Christopher J. Knüsel, Scott D. Haddow, Marin A. Pilloud, Marco Milella, Joshua W. Sadvari, Jessica Pearson, Christopher B. Ruff, Evan M. Garofalo, Emmy Bocaege, Barbara J. Betz, Irene Dori, and Bonnie Glencross. 2019. “Bioarchaeology of Neolithic Çatalhöyük Reveals Fundamental Transitions in Health, Mobility, and Lifestyle in Early Farmers.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 116, no. 26: 12615–23.

          	Morris, Ellen. 2008. “Sacrifice for the State: First Dynasty Royal Funerals and the Rites at Macramallah’s Rectangle.” In Performing Death: Social Analyses of Funerary Traditions in the Ancient Near East and Mediterranean, edited by Nicola Laneri, 15–37. Chicago, IL: Oriental Institute.

          	Morris, Ellen. 2014. “(Un)dying Loyalty: Meditations on Retainer Sacrifice in Ancient Egypt and Elsewhere.” In Violence and Civilization: Studies of Social Violence in History and Prehistory, edited by Roderick Campbell, 61–93. Oxford: Oxbow.

          	Morris, Ian. 2014. War! What Is It Good For? Conflict and the Progress of Civilization from Primates to Robots. New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux.

          	Patterson, Cynthia. 1985. “ ‘Not Worth the Rearing’: The Causes of Infant Exposure in Ancient Greece.” Transactions of the American Philological Association 115: 103–23.

          	Pérez, Ventura. 2006. “The Politicization of the Dead: An Analysis of Cutmark Morphology and Culturally Modified Human Remains from La Plata and Peñasco Blanco (AD 900–1300).” PhD diss., University of Massachusetts Amherst.

          	Piketty, Thomas. 2013. Le capital au XXIe siècle. Paris: Éditions du Seuil.

          	Rawls, John. 1971. A Theory of Justice. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press.

          	Recht, Laerke. 2019. Human Sacrifice: Archaeological Perspectives from Around the World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

          	Redfern, Rebecca C. 2017. “Identifying and Interpreting Domestic Violence in Archaeological Human Remains; A Critical Review of the Evidence.” International Journal of Osteoarchaeology 27, no. 1: 13–34.

          	Sauer, Petra, Miriam Rehm, and Katharina Mader. 2021. “Gender and Income Inequality.” In Handbook of Labor, Human Resources and Population Economics, edited by Klaus F. Zimmermann. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57365-6_28-1.

          	Scheidel, Walter. 2017. The Great Leveler: Violence and the History of Inequality from the Stone Age to the Twenty-First Century. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

          	Scherer, Andrew. 2015. “Osteology of Burial 9 and Associated Caches.” In Temple of the Night Sun: A Royal Tomb at El Diablo, Guatemala, edited by Stephen Houston, Sarah Newman, Edwin Roman, and Thomas Garrison, 180–207. San Francisco, CA: Precolumbia Mesoweb Press.

          	Schwartz, Jeffrey H. 2016. “The Mythology of Carthaginian Child Sacrifice: A Physical Anthropological Perspective.” In Diversity of Sacrifice: Form and Function of Sacrificial Practices in the Ancient World and Beyond, edited by Carrie A. Murray, 103–26. Albany: State University of New York Press.

          	Scott, James C. 2009. The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of Upland Southeast Asia. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

          	Stephan, Robert. 2014. “House Size and Economic Growth: Regional Trajectories in the Roman World.” PhD diss., Stanford University.

          	Swenson, Edward R. 2012. “Warfare, Gender, and Sacrifice in Jequetepeque, Peru.” Latin American Antiquity 23, no. 2: 167–93.

          	Thompson, Andrew R., Kristin M. Hedman, and Philip A. Slater. 2015. “New Dental and Isotope Evidence of Biological Distance and Place of Origin for Mass Burial Groups at Cahokia’s Mound 72.” American Journal of Biological Anthropology 158, no. 2: 341–57.

          	Tilly, Charles. 1992. Coercion, Capital, and European States: ad 990–1992. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

          	Van der Dennen, Johan. 2002. “(Evolutionary) Theories of Warfare in Preindustrial (Foraging) Societies.” Neuroendocrinology Letters 23, no. S4: 55–65.

          	Watkins, Don, and Yaron Brook. 2016. Equal Is Unfair: America’s Misguided Fight against Income Inequality. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

          	Weber, Max. (1919) 2015. “Politics as Vocation.” In Weber’s Rationalism and Modern Society, edited and translated by Tony Waters and Dagmar Waters, 129–98. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

          	Zucman, Gabriel. 2019. “Global Wealth Inequality.” Annual Review of Economics 11: 109–38.

        

      
    
  
    
      
        Index

      
      
        Abydos, 141, 194–197, 198–208, 256

        Agamben, 79

        age, 142, 149–152, 171, 176, 184, 200, 207, 255

        Aha, 198

        Akapana, 91

        alterity, 74–75, 77, 79, 81, 83, 98–100

        Amazonia, 57, 58–59, 261

        ancestors/spirits, 41, 43–44, 113, 117, 170

        Angkor Wat, 76

        animals: and divination, 44, 170–171, 181; as laborers, 182; predatory, 65–66, 68, 172; sacrificial, 83, 164; as spoils of war, 168–169; violence against, 162–186, 259–260; wild species, 172–173, 174, 182–183–185

        anthropocentrism, 163, 260

        Anyang, 41–46, 251, 252, 257

        Arawak, 58–59

        archaeozoological remains. See faunal remains

        architecture: as living being, 80–81, 83, 91–92, 96; monumentality, 145–146; and oppression, 76, 100; ritual, 41, 79–95

        aristocracy, 64, 68, 69

        Arslantepe, 145–146, 154

        Ashurbanipal, 168, 172–173

        Aulus Plautius, 221

        authoritarianism, 40, 212

        Aztec Ruins, 117

        Aztecs, 70, 78, 100, 141, 155

        Başur Höyük, 131–132, 143–155, 251, 257–258

        Bataille, 75–76, 77, 82, 99–100

        birds, 66, 92–93, 174, 175–179

        bioarchaeological and skeletal evidence, 66, 111, 112, 113–116, 132, 136, 141–143, 149–154, 195, 200–201, 204, 206–207, 224–238, 254, 261

        Bonampak, 76

        Boudica, 221, 222, 235

        bovids, 43, 44, 45, 100, 166, 173, 176–178, 182

        Burke, William, 142

        Cahokia, 232, 257, 258

        Cahuachi, 91

        camels, 166, 168, 181, 182

        cannibalism, 58, 113, 263

        Caracatus, 221

        Carneiro, Robert, 5–6, 8, 10, 12, 18, 38, 52, 56, 68, 75, 248

        Cassius Dio, 221–222

        Çatalhöyük, 255

        Catuvellauni, 221

        Cerro Sechín, 64–65, 66

        Chaco Canyon, 70, 109–122, 250–251, 254–255, 257, 258, 261

        Chavín, 66

        Chetro Ketl, 117

        children, 141, 151, 155, 204, 206, 255, 263

        Chiriguano, 59

        Chumash, 114–115

        class (socioeconomic), 42, 63–64, 68, 69, 90, 98, 121, 163, 205, 253; elite, 8, 54, 252; lower, 9, 200, 201; middle, 199, 202

        circumscription, 5, 42

        Clastres, Pierre, 12, 35, 38, 57, 58–59, 61, 63, 64, 248, 253, 261, 262

        Claudius (Emperor), 221–222, 235

        von Clausewitz, Carl, 18, 53–55, 68

        Colchester, 226–231

        collective action theory. See voluntarism

        common-pool resources, 30–31, 33–35, 38

        corporate action, 109

        Cowboy Wash, 112

        craftspeople, 86, 136, 202

        Cromwell, Oliver, 141

        Czech Republic, 138

        Dahomey kingdom, 141

        Deleuze and Guattari, 80, 168

        Dene, 119

        Derrida, Jacques, 184

        deviant burials, 140–141

        disease, 11, 15, 21, 116, 225–232, 236, 250

        Djer, 203, 206–207

        Djet, 203, 206–207

        dogs, 44, 93–94, 166, 167, 172, 175, 177, 182

        domestication, 21, 162, 180, 183

        Dorset, 237

        drought, 43, 112, 118, 120

        Durham University Invisible Dead project, 145

        East Yorkshire, 226–231

        Ebla, 177

        egalitarianism, 9, 12–13, 35, 41, 58–64, 69–70, 100, 255, 257, 259, 261, 263

        Egypt: Amarna letters, 167; chronology, 197–200; Early Dynastic, 154–155, 194–213, 251, 252, 258, 261; function of human sacrifice in, 208–209; New Kingdom, 166–167; Old Kingdom, 203, 210, 211–212; Predynastic, 194, 197–198

        El Zotz, 255

        Elamites, 168

        elephants, 173–174, 185

        equids, 166–167, 168, 170, 172–173, 175, 177, 181–183

        Erligang, 41

        executions. See judicial killing

        faunal remains, 43, 91, 147, 164–165, 172, 175, 177

        feasting, 42, 43, 84, 89–91, 94, 97, 140, 143, 162, 165, 166, 175–179, 181, 183, 185

        Foucault, Michel, 7, 33, 74, 79, 249–250

        Galtung, Johan, 7, 32, 131, 223, 249–250

        gambling, 111, 117–121

        Garagay, 65, 66

        gender, 69, 85–86, 93–94, 111, 114–116, 142, 171, 176, 200, 205, 231, 254–255, 259

        gifts/gifting, 12, 42, 43, 56, 62, 77, 80, 202

        Gini coefficients, 60, 232, 233, 237, 238, 253

        Girard, René, 77–78, 174, 175–176

        goats, 176, 177, 180, 182, 185

        Göbekli Tepe, 81

        Greece, 168, 171, 239

        Guandimiao, 43–44, 45

        Gudea, 178

        Han dynasty, 39–40

        headhunting, 66–67

        Heidegger, Martin, 78

        hierarchy, 10, 18–21, 34–35, 38–47, 63–64, 67–70, 75, 99, 109, 111–112, 121, 153–154, 202–205, 210–213, 223

        heterarchy, 35–36, 46

        heterotopia, 74, 79–80, 81

        Hierakonpolis, 199

        Hinduism, 80–81

        Hittites, 168

        Hobbes, Thomas, 7, 31, 33–34, 36

        Honorius, 222

        Hopi, 119

        Huaca Colorada, 81–94, 254, 255

        Huanchaquito, 141

        Human-Animal Studies, 163, 180

        hunting, 12, 43, 78, 165, 167, 171–175, 180–181, 183, 263

        Iatiku, 118

        iconography, 64–68, 76, 84, 89–90, 92, 139, 167–168, 172, 177–178, 181, 210

        Inca, 69, 139, 255

        intercommunity violence, 38–39, 45, 117, 121, 261. See also war

        intracommunity violence, 109, 116–117, 257

        Jerusalem, 79

        Judeo-Christianity, 76–77, 78, 79, 142

        judicial killing, 113, 131–133, 138–139, 143, 155, 210, 211

        kashkachu (White House), 117–118

        katsina, 118

        Kent, 221

        Kerma, 258

        Khasekhemwy, 201

        Kin Bineola, 115–116, 254

        kinship/kin groups, 42, 57, 115–116

        Lagash, 166

        La Plata, 116

        landscape archaeology, 134–136, 138–141, 144–146

        Lefebvre, 79

        lions, 172–174, 183

        London, 114, 138, 226–231

        Madagascar, 142

        Maiden Castle, 228

        Manetho, 197–198

        Mari, 177

        massacre, 112, 140, 251, 257–258

        Maya, 76, 255

        Medieval Europe, 140, 222, 226–231

        Melanesia, 56–57

        Merneith, 206–207

        Mesopotamia, 54, 139, 146, 155, 162–185, 252, 258, 261–62

        metallurgy, 86, 136

        Moche, 66–67, 69, 74–75, 80, 89–92, 96–97, 251, 252, 253, 254, 258

        morality/moral systems, 32–33, 45, 63–64, 99–100, 250, 255–256, 259–260

        Morris, Ian, 6–8, 11–12, 17, 19, 22–23, 29, 37–40, 46, 54–55, 75, 179–182, 184, 210–211, 213, 232, 236, 248, 250, 258

        mortuary evidence, 41–42, 46, 66, 67, 84–88, 93–95, 113–116, 132, 137, 139–146, 176–177, 194–197, 199–208, 225–235

        Nag ed-Deir, 199

        Nasca, 67–68, 69, 91, 140

        Navajo, 118

        Neo-Assyrians, 167–171, 172, 181, 183, 186

        Neoevolutionism, 8, 34–35, 40

        Neolithic, 40, 224, 255, 261

        Ninevah, 168, 172

        Ningirsu, 170

        ontogenetic process, 56–59, 64, 66, 69, 179, 253

        ontological others, 77, 88, 96

        Ostrom, Elinor, 30–32, 33–36, 38, 46

        Pacopampa, 66

        Palenque, 141

        Pashash, 67

        peace, 11, 15–16, 20, 36–38, 41, 112–113, 179–181, 223, 238–239, 248, 250; Pax Romana, 7, 55, 67, 222, 238, 250; Pax Sinica, 40

        Peñasco Blanco, 113, 251

        performance/performativity, 6, 20, 77, 98, 131–132, 140–141, 171, 180–181, 185, 224, 232, 251, 258, 261–263

        personhood, 57–59, 62, 63, 64, 69–70, 98, 162, 184, 253, 259

        phenomenology, 35, 82, 132, 134–136, 146

        pigs, 44, 174, 176, 177, 178, 180, 182, 185

        Piketty, Thomas, 11, 16, 17, 36–37, 63, 98, 179, 181–182, 223, 248, 250, 262

        Pinker, Steven, 8, 32–33, 223

        pirates, 59–61, 63, 253

        Polynesia, 81

        Poundbury, 226–230

        predatory egalitarianism, 58–63, 69, 253

        predictive modeling, 134–136

        prestige goods, 67, 112, 115, 120, 151, 153, 199

        Pueblo Alto, 117, 118

        Pueblo Bonito, 111, 112, 114, 115, 117, 121, 251, 254

        Pueblo del Arroyo, 114

        Qadesh, battle of, 168

        Qin dynasty, 40

        raiding, 112–113, 116, 155

        rationalism, 18, 32, 37–38, 53–56, 68

        rebellion/revolution, 36, 42, 98, 221, 235

        Recuay, 66–67, 68

        resource insecurity, 112–113, 236

        ritual: ancestral, 41–42, 43, 113; architecture, 41, 75–76, 79–95, 146–147; and gambling, 117–118; hunting, 173–174; and power, 44–46, 209–210; violence, 18–19, 21, 74–77, 83, 97–100, 111, 114–115, 121–122, 131, 133, 138–141, 155, 164, 208, 251, 254; and warfare, 42, 55–56, 68, 116, 170, 171. See also feasting; mortuary evidence

        Roman: Britain, 221–239, 257; Capuchin monasteries, 142; colonization, 221–222; Empire, 7, 15, 222–223, 250; judicial killings, 138, 140; Republic, 61–62

        Sacred Ridge, 112

        sacrifice: animal, 76, 164, 166, 175, 251; effective, 77; function in human society generally, 42, 43–44, 77–78, 81, 83, 91, 96, 98–100, 193, 208; human, 44–45, 46, 77–78, 85, 88–89, 131–133, 140–141, 144, 150–153, 154–156, 164, 193–213, 251, 257–258; symbolic (covenantal), 77; willing, 205–206

        Sahlins, Marshall, 75, 77, 78–79, 82, 83, 96, 100

        San Bartolo, 76

        San Pedro de Atacama, 114

        Santa Maria delle Concezione, 142

        Scheidel, Walter, 3, 11–12, 13, 16, 22, 29, 36–38, 39–40, 46, 75, 98, 179, 180–182, 223, 226, 248, 250, 256, 262

        sex, 79, 82–83, 86, 89, 91

        Shalmaneser III, 173–174

        Shang dynasty, 41–46, 76, 251, 257, 258, 261

        sheep, 166, 170–171, 176, 177, 178, 180

        Sipán, 67

        slaves/slavery, 32, 33, 44–46, 60–61, 78, 111, 118, 120, 140

        spatial analysis, 134–136

        state formation, 7–10, 69, 162, 179–183, 193, 198–200, 209–211, 235–237, 261–262

        stature, 233–235

        Stele of the Vultures, 166, 170

        stratification. See hierarchy

        structural violence, 15, 32, 39, 74, 131, 211, 223–224, 237, 253, 262

        supernatural power, 43, 67–68, 78–81, 118–121, 165, 170, 176, 257

        surplus, 6, 8, 10, 99

        symbolic violence, 32, 74

        Techado Spring, 112

        Tell Bazi, 177

        Tell Majnuna, 166, 176

        Tell Mozan, 177

        Tell Yalkhi, 177

        terror, 8, 32, 46, 97, 114–115, 251, 255–257

        Tewa, 118–120

        Tilly, Charles, 6–8, 12, 19, 22, 29, 37–40, 46, 54–55, 164, 179, 181, 211–213, 248, 252

        Til-Tuba reliefs, 168

        Tiwanaku, 91

        Togodumnus, 221

        tragedy of the commons, 29–31

        trauma, 112–113, 114–116, 120, 121, 141–143, 149–151, 153, 155, 195, 206–207, 208, 223–229, 231, 235, 237, 251, 254–255, 256–257

        Tyburn, 138

        Umma, 166

        Ur, 76, 139, 186, 257, 258; Standard of, 167, 177

        Uruk, 172

        ‘vampire’ burials, 140

        varna system, 57

        visibility, 131–132, 256

        Viveiros de Castro, Eduardo, 75, 78, 82, 96

        voluntarism, 7–8, 35–36, 54, 205–206, 211–212

        wak’a, 81, 83, 86, 91, 92

        war: and animals, 165–171; as deterrent, 55, 112; and feasting, 177; and hunting, 171–172; and ontogenesis, 57–58, 64–67, 259; and peace, 112–113; as rational act, 53–56; as ritual act, 56, 68, 170; as source of sacrificial victims, 44; against the state, 58–59; and state formation or decline, 45, 54, 56, 181, 184–185; as violence reducing mechanism, 37–38; World Wars, 11, 36, 98

        Wari, 140

        Warring States period, 39, 40

        wealth, 4, 10–11, 36–37, 40, 42, 45, 55, 59–61, 67, 69–70, 98–99, 111, 120, 148, 153–155, 179–180, 197–200, 206, 223, 231–232, 248, 252–253, 255, 258, 261–262

        Weber, Max, 34, 249, 251, 262

        Xibeigang, 258

        zero-sum games, 33

        Zuni, 119

      

    
  
    
      
        About the Authors

      
      Roderick Campbell is Associate Professor of East Asian Archaeology and History at the Institute for the Study of the Ancient World at New York University. His publications include Archaeology of the Chinese Bronze Age (Cotsen Institute, 2014), Violence and Civilization (ed., Joukowsky Institute, 2014), and Violence, Kinship and the Early Chinese State: The Shang and their World (Cambridge, 2018). His current research is divided between representational ontology in Early China, the economy of the Shang kingdom, and narrative.

      Roselyn A. Campbell is a bioarchaeologist and anthropological archaeologist. Her research specialties include Egyptian archaeology, the study of violence and trauma in the past, and paleo-oncology. She is a visiting assistant professor of Biological Anthropology at the University of California, Riverside. She has excavated archaeological sites throughout Egypt, including the Valley of the Kings, Deir el Bahri, Asasif, and Edfu, as well as in Jordan, Peru, Ethiopia, Spain, and the United States. She is currently the lead osteologist for both the Asasif Project and the Polish Egyptian Mission at the Temple of Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahari.

      Ryan P. Harrod is Dean of Academic Affairs and Chief Academic Officer (CAO) at Garrett College. He previously served as chair of the Department of Anthropology at the University of Alaska Anchorage and holds a master’s degree in anthropology from the University of Idaho and a PhD from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. His anthropological work concerned biological evidence for violence in the American Southwest. He is author of Bioarchaeology of Social Control: Assessing Conflict and Cooperation in Pre-Contact Puebloan Society (Springer, 2017), coauthor of Bioarchaeology of Climate Change and Violence: Ethical Considerations (Springer, 2013), and coeditor of Bioarchaeology of Violence (University Press of Florida, 2012).

      Brenna R. Hassett is Lecturer in Forensic Osteoarchaeology and Archaeology at the University of Central Lancashire, a scientific associate at the Natural History Museum in London, and a Fellow of the Society of Antiquaries. Her research focuses on the evidence of health and growth locked into teeth to investigate how children grew (or didn’t) across the world and across time. Her books include Built on Bones: 15,000 Years of Urban Life and Death (Bloomsbury, 2017) and Growing Up Human: The Evolution of Childhood (Bloomsbury, 2022). She is a founding member of the TrowelBlazers Project, dedicated to increasing the visibility of women in the digging sciences.

      Thomas P. Leppard is an archaeologist and prehistorian whose research concerns the prehistoric transition from small-scale and nonurban to large-scale, hierarchical societies and how this transition relates to environmental organization, especially but not only in Holocene Afro-Eurasia. He has also written extensively about the human history of island landscapes. His work on these and other topics has been published in Scientific Reports, the Journal of Archaeological Research, the Journal of World Prehistory, Current Anthropology, and Human Ecology, amongst others. He has directed fieldwork in the Pacific, Caribbean, and Mediterranean.

      Debra L. Martin is Distinguished Professor of Anthropology at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. She is the editor of the journal American Antiquity, and she is the series editor for Bioarchaeology and Social Theory. Her recent publications include the coauthored Gender Violence in the American Southwest (2022, Routledge) and the coedited volumes Bioarchaeology of Frontiers and Borderlands (2019, Springer) and Massacres (2018, University Press of Florida).

      Sarah C. Murray is Associate Professor of Classics at the University of Toronto. Her research concerns the social and economic archaeology of the Aegean during the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages. She is the author of The Collapse of the Mycenaean Economy: Trade, Imports, and Institutions, 1300–700 bce (Cambridge, 2017) and Male Nudity in the Greek Iron Age: Production, Representation, and Ritual Context in Aegean Societies (Cambridge, 2022). Her research has also appeared in peer-reviewed journals, including the Journal of Archaeological Research, American Journal of Archaeology, and Journal of Field Archaeology.

      Laerke Recht is Professor of Early Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology at the University of Graz, Austria. She has published and researched on human-animal relations, religion, ceramics, and archaeological theory, including as author of Human Sacrifice: Archaeological Perspectives from Around the World (Cambridge, 2019) and as coeditor of Animal Iconography in the Archaeological Record: New Approaches, New Dimensions (Equinox, 2021) and Fierce Lions, Angry Mice and Fat-Tailed Sheep: Animal Encounters in the Ancient Near East (Cambridge, 2021).

      Robert P. Stephan is Associate Professor of Practice at the University of Arizona. His research is focused on the ancient Roman economy, especially questions concerning the relationship between empire and growth. He has conducted archaeological research on excavations and surveys in Italy, Cyprus, Great Britain, Armenia, Greece, and the American Southwest. His research has appeared in the Memoirs of the American Academy in Rome, Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists, and Mouseion.

      Edward Swenson is Professor of Anthropology at the University of Toronto. He has conducted archaeological research in the Jequetepeque Valley on the North Coast of Peru, where he has been investigating pre-Inca religious landscapes. Swenson’s theoretical interests include the preindustrial city, the rise of social inequality, the archaeology of ritual and ideology, violence and religion, materiality theory, place-making and ancient infrastructures, and the politics of spatial experience and social memory. He is coeditor of Powerful Places of the Ancient Andes (UNMP, 2018) and Constructions of Time and History in the Ancient Andes (UPC, 2018).

      Darryl Wilkinson is Assistant Professor of Religion at Dartmouth College. His work critically explores the concept of “animism,” particularly as a category for framing the metaphysical commitments of Indigenous peoples across the globe. Wilkinson regularly conducts field research in Peru, where he directs excavations alongside various South American collaborators. His research has been published in a variety of peer-reviewed journals, including the Journal of the American Academy of Religion and the Cambridge Archaeological Journal.

    
  OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c007.f001.jpeg
Mediterranean Sea
~ /

Hierakonpolis

e —
o 100 00 300
Kiloweier






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c007.f002b.jpeg
¢
o ¥
e
Ah&a\c

S
Unidentified M QA

1st Dynasty &
Encw

Peribsen
(2nd Dyn))

Western
Mastaba
Cardinal North

/Lo(a\ No,’{]

om 50m
Khasekhemwy’
(2nd Dyn)





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c007.f002a.jpeg
i Cardinal North
Diet  ocal NN

Anedjib v
- = -
f 0 50m

7
%





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c001.f001.jpeg
Excluaability —»

Public Goods
National defense, public
roads, air

Toll Goods
Toll roads, sports clubs,
cinemas, golf courses

Common Pool Resources
Fish stocks, forests,
fresh-water

Private Goods
Private residences,
clothing, food






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c002.f001.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f003b.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f003a.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c004.f003.jpeg





OEBPS/toc.xhtml

    
      Contents


      
        		
          Cover
        



        		
          Title Page
        



        		
          Copyright Page
        



        		
          Contents
        



        		
          List of Figures
        



        		
          List of Tables
        



        		
          Acknowledgments
        



        		
          Introduction: Coercion, Violence, and Inequality in Archaeological Perspective
        



        		
          1. Violence as a Commons Problem
        



        		
          2. Monopolizing the Means of Predation: the Origins of the Andean Sacrifice State
        



        		
          3. Arenas of Alterity and the Aesthetics of Religious Violence
        



        		
          4. Inequality at Chaco Canyon (900–1150 ce): Creating Subordinates through Coercion and Fear or Ideology and Cohesion
        



        		
          5. Seeing Socially Sanctioned Violence: Insights from an Archaeology of Visibility
        



        		
          6. Animals, Violence, and Inequality in Ancient Mesopotamia
        



        		
          7. The Violence Inherent in (Creating) the System: Inequality, Violence, and Human Sacrifice in Ancient Egypt
        



        		
          8. Embodied Inequality: Skeletal Evidence of Colonization in Roman Britain
        



        		
          Conclusion: The Many Dimensions of Violence and Inequality
        



        		
          Index
        



        		
          About the Authors
        


      


    
    
    
      Guide


      
        
          
          		
            Cover
          


        
          
          		
            Title Page
          


        
          
          		
            Copyright Page
          


        
          
          		
            Contents
          


        
          
          		
            Figures
          


        
          
          		
            Tables
          


        
          
          		
            Acknowledgments
          


        
          
          		
            Index
          


        
      


    
    
    
    
      
        
        		
          i
        


        
        		
          ii
        


        
        		
          iii
        


        
        		
          iv
        


        
        		
          v
        


        
        		
          vi
        


        
        		
          vii
        


        
        		
          viii
        


        
        		
          ix
        


        
        		
          x
        


        
        		
          xi
        


        
        		
          xii
        


        
        		
          1
        


        
        		
          2
        


        
        		
          3
        


        
        		
          4
        


        
        		
          5
        


        
        		
          6
        


        
        		
          7
        


        
        		
          8
        


        
        		
          9
        


        
        		
          10
        


        
        		
          11
        


        
        		
          12
        


        
        		
          13
        


        
        		
          14
        


        
        		
          15
        


        
        		
          16
        


        
        		
          17
        


        
        		
          18
        


        
        		
          19
        


        
        		
          20
        


        
        		
          21
        


        
        		
          22
        


        
        		
          23
        


        
        		
          24
        


        
        		
          25
        


        
        		
          26
        


        
        		
          27
        


        
        		
          28
        


        
        		
          29
        


        
        		
          30
        


        
        		
          31
        


        
        		
          32
        


        
        		
          33
        


        
        		
          34
        


        
        		
          35
        


        
        		
          36
        


        
        		
          37
        


        
        		
          38
        


        
        		
          39
        


        
        		
          40
        


        
        		
          41
        


        
        		
          42
        


        
        		
          43
        


        
        		
          44
        


        
        		
          45
        


        
        		
          46
        


        
        		
          47
        


        
        		
          48
        


        
        		
          49
        


        
        		
          50
        


        
        		
          51
        


        
        		
          52
        


        
        		
          53
        


        
        		
          54
        


        
        		
          55
        


        
        		
          56
        


        
        		
          57
        


        
        		
          58
        


        
        		
          59
        


        
        		
          60
        


        
        		
          61
        


        
        		
          62
        


        
        		
          63
        


        
        		
          64
        


        
        		
          65
        


        
        		
          66
        


        
        		
          67
        


        
        		
          68
        


        
        		
          69
        


        
        		
          70
        


        
        		
          71
        


        
        		
          72
        


        
        		
          73
        


        
        		
          74
        


        
        		
          75
        


        
        		
          76
        


        
        		
          77
        


        
        		
          78
        


        
        		
          79
        


        
        		
          80
        


        
        		
          81
        


        
        		
          82
        


        
        		
          83
        


        
        		
          84
        


        
        		
          85
        


        
        		
          86
        


        
        		
          87
        


        
        		
          88
        


        
        		
          89
        


        
        		
          90
        


        
        		
          91
        


        
        		
          92
        


        
        		
          93
        


        
        		
          94
        


        
        		
          95
        


        
        		
          96
        


        
        		
          97
        


        
        		
          98
        


        
        		
          99
        


        
        		
          100
        


        
        		
          101
        


        
        		
          102
        


        
        		
          103
        


        
        		
          104
        


        
        		
          105
        


        
        		
          106
        


        
        		
          107
        


        
        		
          108
        


        
        		
          109
        


        
        		
          110
        


        
        		
          111
        


        
        		
          112
        


        
        		
          113
        


        
        		
          114
        


        
        		
          115
        


        
        		
          116
        


        
        		
          117
        


        
        		
          118
        


        
        		
          119
        


        
        		
          120
        


        
        		
          121
        


        
        		
          122
        


        
        		
          123
        


        
        		
          124
        


        
        		
          125
        


        
        		
          126
        


        
        		
          127
        


        
        		
          128
        


        
        		
          129
        


        
        		
          130
        


        
        		
          131
        


        
        		
          132
        


        
        		
          133
        


        
        		
          134
        


        
        		
          135
        


        
        		
          136
        


        
        		
          137
        


        
        		
          138
        


        
        		
          139
        


        
        		
          140
        


        
        		
          141
        


        
        		
          142
        


        
        		
          143
        


        
        		
          144
        


        
        		
          145
        


        
        		
          146
        


        
        		
          147
        


        
        		
          148
        


        
        		
          149
        


        
        		
          150
        


        
        		
          151
        


        
        		
          152
        


        
        		
          153
        


        
        		
          154
        


        
        		
          155
        


        
        		
          156
        


        
        		
          157
        


        
        		
          158
        


        
        		
          159
        


        
        		
          160
        


        
        		
          161
        


        
        		
          162
        


        
        		
          163
        


        
        		
          164
        


        
        		
          165
        


        
        		
          166
        


        
        		
          167
        


        
        		
          168
        


        
        		
          169
        


        
        		
          170
        


        
        		
          171
        


        
        		
          172
        


        
        		
          173
        


        
        		
          174
        


        
        		
          175
        


        
        		
          176
        


        
        		
          177
        


        
        		
          178
        


        
        		
          179
        


        
        		
          180
        


        
        		
          181
        


        
        		
          182
        


        
        		
          183
        


        
        		
          184
        


        
        		
          185
        


        
        		
          186
        


        
        		
          187
        


        
        		
          188
        


        
        		
          189
        


        
        		
          190
        


        
        		
          191
        


        
        		
          192
        


        
        		
          193
        


        
        		
          194
        


        
        		
          195
        


        
        		
          196
        


        
        		
          197
        


        
        		
          198
        


        
        		
          199
        


        
        		
          200
        


        
        		
          201
        


        
        		
          202
        


        
        		
          203
        


        
        		
          204
        


        
        		
          205
        


        
        		
          206
        


        
        		
          207
        


        
        		
          208
        


        
        		
          209
        


        
        		
          210
        


        
        		
          211
        


        
        		
          212
        


        
        		
          213
        


        
        		
          214
        


        
        		
          215
        


        
        		
          216
        


        
        		
          217
        


        
        		
          218
        


        
        		
          219
        


        
        		
          220
        


        
        		
          221
        


        
        		
          222
        


        
        		
          223
        


        
        		
          224
        


        
        		
          225
        


        
        		
          226
        


        
        		
          227
        


        
        		
          228
        


        
        		
          229
        


        
        		
          230
        


        
        		
          231
        


        
        		
          232
        


        
        		
          233
        


        
        		
          234
        


        
        		
          235
        


        
        		
          236
        


        
        		
          237
        


        
        		
          238
        


        
        		
          239
        


        
        		
          240
        


        
        		
          241
        


        
        		
          242
        


        
        		
          243
        


        
        		
          244
        


        
        		
          245
        


        
        		
          246
        


        
        		
          247
        


        
        		
          248
        


        
        		
          249
        


        
        		
          250
        


        
        		
          251
        


        
        		
          252
        


        
        		
          253
        


        
        		
          254
        


        
        		
          255
        


        
        		
          256
        


        
        		
          257
        


        
        		
          258
        


        
        		
          259
        


        
        		
          260
        


        
        		
          261
        


        
        		
          262
        


        
        		
          263
        


        
        		
          264
        


        
        		
          265
        


        
        		
          266
        


        
        		
          267
        


        
        		
          268
        


        
        		
          269
        


        
        		
          270
        


        
        		
          271
        


        
        		
          272
        


        
        		
          273
        


        
        		
          274
        


        
        		
          275
        


        
      


    
    
  

OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c004.f002.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c004.f001.jpeg





OEBPS/images/AUPresses_logo.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c005.f001.jpeg
Audience Location

¥ ] ¥ "
» Burial/ Burial/
Actofkilling || commemoration Actofkilling | | commemoration
o - \ >
Internal, external, Monumentality, prominence,
liminal territoriality
Variation in Burial type
access or location
Nature of Treatment of
violence remains






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c005.f002.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c005.f003.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c005.f004.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c005.f005.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f005.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f002a.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f006.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f003.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f002c.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f004.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f002b.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f001.jpeg
- M Arowangin e






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f002.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f004.jpeg





OEBPS/images/9781646424962.jpg
VIOLENCE9
INE@ALIﬁ

AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL

EDITED BY

Leppard &






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c006.f001.jpeg
By
2 ff@&






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f009.jpeg





OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f007.jpeg
0o 1 23 B






OEBPS/images/10.5876_9781646424962.c003.f008.jpeg





