264
  The Early State, Its Alternatives and Analogues
Schaedel and Robinson / The Pristine Myth of the Pristine State in America

   263

11

The Pristine Myth
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Prolegomenon

We should like to: (1) formulate a few general concepts on the theory of societal evolution and critiques thereof; (2) refer to illustrative case histories of the New World, (Mesoamerica, the Andes, Southwestern USA) from c. 2,000 B.C. to the A.D. 16th century, including the many discrepancies in interpretation of the data; and (3) make generalizations resulting from a comparison of the various case histories of proto early states and the relevance of these findings to the origin of complex societies in the Old World and their relationship to universal themes and variation of hierarchization and inequality in societies that crossed the threshold of sedentarism and food production between 3,000 and 10,000 years ago.

As the earliest (presumably autarchic) sedentaristic communities aggregated over time, the basic functions that linked the constituent communities were first discharged in spatially disparate settlements. A ‘primate’ settlement might perform one of three basic functions more effectively (ceremonial – because it had within its territory a site with a spectacular configuration suggesting cosmic force; economic – because it is adjacent to scarce raw material sources; or political – because of a strategic defensive position). In most cases of earliest sedentarism, such ‘primacy’ is purely conjectural as the supra-community linkage systems can only be hypothesized from minute evidence indicating sporadic cultural exchange over macro-time.

Thus the earliest sedentaristic microsocieties were linked to one another in a sporadic interaction network but not unified. The appearance of multicommunity ‘hegemonies’ (e.g., Real Alto in the Chavin and Olmec regions) 
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in the second millennium B.C. was probably created through voluntary participation in a shared belief system elaborated over time by priest groups in the several shrine communities, which had to be supported by outlying communities' contribution of goods and services to a cult center, which redistributed the surplus product in the form of performance and relics. Except for ‘encapsulated shrine villages’ (e.g., Real Alto in another less well-documented interaction sphere covering the Ecuadorean-West Colombian tropical littoral), all shrine settlements lack evidence of an immediate supporting population of sufficient magnitude to have built the shrine, and the shrine is usually quite modest.

In Southwestern North America, the three major cultural groups, Anasazi, Hohokam, and Mogollon reflect a pattern of fluctuating ‘peaks’ of centrality and population maxima. Central villages grew around the architecture of the great kiva religious and ceremonial complex, even in its most monumental stages, as at Chaco Canyon and Casas Grandes. These centers achieved regional integration, coordinating microsocieties on a large scale (Cordell 1984; Robinson 1992).

The only ‘organizing’ principle (bonding the communities) that can be extrapolated would be the one of regulating scheduling and seasonality of resource management, which in addition to the ritual performance service was the other main service that the cult center elite should have rendered its constituents, and would provide the quid for the quo of voluntary manpower contribution between the participant communities and the shrine community that emerges as center. Participants in the belief system presumably benefited from the knowledge on the best time to plant, collect and harvest, and how to avoid or compensate for calamities, but most of all on how to guarantee the the annual climatic cycle would repeat itself (essentially developed by a system of mutually agreed upon constraints known as ‘tabus’ and in industrial societies as ‘insurance’).

Only with the gradual filling up of niches by demographic growth (known as the carrying capacity argument or circumscription) did the microsociety experience a need for ‘integration’ or supplanting linking by binding. When this ‘relative circumscription’ was perceived – the ‘need’ for a new organizing principle, the defense of the territoriality through coordination, became manifest and took priority over concern for renewability of resources. Control (instead of regulation) assumes top priority and centralization becomes a meaningful dynamic in explaining societal complexity as carrying capacity is perceived as reaching its limit. Reformulating this change in R. N. Adams (1981) paradigm, the control group (in protostates) is formed as the successor to the regulatory group (in chiefdoms).

The Earliest ‘Civilizations’

(Monumentality and Quasi-sedentarism)

In this basically autarchic model, the constant of demographic growth (significantly more rapid than the infinitely slow rate of nomadic societies) characteristic of most sedentary societies represented a crescive challenge to the societies' productive capacity, which in most pristine sedentaristic microsocieties was met; (1) by extending the territoriality of the basic sedentary unit by sheer contiguous expansion, by ‘niche leapfrogging’ or fissioning (daughter) colonies and: (2) technological innovation, rendering more productive the ratio of food yield per hectare or per biomass. A positive feedback situation could be inferred in the latter case, reinforcing a trend to specialization, potentially implicit since the attainment of sedentarism. The earliest ‘civilizations’ represent ‘peaks’ in the microsociety in which it is possible to ascribe virtually all of the excess of archaeologically detectable corporate labor and of product in goods and services of the primary specialists to ceremonial activities. These activities were understood as basically guaranteeing the renewability of the society's resources.

These microsocieties consisted of temporary concentrations of great masses of people from widely scattered regions around massive shrines erected by seasonal allocations of voluntary unskilled labor under the organization of a small cadre of resident shrine specialists, who also supervised a widely dispersed network of trading for or direct procurement of scarce ritual raw materials, which were transformed into ritual objects which were either ‘consumed’ or redistributed at the shrine. Dillehay (1992) gives one a glimpse of the microsocieties after perhaps a millennium of adaptation to sedentarism in the Andes. Similar earliest peaks of sedentarism or quasi-sedentarism in comparative world case history occur at Lepenski Vir at the Iron Gate in Eastern Europe, Poverty Point in the Southeastern United States, and Çatal Hüyük in Anatolia. And such well-developed multi-community hegemonies as Chavin in Peru and the Olmec (floruit 1500–500 B.C.) of Mexico are well-documented cases of these early microsocietal ‘peaks’. None of these sites reflects a permanent concentration of even a thousand people: there is no evidence of a hegemony by coercive force even though such hegemony as did exist could have been sustained by dogma, and there is some evidence for a cadre of permanent religious elites, but no evidence of a permanent secular elite. Viewed from the cumulative interpretation of artifacts and architecture, the mechanism of aggregation of the human communities that supported these ‘proto-civilizations’ as well as the later, icon-rich, more elaborated and denser civilizations was basically a shared system of beliefs. From the settlement pattern evidence, the artifact-poor outlying hamlets and the artifact and/or building-rich shrines, one can derive further support for the interpretation that these earliest proto-civilizations were theocratic and pilgrimage-oriented (see Dillehay [1992] for the late sequence and Benfer [1986] for the earlier sequence).

Basically all the linked communities had the same range of procurement activities and subsistence system. To characterize a cluster of communities sharing a basic macroniche but with no apparent formal supracommunity structure and with no archaeologically detectable specific linkage system (except sporadic cultural interchange) the term interaction sphere has been used by archaeologists. We suggest geosphere. A well-documented area where the transition from incipient sedentarism to the consolidation of food production practices can be shown is the Central Andean littoral between 4,500 and 1,000 B.C. To designate the total array of c. 40 documented post-sedentaristic settlements in Peru from Las Salinas (Chao Valley to La Paloma [Chilca Valley], between 4500–2000 B.C., we would have to use the term Peruvian Maritime geosphere (however sausage-shaped the elongated ‘sphere’ would be). This sphere is ecologically homogeneous. This would be a distinct empirical application of MacNeish's (MacNeish et al. 1972) term, which in his pioneer usage is apt and provocative but too abstract to be theoretically helpful.

The Mature Civilizations

(Culminations of Microsocietal Growth)

The ceremonial center, which these early building concentrations represent when viewed in the light of subsequent developments, can be an appropriate prototype to account for the phenomenon of nucleation (both cyclical and residential) that becomes one of the diagnostic processes in urbanization. In tracing the sequence of microsocietal growth (and here nothing more than demographic growth need necessarily be implied) after the first ‘peaks’ in certain regions (most regions did not ‘peak’ one millennium after sedentarism), one can describe the replication of the phenomenon of social aggregation reflected in the architectural nucleation of the ceremonial center, in which the basic settlement pattern does not change. The ceremonial center does undergo quantitative and qualititative changes, reflecting on the one hand greater numbers of aggregated supportive communities and on the other, greater specialization in category and quantity of goods and services being manipulated by the expanding Tempelwirtschaft (priestly societal management).

A good base-line for catching our archeological glimpse of these later peaks in microsocietal growth would be A.D. 1 in the valley of Mexico, and A.D. 500 in coastal Peru and the Maya area. Clearly the scale of the society has broadened (even though its territoriality may be less) over the early civilizations. Person/square kilometer ratios have increased significantly. Evidence of conflict (population pressure?) and stratification are two key phenomena that are reflected in the iconography (shown in representational art) but not necessarily in the architecture. What does this represent in terms of the autarchic model? Inferentially it represents the intrusion of what Carneiro has called the principle of circumscription, what archaeology-generalists have called the ‘filling up of the niches’, what Braidwood once called ‘settling in’, and what we prefer to call the perception of the minimal (prehispanic) carrying capacity limit of the land in terms of man/land ratio. The two previously mentioned strategies available to the microsociety to cope with demographic growth should have been utilized with variant degrees of success until previously distant territorialities impinged on one another. The impingement situation then represents a second major challenge to the maintenance of equilibrium and the reproductive capacities of the demographically increasing microsocieties.

To grasp the type of dynamics that microsocieties represent at that point after sedentarism when the niches were relatively filled, it is instructive to review the non-central Andean societies in South America, but at the time of contact. The most complex and nearest to the prehispanic Andean macrosociety was the Chibcha, which could be favorably compared to the larger chiefdoms described in the recent ethnographic record for Polynesia (Tonga in Gailey [1987]) or Africa [Dahomey] in Diamond [1951]); while at the simpler end of the sedentaristic food-producing spectrum one could place microsocieties of the northwest Argentine or lowland Venezuela and Colombia. As Bateson's (1967: 189ff) paradigm on schismogenesis predicts, any two or more societies placed in a situation of reduced territoriality face a limited set of choices: (1) the complete fusion of the originally different groups; (2) the elimination of one or both groups; or (3) the persistence of both groups in dynamic equilibrium within one major community (and here Bateson is using the term community in a relative sense, ranging from a nation-state to a village encompassing two moieties). The fusional process is conditioned by Bateson's yardsticks of shared ideational and structural traits, and corresponds to the aggregative process in chiefdom formation. The Chibcha would represent a case of fusion, or a case in which microsocieties, exploiting contiguous portions of a major macroniche opted for an integrative solution, although the degree of ‘complete’ fusion was not obtained (and within a chiefdom model would not be integrated through a mechanism of coercive control which implies acceptance of the principle of statehood), as their rapid disaggregation after Spanish contact demonstrated.

Although it is difficult to demonstrate archaeologically, there seem to have been no cases of alternative 2, i.e. genocide in the prehistoric South American record. Nonetheless, the kind of cyclical ‘billiard ball displacement’ form based on competition for most desired ecological niches (alluvial river banks) that Lathrap (1970) describes for the Amazon peoples could be viewed as a kind of ‘periodical elimination’ of one group. Bateson further subdivided alternative 3 into two gross parts; those in which the dynamic equilibrium was based upon symmetrical differentiation and those in which it depended upon complementary differentiation. Groups with symmetrical differentiation are well-exemplified by peoples to the northeast and southeast of the Andes, most of which Steward and Faron (1959) characterized as ‘militaristic chiefdoms’ in which specialized cults of ritualized warfare and slaughter of war captives were practiced by neighboring groups. These colorful mechanisms, if somewhat terrifying, represent a kind of ritualization of the ‘demographic arms race’ in which killing the enemy has as its goal more the maintenance of ‘parity’ than the acquisition or exploitation of the neighbor's territory.

Cases of complementary differentiation, which may also be termed ‘economic symbioses’ are well-illustrated by the relatively un-aggregated village societies of the Northwest Argentine in relationship to the oasis villages of the Atacaman desert and the fishing hamlets of the Chilean littoral. Some idea of this hypothesized inter-societal vertical archipelago can be gleaned from Nunez and Dillehay (1979) and Cigliano (1973).

Although we have given examples only of relationships between sedentary societies (because this is an implicit assumption of Bateson's paradigm) one more type of response to impingement which can be designated as the ‘predatory’ case (on territoriality) should be mentioned where an originally nomadic hunting-gathering society exercises a kind of custodial hegemony and exploitation over one or more sedentary societies in return for ‘protection’. The Mbaya in the Plata delta and the Carib and Caracas of Venezuela appear to best exemplify this rather bizarre type of dynamic equilibrium (Metraux 1946; Kirchoff 1948; Hernandez de Alba 1948; Oberg 1955).

We may visualize the prehistoric microsocieties in the first millennium (whether we concentrate on the Central Andes, the Maya Lowlands, or the Mexican plateau) as exploring one or another of these types of accommodation, documented at the time of the Iberian conquest among the non-Andean societies of South America. All but the first would lead to a continuing system of equilibrium, however, fluctuating over time in degrees of mutual complementarity. The first or integrative pattern, however, could and presumably did generate a contradiction (crisis) between the organizing principles of the original microsocieties and defense of territoriality. The mechanism in microsociety that provides for the crystallization of a functional social group (which is distinct from the priests who regulate) which specializes in control, and can assume the primary stewardship functions of the society, is specialization (allocation of rights and privileges, accommodation and provisioning by the food producers and attribution of special status to the specialists). One can only speculate how such a specialized group of administrative warriors emerged from repeated sporadic calls for ad hoc war-leaders. With the restriction of domains, another aspect of the contradictory position of the priests was becoming acute: the urgent and unpredictable redistribution of surplus and the construction of public buildings (now needed for defensive purposes) did not lend themselves to the old egalitarian format of voluntary or at least consensual recruitment of either goods or services.

These are some of the suggested bases for the scenes of inferred stress, conflict, and stratification that the iconography in artistic productions of these climactic prehistoric microsocieties may be representing. The seeds for the transformation to a macrosociety are clearly in evidence both in the A.D. 500 Mochica and Maya overall settlement patterns, yet in neither case do we have the settlement pattern evidence to indicate that the radical transformation took place (until in the case of the Moche between A.D. 750 and 1,000) or that the society disaggregated (as in the case of the Maya after A.D. 800).

As a response to the myth of the pristine state, we should like to formulate what seems to be a much more defensible pattern of Native American cultural development as it faced successive challenges presented by ecological fluctuations and growing demography after the shift to food production. This formulation recognizes the appearance of the macrosociety after considerable trial and error, and that the macrosociety encompasses and ‘exploits’ its own and other microsoceties; these subordinated units continue under the loose nature of the hegemony, a condition which allows them to reproduce themselves. This situation Marx analyzed in economic terms as co-existent modes of production, in which the macrosociety represents the dominant form, but by no means the one including the most people. Unlike the microsocieties, which are ecologically regionally rooted, the macrosociety operates on the principle of coordinating and centralizing control of resources from the cluster of microsocieties upon which it depends. Put another way, the macrosociety energizes most of the accumulated surpluses of the microsocieties that were heretofore ‘self-consumed’ through the redistribution process.

The broad outlines of the earliest appearances of the macrosociety on the Peruvian coast (the earliest appearance of the state) are marked in the revolutionary change in the settlement pattern that characterizes major sites in Peru during the Early Intermediate and well into the Middle Horizon. Large population centers (permanent residences for elites and retainers) replace one or more of the ceremonial centers, and their strategic location leaves little doubt that the predominant elites who directed their construction, are no longer exclusively priests but aggressive administrators with defense and intensification of resource management their goal rather than resource renewability, as before. The new goal could often be achieved by tribute from subordinated peoples. The transition to the state is well under way.

Whether this initial breakthrough to state/macrosociety was generated in the south highland capital of Huari, (for which revolutionary settlement pattern change evidence is now available (Lumbreras 1981) or emerged out of a crisis situation analogous to what Price (1977) calls a cluster-interaction model on the coast, is an issue that is hotly debated among Andeanists and not yet resolved. The Andean case history does show that about A.D. 800 the macrosociety first took shape. The highland state of Huari arose by A.D. 750 and collapsed within a century, as did most of its highland nodes before A.D. 1000. In the Cuzco region and on the coast, Huari nodes lasted longer, and some upper middle valleys of the central coast endured for 400 years (Stumer 1956). As Shimada has partly documented for the Leche valley of the North Coast, Sican culture, which became the pole of North Coast development in the Middle Horizon, rose out of the ashes of the last capital of the Moche culture at Pampa Grande in the next northern valley at an ancient ceremonial center dating back to 1000 B.C.

The degree of incipient statehood that can be attributed to the Tiahuanaco ceremonial center and nodes remains to be confirmed, although current research being conducted under Kolata's direction (1993) has yet to demonstrate that the flourishing ceremonial center at A.D. 600 developed into an urban conglomerate approximating Huari in subsequent centuries as some have proposed (e.g., Parsons 1968). Thus the state survived with differential success on the coast but almost became eclipsed on the highlands in the succeeding 600 years until the Incas in the early fifteenth century engendered a workable highland model which bested the more commonly found contiguous territorial state of the Chimu by 1480. How and where the stream (thread) of continuity of the macrosocietal principles of human engineering were kept alive in the south highlands for better than half a millennium (if indeed that was the case and not that the Inca recapitulated the Huari process of state formation), remains a major mystery in Andean archaeology and ethnohistory unless one accepts the highly improbable conjecture that Inka Yupangui adopted governance and spatial control principles from the largest pre-existent Andean state: Chimor.

The evidence in Mesoamerica for successive trial and error in achieving the macrosociety has been accumulating in recent decades. The obvious case of the lowland Maya is well-documented in Tikal by Haviland (1970) and Dzibalchaltun by Andrews (1968), where the culmination of microsocietal growth results in a settlement configuration much like the late Mochica capital of Pampa Grande. It exemplifies the same abortive attempt at autogenous state formation as the Mochica. Similarly, recent work at Monte Alban represents yet another example of microsocietal florescence and collapse, however much the reigning interpretations pretend that all three cases represent autogenous state formation (Andrews 1968; Blanton 1976, 1978; Haviland 1970).

The Case Histories

One must move to an overview of the cartography and site seriation of the several documented case histories of this transformation in Peru and Mexico The leap was not made in Southwestern North America. The culmination of microsocietal growth in the three major culture areas there resulted in population increase, its concentration, and monumentality; but, much like the example of Monte Alban above, no transformation to secularization and the state.

In the case history of the North Coast of Peru, the ground plans of the Mochica ceremonial centers (Panamarca [Schaedel 1951], Huaca del Sol/Luna or Moche [Uhle 1913]) may be contrasted with the quasi-urban ground plan of Pampa Grande (A.D. 500–750; Shimada 1978) to show the positioning of the area for the marshalling of the manpower surplus and the centrally located positioning of the unprotected ‘storage’ (redistribution) area as occupying the plaza area between the main ceremonial structures. A certain kind of channelizing of the flow of people and products is implicit in the bounding of the plaza area, more restricted in Pampa Grande than in Moche, but generally speaking roads and corridors are formally absent. Compare this ground plan to Keatinge and Day's (1973) plan of a major compound of Chan Chan where the channeling features assume a crucial role in the overall plan, and one has a graphic illustration of the kind of systemic reordering that has been effected over the 500–600 years that separate them as examples of settlement capitals for centralizing the elites and funneling selected economic surpluses of large, complex hegemonies.

Admittedly we have jumped over approximately half a millenium of accommodation for which a hypothetical multi-valley seriation of cartographic models has been elaborated. The purpose here is to focus on the diagnostic systemic features in the cartography which reflect the systemic change in social relationships that the urban ‘revolution’ represents. The case of the Mochica-Chimu transition to urbanism is used as an example of the most frequent case of our few pristine examples in universal history, i.e. where the transformation did not take place in situ.

To further explicate the nature of the transformation as we detect it in the cartography, the case history of Teotihuacan is appropriate, since here the transformation from theocratic center of paramount chiefdom to capital of state did take place in situ. The plans of Teotihuacan prior to and after what Millon (1970, 1981) called at first his ‘urban renewal’ phase may be contrasted. In this case, the focus of interest is on the functional transformation of the plaza area again, which prior to the renewal seems to have had a general assemblage or marshalling function along with being the locus for the transformational activities of at least the obsidian workers. In the post ‘remodeling’ phase, the plaza has been converted into the first ‘tianquis’ or market area, which was to become the Mesoamerican node for the channeling of surplus in future urban layouts. Again the case history cartography does not yet lend itself to more than the grossest comparisons. Teotihuacan represents our first illustration of urban transformation in situ, but its heritage of half a millenium as a growing ceremonial center made it an unwieldy mechanism for the coordination of the four urban functions and it declines to collapse around A.D. 700. Again, as in the Andes, we are faced with a gap of more than 500 years between the demise of spaced-out Teotihuacan and the rise of a full-blown, dense Mexican city (Tenochtitlan) to be filled in by future research, cartographic seriation, and correlation with Mexico's rich codices.

This brief allusion to the two case histories of the ‘systemic’ transformation illustrates two points that need to be made in order to bring our discussion of urbanization in the New World into comparative focus with the Old World developments, and to relate the origin of cities to Sjoberg's concept of the ‘achieved’ preindustrial city. One is the 500 year gap between the original systemic transformation and the attainment of a uniform high density city type for a major American region. The second is that the magnitude of the systemic transformation was such that it generated successive reaccommodations and relocations until a viable and functional balance between urb and hinterland could be attained. In a review of the Old World literature on the growth of cities, the late third and early second millenium B.C. cities of Nineveh and Babylon represent the attainment of a uniform Middle Eastern city type (Lampl 1968).

Despite (and indeed because of) his encompassing definition, Sjoberg's (1960) preindustrial city as a societal type which represents a high degree of stability cannot be invoked as a model for precolonial New World urbanization except in its (New World's) final stages; it has its earliest New World applicability to the Near East sequence only after A.D. 100. With this distinction in mind, one can equate Schaedel's use of the term functional urbanism to Sjoberg's (1960) ‘preindustrial city’. It was only when all the dysfunctions concomitant with the ‘systemic transformation’ had been phased out that the macrosocietal form represented by the preindustrial city becomes a meaningful conceptual tool to explain the dynamics of complex society.

Generalizations and Conclusions

Although the archaeological and ethnohistorical evidence necessary to fully document the case histories for the growth of cities and complex societies in America is at best sketchy, we should recognize that forty-five years ago it was all but absent. Comparisons of developments of early New World cities with those of the Old World largely grew as a result of Childe's challenging conceptualization of the process as an ‘urban revolution’ at that time.

Not only has the American record been documented in at least some of its broader outlines in the last three decades, but renewed emphasis on explicating the urban ‘revolution’ has been spurring research in the Middle East, India, and China and produced an early state of the art summary in Braidwood and Willey (1962). Robert Adams' (1966) benchmark study of comparative urban developments in the Middle East and Mesoamerica remains so far the only systematic attempt at comparisons between the two worlds as does Katz's (1972) book, comparing diachronically the two high civilizations of the Americas. Let us review in the mid-Nineties how Adams and Katz's findings have fared.

While Adams' conclusions tend to indicate that state and city formation in both Mesoamerica and Mesopotamia antedated the hydraulic developments that Wittfogel hypothesized to have caused the former, it can probably now be stated that for the consolidation phase of the early state (not its emergence) hydraulic intensification seems to have been the indispensable technological breakthrough, supporting and guaranteeing stability of the administrative elite (Schaedel 1987).

Comparing Katz' generalizations on contrasts in the Andes and Mesoamerica with new findings, one can perceive a structural division in what he saw as the parallel paths toward state formation between the Aztecs and Incas. This can be seen in the contrasting Huari state formation with Teotihuacan, where a mononuclear state develops presumably dominated by a mercantile elite. In Huari a multi-nodal pattern of widely scattered regions presided over by a military-administrative elite (but wearing the iconographic trappings of a church militant) best fits the presently reconstructed image of the Andean pristine state. This prehistorical bifurcation of what until then had been parallel routes of development (and which may hearken back to even earlier structural differences) could explain the contrast in the marked role of commerce and mercantilization in Aztec society vs. the patrimonial (state-dominated yet flexible and economically durable) Inca polity.

The issues of inequality in tribal, chiefdom-type and state societies are implicitly intertwined with the emergence of cities and the origin of complex societies in the New World and indeed everywhere the state first emerged (Mesopotamia, Egypt, India, China, and Southeast Asia). As a rule, the generalization of transition from ranked to stratified to class societies as marking a growth in the spread of the principle of socio-economic inequality in the worldwide development of complex societies is substantiated, but a review of the evidence, for the nature of pre-state societies and non-state societies over time tended to substantiate the position that constraints (which still characterize peasant society and mode of production) on permanent differentiation of the society into classes have probably been the single most important factor impeding the autogenous growth of a complex macrosociety.

Clastres' (1971) model of the archaeology of violence which was used as a modular counterpoint to the Schaedel thesis was shown to be derived more from ethnographic data than archaeological case histories. A review of the world archaeological record shows violence (by which Clastres means predatory warfare) as opposed to internecine raiding to be largely a phenomenon of the period of early state formation. In short the archaeological evidence tends to confirm the view that egalitarian society preceded non-egalitarian society, and the latter came about as an accommodation to demographic pressures on cultivable land. The kind of transitional inegalitarian society that is characterized by the chiefdom societal type is marked by differences in rank with certain lineages enjoying privileges and rights over others over one or several generations, but not reflecting long-term hierarchical stability. The basis for the permanent legitimization for inequality is developed with the creation of cities and the new societal type known as the pristine state first through the emergence of estates and later classes, which marked the rise of alienable real property.

NOTE

* First published in Kradin, N. N., Korotayev, A. V., Bondarenko, D. M., de Munck, V., and Wason, P. K. (eds.), Alternatives of Social Evolution, Vladivostok: FEB RAS, 2000, pp. 166–176.
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