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THE STRATEGY OF
IROQUOIAN PREHISTORY

"I often think it odd that it (history) should be so
dull, for a good deal of it must be invention."

Jane Austen - Northanger Abbey, Ch. XV

ORIENTATION

It is a vulgar superstition, now fortunately being dispelled
that archaeology is an enpirical discipline; that explanations
proceed naturally fromthe data and that with nore evi dence our
reconstructi ons necessarily become cl oser approximations to the
truth. Today, it is increasingly realized that archaeol ogi cal
interpretations are a function not only of the evidence at hand but
al so of the ideas and assunptions about the nature of cultural
processes that the interpreter carries about with him Moreover,
there is a growi ng consensus that the reconstruction of the past is
not and should not be an intuitive gane, but is a procedure that can
be subjected to well-defined rules and procedures that should be
spell ed out. Many of the undisciplined interpretations of an earlier
period now seemirritatingly egoistic. Archaeol ogists are not
clairvoyants and through tine an intuitive reconstruction, such as
Sir Arthur Evan's history of the Palace of Mnos in Crete, whatever
its literary nerit, grows jaded and pretentious. Qur real respect is
reserved for the archaeol ogi st who did not see Theseus carrying off
Ariadne, but who at |least attenpted to record carefully what he did
see and to draw reasoned concl usions from his observations.

In recent years British archaeol ogi sts have begun to di scuss
the role of nbdels in the reconstruction of prehistory. Mdels can
be defined as the underlying assunptions about cultural processes
that are inplicit in an explanation of prehistory and the kind of
| ogi cal framework into which such expl anations are

(1) This paper was prepared for the 1968 Conference on I|roquois
Research, held at Rensselaerville, New York, October 4-6. | w sh
to thank those who were present for their comments, particularly
WIlliam N. Fenton and Gordon M Day.
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fitted. Colin Renfrew (1968) cites the follow ng exanple of a nopdel
culture change is best explained in terns of the migrations of
peoples. This is very different froma proposed reconstructi on such
as: all the Indo-European | anguages are derived fromthe Kurgan
culture of Central Asia in the third millenniumB.C. Insofar as both
statenents can be |l abelled theories, the first nmust be qualified as
a general theory about culture processes, the second as a specific

t heory about an event in the past. Only the first kind of theory
qualifies as a nodel, however. By their very nature, nodels provide
the framework and term nol ogy by which specific culture historica
reconstructions are nade. The pity has been that in the past
archaeol ogi sts, like historians, have preferred to regard nodel s as
being inplicit and have treated as personal flashes of insight
reconstructions that are in fact based on the notions about cultura
processes that were fashionable at the tine. As it becones possible
to | ook back on the history of our own discipline, the folly of such
behavi our is increasingly being recognized. It is also being
realized, as Renfrew aptly puts it, that "it is the choice of nodel
which is often decisive, rather than the material evidence." Hence
it behooves us to | ook at our nodel s.

For the purposes of this paper | w sh to distinguish two kinds
of model s: processual nodels and procedural nodels. Processua
nodel s are the nmodel s about cultural processes and human behavi or
that the archaeol ogi st uses to interpret his data; procedural nodels
concern the relative inportance of various kinds of data and the
rel ationship that these kinds of data bear to one another. The
latter are al so nodels of cultural behavior, but because they
concern general procedures of handling data, they are one step
further removed fromthese cultural processes than are processual
nodel s.

In order to underline the inmportance of procedural nodels it is
necessary to i nvoke yet another British distinction; between
archaeol ogy and prehistory. Archaeol ogy may be defined as the
techni ques involved in the recovery and interpretation of the
material remains of the past; prehistory as the discipline concerned
with the reconstruction of human history for tines and places for
which witten docunentation is not available. In practise, North
Anerican archaeol ogi sts tend to slight the inportance of non-
ar chaeol ogi cal sources of information about the past, whether or not
they pay themlipservice. Inportant anbng these sources are
linguistics, oral traditions, physical anthropol ogy and ethnol ogy.

I nportant as archaeol ogi cal data are, these other sources of
information are not nerely ornanents on the archaeol ogi cal tree
rather they are independent disciplines capable of providing
informati on about the past; each of which requires skills and
training of its owmn. It is the prehistorian's duty to survey the
results of all these lines of investigation thoroughly before he
attenpts to synthesize themto produce a reconstruction of the
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past. Any such reconstruction requires a variety cf judgnents
concerning the significance and relative inportance of various
ki nds of evidence. The assunptions on which these judgnments are
nade constitute our procedural nodels.

In this paper | wish to survey critically the nodels of pre-
hi story that have been utilized in Iroquoian studies to date. | do
this because | believe that it is only by understanding the
intellectual processes that have influenced the reconstruction of
I roquoi an prehistory in the past that we can conscienti Qusly and
intelligently chart a course for the future. Mreover, it is clear
that nany interpretations of the past nmade today are influenced by
concl usi ons reached | ong ago on the basis of nodels and evi dence
about which we know little. Such ideas often persist long after the
reasons for which they were fornul ated have been discredited and
abandoned. Hopefully, a review of the nodels that have been used to
interpret Iroquoian prehistory will clear away a certai n anount of
this intellectual debris and help to chart a better course for the
future. | amaware that this paper is only one in a series of such.
surveys that have been nade in recent years (Wight 1966: 1-13
Ritchie 1961; Guthe 1960). | wll try,
however, to analyse the structure of studies of Iroquoian prehistory in
greater detail than these surveys have done and to devel op further
sonme of the concepts set forth in those papers

THE LALEMANT HYPOTHESIS

The earliest statement about Iroquoian culture history is
recorded in Father Jerone Lal emant's Huron Rel ation of 1641. This
statenent reflects growing interest in the tribes living south cf
the Huron as a possible field for the extension of the Jesuit
m ssions. A careful exam nation of Father Lalemant's ideas con-
stitutes a good point of departure for the discussion of |ater
interpretations of Iroquoian culture history.

Lal emant wr ot e:

"VWe have every reason to believe that not |ong ago they nade
but one People - both Hurons and Iroquois, and those of the
Neutral Nation; and that they cane fromone and the same
famly, or froma few old stocks that formerly | anded on the
coasts of these regions. But it is probable that, in progress
of tine, they have becone renoved and separated from one
another - sone nore, sone |less - in abodes, in interests, and
in affection; so that sonme have beconme enem es, others
Neutral, and others have remained in sone special connection
and communi cation.”

(Thwaites 1896 - 1901, XXI: 1937195).
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In this statenent we find expressed for the first time a nunber
of ideas that have played an inportant role in the study of Iroquoian
prehi story down to the present. The npst inportant and enduring of
these is the recognition of the genetic affinities anong the northern
I roquoi an | anguages. This insight reflects the keen practical
interest that the Jesuits had in the Iroquoi an | anguages, their
growing contacts with the Petun and Neutral and their opportunity to
converse with Iroquois (Five Nations) (2) prisoners who had been
brought back to Huronia. Mreover, none of Lalemant's other
deductions about Iroquoian prehistory is self-evidently inprobable.

H s statement has a good comon-sense ring about it and it is not
hard to understand why the i deas he proposed have continued to

i nfl uence Iroquoi an historiography as long as they have. For this
reason, it is worth noting that in terns of current know edge about
the nature of culture, none of the basic propositions underlying
Lal emant's statenment can be accepted as axiomatic. Let us exam ne

t hese propositions in turn.

(a) Wiile it is true that related | anguages provide indisputable

evi dence of an historical connection between their speakers, it is
not al ways the case that the groups speaking genetically rel ated

| anguages are the biol ogical, descendants of the original speech
comunity fromwhich these | anguages are derived. To cite a very

fam liar exanmple: only a small fraction of the present speakers of
Ronmance | anguages are the biol ogi cal descendants cf the ancient
Romans. Large nunbers of peopl e becane Romance-speakers either under
Ronman rul e or during the Spani sh occupati on of the New Wirld. Al though
it is perhaps nore likely that anong primtive peoples the speakers of
two closely related | anguages are the biological descendants cf an
original speech community, this can by no neans be taken for

granted. The possibility of |anguage diffusion nust always he
entertained as an alternative hypothesis. This is a major factor
conplicating efforts to correlate |inguistic and archaeol ogi cal data
in cases where historical records are not avail abl e.

(b) While it is difficult to estimate in terns of cal endar years
what Lal emant neant by "not |ong ago", his assunption that the
northern |roquoi ans constituted a single speech conmunity, and
therefore possibly a single people, at no very renote tine in the
past has generally been interpreted as nmeani ng that the |roquoi an
tribes split apart only a few centuries before European contact.
Yet this statenment was based on a very rudi mentary know edge of
vari ations among the northern Iroquoi an | anguages. Later, the

(2) In this paper the: word Iroquois is reserved for the Five Na-
tions. follow ng conmon usage, the termnorthern |roquoian (often
abbreviated Iroquoian) is used to refer to the Iroquoi an-speaki ng
peopl es of the Northeast as a whole. | mention this because certain
recent publications have tended to blur this inportant distinction
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Jesuits were to learn that these | anguages were not as sinilar as
they had at first believed. In 1664, Pierre Boucher, who had lived
in Huronia and had dealings with the Iroquois was to wite:

On the other hard, the Petun, Neutral, and all the Iroquois
and the Andastes speak the Huron | anguage although the dia-
lects are as very different as Spanish, Italian and French
are different fromLatin. But between Huron and Al gonkin[the
difference is much greater]"

Al t hough gl ottochronol ogi cal research on the northern Iroquoi an
I anguages is still in its infancy, Lounsbury's (1961) pioneering
work on Iroquois indicates the accuracy of Boucher's observations.

(c) Finally, Lalemant's can be seen as having erred in his inplicit
assunption that simlarities anong the different |roquoian culture
are necessarily the result of these cultures being derived froma
connon source, while the differences can be attributed to their
subsequent separation. This is a dendritic, or branching, nodel of
cultural developnent. It assumes that cultural simlarities between
different groups are an archaic residue fromthe tinme when these
groups were still one and that ethnogenesis, or the separation of
the original group (U -culture) into new groups, results in interna
devel opnments (i nnovations) within each group that in turn generate
cultural variation. However useful for describing | anguage

rel ationships, or the relationship between biol ogi cal species, the
dendritic nodel is clearly inadequate in the cultural field because
it ignores the inportant role played by diffusion. The assunption
that Iroquoian culture developed prior to the formation of the
various Ilroquoian linguistic and ethnic divisions, is not
necessarily correct. To cite another crude exanple: today nost

nort hern Europeans speak | anguages derived fromEarly Germani c and,
despite national boundaries, share a common industrial technol ogy
and a generally simlar cultural pattern. Yet this common culture is
not an archaic residue fromEarly Germanic times but is the result
of shared devel opnent that took place long after the Gernmanic
nationalities had split apart. Diffusion is thus the Achilles hee
of any a priori dendritic nodel of culture change

We can fornmally characterize Lalemant's reconstruction as
bei ng based on a procedural nodel that assigns a high priority
to linguistic data. Lal emant assunes that simlarities in | anguage
between two groups at the present are evidence of a genetic con-
nection between these groups in the past. His processual nodel is a
dendritic one which assunes that cultural variation is produced by
the same factors that produce linguistic and ethnic variation;
namely, the splitting apart and subsequent differentiation of
groups. In addition, his nobdel is a migrationary one; the |roquoian
peopl es are assuned to have arrived in the northeast from el sewhere. (3)

(3) Because it plays an inmportant role in later specul ation about
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There has been sone di scussion as to whether the Huron then-
selves had a myth of conmon origin to which they attributed the
cultural and linguistic simlarities anbng the |roquoi an-speaki ng
peopl es. The possi bl e exi stence of such a belief has been inter-
preted as additional support for Lalemant's dendritic-mgrationary
nodel . Yet, such a tradition, even if it existed, need not have been
an archaic residue fromthe early period of Iroquoian pre-history.
The British and Gernman | anguages are descended froma conmon
ancestor, but it was only in the last century that for political
reasons, this historical connection was used as the basis for a nyth
stressing Teutonic solidarity in opposition to countries with a Latin
culture. The Oneida, |ikew se, nay have been using obvious cultura
and linguistic sinmlarities to manufacture a politically useful myth
when they said to the Huron at Quebec in 1656: "Thou knowest, thou
Huron, that formerly we constituted one cabin and one country. By
some chance we separated. It is time to unite again" (Thwaites 1896-
1901, XLII: 252). The very vagueness of their claimsuggests that it
was invented in an effort to persuade the Huron to | eave Quebec and
settl e anong them

Anot her story reputed to reflect nenories of a comon origin
is the tradition of Jigonsaseh which is reported by Arthur C. Parker
(1916: 481- 482):

There are certain lroquoian traditions that seem to have good
foundation, relating that at a certain period all the Iroquois
were one people, living together and speaking the sanme tongue.
I ndeed so positive were the Iroquois of this that they could
point out a certain worman and say that she represented the
lineal descendant of the first Iroquoian famly. Yet the
confederate Iroquois knew that she did not belong in the five
tri bes. She was a Neuter wonman. "Wen the bands were divided",
the tradition runs, "it was found that the famly of D[jigonsase

I roquoi an prehistory, it is worth noting that this dendritic

nm grationary nodel of cultural devel opnment has had a long history in
Western thought and that it is no accident that Lal emant and others
found it so congenial. It seens to be derived fromBiblical sources,
especi al ly those sections of Genesis where the nations known to the
anci ent Hebrews are traced in a geneol ogical fashion to sonme extent
descendant of Noah or Adam Each nation is descended froma
particular man and nations that are closely related, geographically,
culturally or politically, are attributed to founders who are
geneologically closely related, while nore renpte nations are
separated by greater geneol ogi cal distances. This approach, in turn,
seens to be a reflection of the Senitic segnmentary kinship system
The influence of these Biblical traditions upon Wstern thought, even
as late as the nineteenth century, should not be under-estinmated. They
created a strong unconscious bias in favor of the dendritic-

m grationary nodel of human history.
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It is significant that while sonme of the utterances recorded in
Sagard's Dictionary |ocate |Iouskeha, the son of the first wonman on
earth, anong the Neutral, none of the Europeans l|iving anong the
I roquoi ans prior to 1649 recorded a nother of nations or any tra-
dition that the northern Iroquoian tribes were descended froma
conmmon ancestor. Such traditions may have evol ved anong the |roquois
later, when they were attenpting to incorporate various remants of
the other northern Iroquoian peoples into their own tribes.

HISTORY AND ORAL TRADITIONS

Bet ween the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries, historica
sources and oral traditions were the basic source of information
avai l abl e to students of Iroquoian prehistory. The little bit of
accurate archaeol ogical and linguistic information that was
avai l abl e tended to be interpreted in terns of these data. As Hale
(1894: 4) said at the end of the nineteenth century: "In
t he absence of other evidence we have to fall back upon tradition".
The sumtotal of information that was avail abl e even from historica
sources and oral traditions was very slight, hence the nodels that
were used to interpret these data stand out in bold relief.

The only historical data concerning the northern Iroquoian
peopl es prior to the beginnings of continuous recorded history in the
seventeenth century are Cartier's accounts of his visits to North
America in 1534 and 1535-36 and the fragnentary reports we have of the
Cartier-Roberval expedition in 1541-42. These expeditions encountered
I roquoi an- speaki ng people inhabiting the St. Lawrence Vall ey between
Tadoussac and Montreal. By 1603, the St. Lawence Valley |roquoi ans
had vani shed and the Iroquois and the northern Al gonkians were | ocked
in a struggle to control the St. Lawrence. These sinple historica
facts later gave rise to the theory that the St. Lawrence Valley was
the original hone of all the Iroquoi an-speaki ng peoples. It was argued
that historical evidence indicated that during the sixteenth century
the Iroquoi an peoples settled in the St. Lawence Valley had noved
westward and it was suggested that this was nmerely the | ast
nmani festation of a trend that could be projected far into the past.
Thi s extension of the behavior of one group of Iroquoians to the
I roquoi ans as a whol e

(4) For a further discussion of the termDjigonsase (Jegosasa)
see Thwaites 1896-1901, VIII, 305; XXI, 313-315.



10 ONTARIO ARCHAEOLOGY NO. 14

was of course unsound and requires no conment. It should be noted
however, that this theme has played a very inportant role in
t hi nki ng about |roquoi an prehistory down to the present.

For a time, the significance of Cartier's observations were
forgotten. In the seventeenth century nost commentators seemto have
known that the people Cartier had encountered were |roquoian-
speaki ng. By the nineteenth century, however, the Cartier vocabu-
laries had been forgotten and in 1860, in a paper on archaeol ogi ca
di scoveries in downtown Mntreal, John WIIliam Dawson assuned t hat
the Indians Cartier had encountered were Al gonkians, who |ater
gave up agriculture after they had been driven fromthe St. Law ence
Vall ey by the Iroquois. This idea was, however, rendered untenable by
Jean- Andre Cuoq's studies of the Cartier vocabularies in the 1860s.

The rest of the information that was used as a basis for spe-
cul ati on about Iroquoian prehistory was collected (or said to be
collected) fromlIndian informants in the seventeenth century, during
the early years of contact between the native North Anericans and the
Europeans. In the follow ng paragraphs | wi sh to sumrarize the nmain
data that have been construed as having a bearing upon |roquoi an
prehistory. Some clearly refer to the St. Lawence Valley |roquoi ans,
ot hers have been interpreted as having nore general significance. A
of it has at one time or another been seen as strengthening the
associ ation between the early Iroquoians and the St. Lawence Valley
and thus tending to confirmthe case for a Laurentian origin for sone
or all of the Iroquoi an-speaki ng peoples. W nmay refer to the nore
devel oped forns of these specul ations as the Laurentian hypot hesis of
I roquoi an ori gins.

(a) In his History of New France, published in 1609, Marc Lescarbot
said that around 1600 the St. Lawence Valley |roquoi ans were

def eated by the Iroquois, which presumably means by the Five Nations
(Hof fman 1961: 203). Lescarbot does not state from whom he obtai ned
this information, but possibly it was from Chanplain since the two
nen spent the winter of 1606-07 together at Port Royal. Chanplain's
failure to nention this information nay be due to his attenpt to play
down the inportance of explorations carried out in the St. Lawence
Valley prior to his tine; to have nmenti oned Hochel aga woul d have been
to remnd his readers of Jacques Cartier. In 1615, the Recollet
Priest, Denis Jamet, who visited the Lachi ne Rapids that year,
reported the existence of a Huron who renenbered | ong ago havi ng seen
a village nearby, which later had been overwhel med by the |roquois.
(Jouve 1915: 61). What seens to be a later version of Lescarbot's
account is contained in Du Creux's (1951, |: 370) H story of Canada

(b) In a description of Huron settlement patterns in 1615, Chan-
plain nmakes a statenent that has been interpreted as neaning that
whil e nmost Huron villages were nmoved only a short distance when
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they were relocated, a group called the Antouhonorons had been forced
to flee a distance of 40 or 50 | eagues. The Antouhonorons have been
consi dered by sone to be the Onondaga and this account has been
interpreted as referring to the latter group |eaving the St. Law ence
Valley to settle in Upper New York State. The term Ant ouhonoron
clearly refers to certain Iroquois groups, but since Chanplain clains
el sewhere that they had fifteen villages, it seems unlikely that the
termcan refer to any one tribe. It nmust also be noted that we do not
know t he source of Chanplain's information or the period to which he
was referring. Finally, the grammtical construction of his statenent
is exceedingly vague and it can be alternatively construed to nean
that the Antouhonoron had forced some Huron group to nove 40 or 50

| eagues. This interpretation seens to fit the context better.

(c) In the Huron Relation of 1636 the Jesuits say that the Huron

| earned about war feasts, dream guessing and the cry wiiiiiii froma
nonster "when they dwelt on the shores of the sea". (Thwaites 1896-
1901, X: 183). This account frequently has been construed as evidence
that the Huron once dwelt along the Gulf of St. Lawence. El sewhere,
however, the Jesuits say that dream guessing originated anong a snal
group who later joined the Huron when they were living in a village
near a | ake (Thwaites 1896-1901, XVIl: 195). Elisabeth Tooker (personal
comuni cation) has suggested that this seens to indicate that the "sea"
m ght have been one of the Geat Lakes.

(d) In the Jesuit Relation of 1642 it is reported that an Al gonkin
tribe living in the lower Gtawa Valley clained that they had once
inhabited Montreal Island and the hills to the south and east

(Thwai tes 1896-1901, XXI1: 215-17). They called Mntreal Island
mnitik outen entagougi ban, "the island on which stood a village". In
1646, Jerone Lal emant described the Ononchataronon a tribe living in
the Otawa Valley, as a tribe whose ancestors formerly inhabited
Montreal |sland, adding that a nman of about 80 reported that when he
was young the Huron drove his people fromthe Island (Thwaites 1896-
1901, XXII: 215-217; XXIX: 173). It should be noted that this claim
was not nade w thout self-interest, since this tribe had been

di scussing plans to settle under French protection on Mntrea

Island. This story has been repeated in Charlevoi x (Shea 1900, I1I:
127-28) and, anong ot her things, has been used as the basis of a claim
that the Ononchataronon was |roquoian, not Al gonkin (Lighthall 1899).
However, the Iroquoi an nane that was sonetines used to refer to this
tribe (or rather to one of its close neighbours), seens to have been
t he name the Huron gave it. The Huron had their own names for nost of
the Algonkin tribes; for exanple, they called the Mntagnais
Chauhaguer onon (Ganong 1964: 433).

(e) In 1697, Charles Aubert de |a Chesnaye reported that there was
a tradition that the Al gonkians had chased the Iroquois away from
Quebec and the region about it, where formerly they had |ived
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(Bail ey 1933: 106). He says that the Al gonkians used to show the
French the remains of their towns and villages covered with second
growt h. Sagard (1866: 271) nentions that the ruins of an "lroquois
Fort" were still visible on the "high ground" near the Recollet
nonastery at Quebec in 1625

(f) In 1724, Joseph Lafitau (1724, |: 101) recorded a vague
tradition that in their early wanderings the Mdhawk had canped
near Quebec City.

(9) Pi erre Radi sson reports that the Huron originally lived near
Lake Huron (Adams 1961: 45-48). As they increased greatly in
nurmbers, many of them w shed to search out a new home. Unable to
nove south, they headed for Hudson Bay. There they built |arge boats
with sails (sic) in which they circumavi gated Quebec and Labrador
and arrived at the mouth of the St. Lawence River. There they

di scovered sone Iroquois living in the vicinity of Quebec Cty and
made an alliance with the Al gonkians to drive themout. After a long
time, the Huron decided to return to their ancestral seat on
Georgi an Bay, while the Iroquois in their new home south of Lake
Ontario becane better warriors. Not only is this story late but the
latter part of it seems to be a garbled version of events that
happened in the early part of the seventeenth century. It is filled
wi t h anachroni sns, such as a know edge of sailing vessels and of
Hudson Strait. Radisson says that he collected this story froma
Frenchman who knew the Huron | anguage better than he did. It seens
to be a hodgepodge of ideas put together over a campfire by French
voyageurs and their Indian conpanions and reflects a good deal of
French as well as Indian influence.

(h) The nost influential account was recorded by Nicholas Perrot
(1911: 42-47) between 1680 and 1718, although we do not know from
what source. The Perrot tradition was quoted by Charl evoi x and
Bacqueville de |l a Potherie and formed the basis of Cadwal | ader

Gol den's (1750) account of the origins of the Five Nations. Ac-
cording to Perrot, the Iroquois fornerly lived in the regi on of
Montreal and Three Rivers. They cultivated the soil and traded corn
with the Algonkians in return for furs and dried neat. One wi nter
some Iroquois and Al gonki ans went hunting together. A quarre

devel oped between them and in the ensuing conflict the Iroquois were
killed. Wen this became known to the rest of the Iroquois the
follow ng spring, they decided to avenge their kinsmen. In the war
that followed, the Iroquois were defeated and forced to flee south
of Lake Ontario, where they settled. In their new hone the Iroquois
grew strong and by the time the French arrived, early in the
seventeenth century, they were avengi ng thenselves on their fornmer
Oppr essors.

Aside fromthe fact that all of these stories connect one or
anot her |roquoi an-speaking group with the St. Lawence, there is
little consistency to them Sonme of the stories describe the
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Iroquois driving the Al gonkians fromthe St. Lawrence; others des-
cribe the Al gonkians expelling the Iroquois; still others see the
Huron as the aggressor. Mreover, little in the way of tine
perspective is indicated in these stories and in only a few cases
are original sources indicated. Chanplain's accounts suggest that at
t he begi nning of the seventeenth century the Iroquois were in
control of the St. Lawrence Valley, having expelled its forner

i nhabi tants. El sewhere, | have suggested that the reason they did
this was to be able to trade directly with the Europeans who were
frequenting the lower St. Lawence (Trigger 1962a). Later, wth
French hel p, the Huron and Al gonki ans managed to break the Iroquois'
hold on the St. Lawrence and to open it as an artery of trade for
furs coming down the Otawa River. It is possible that at |east sonme
of these stories represent an inperfect nmenory of that period.

Li kewi se, Christian Iroquois began to settle under French protection
inthe St. Lawence Valley in the seventeenth century. This nmay have
generated a further interest anong the Iroquois in establishing an
aboriginal claimto this area. The principal value of these studies
inlater tinmes was that they furnished material that could be used
to support the Laurentian hypothesis.

The stories recorded in the seventeenth and ei ghteenth centuries
were seeningly supported by traditions that were current anbng vari ous
I roquoi an peoples at a later tine. In 1826, David Cusick, a Tuscarora
wote his Sketches of the Ancient History of the Six Nations. In it he
claimed that the Iroquois had originated in the St. Lawence Vall ey,
but had fled to the southeastern United States (the place of origin of
the Tuscarora) before returning north to their historic hormeland. In
1870 Peter Dooyentate Clarke, a Wandot living near Wndsor, Ontario
set down what he clainmed was the traditional history of his people
According to his story, the Seneca and Wandot had |ived close to one
anot her, but in separate villages, in the vicinity of Mntreal early
in the sixteenth century. There they nmet Jacques Cartier. As a result
of a love affair and a consequent nurder involving the two groups, the
two tribes began to quarrel and eventually they separated. The Seneca
noved south of the Great Lakes, while the Wandot stayed in Canada. By
the end of the sixteenth century, the latter group had nade its way as
far west as Toronto, but because they feared the Iroquois they soon
fled north to the shores of Lake Huron. In 1894 Horatio Hal e published
a nunber of traditions that he had coll ected anong the Wandot on the
Anderdon Reserve near Wndsor. According to these traditions, the
Wandot had origi nated near Quebec City. Hale's informant, Joseph
VWite, had visited the Huron remant that was settled at Lorette, near
Quebec City, and they had shown hin
the place where they said their ancestors had cone out of the ground.

Al'l of these native claims were accepted as further support for
the Laurentian hypothesis. Nevertheless, it seens fair to ask to
what degree these traditions were thensel ves the products of the
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Laurentian hypothesis, or at |east of European influence. Cusick's
tal e appears to have been influenced, either directly or indirectly
by Perrot and Charl evoi x. Likew se, C arke must have been aware of
early Canadi an history and of the Laurentian hypothesis. The npbst
striking feature of his account is, as we shall note later, the |ack
of detailed information concerning Huron-Petun history during the
seventeenth century. This suggests that it is an even less reliable
source of information for still earlier times. The Lorette tradition
of an autochthonous origin reflects a basic Iroquoian and pan-Indi an
thene: the ancestors of a particular group coming out of caves or
holes in the earth. (5) It seens likely that this particular story
was invented by the Lorette Huron after they had settled in Quebec.
Know edge of this story anbng the Wandot at W ndsor woul d, however,
have been interpreted as native support for the Laurentian hypothesis
and helped to confirmit in the mnds of these people. For the

et hnol ogi st, the Wandot's beliefs in turn becane additional data
providi ng i ndependent support for the Laurentian hypothesis.

When Lewi s Henry Morgan, who knew the Iroquois first hand, cane to
wite his account of their origins, he based it on the Perrot-Col den
tradition rather than on information supplied by his native
informants. This was apparently because the Iroquois of his time could
supply little information about their origins that Mdrgan deened to be
of historical value (Mdrgan 1904: 4). He noted, for exanple, that the
Onondaga and Seneca cl ai ned that they sprang fromthe ground at
Nundaweo, on the banks of the Gswego River. This is a tradition
simlar to the Lorette one and m ght have been interpreted as a nodel
of an Iroquoian origin nyth. Mrgan, however, was | ooking for
information that was in accord with the dendritic mgrationary node
of prehistory that was fashionable at the time. Hence, he interpreted
t he Nundaweo story as being nerely an indication of how renpte was the
time when their nigrations had taken place.

Morgan's version of the Perrot story resenbles the earlier ones in
general outline, but not in detail. According to Mdrgan, the Iroquois
originally lived near Montreal, in subjugation to the Adirondack, and
there they learned fromtheir nasters how to grow crops. Both the
i dea of subjugation and this unlikely source for |roquoian
agriculture appear to have been Mdrgan's innovations and they are
unsubst antiated by the sources he used. The Iroquois were defeated in
an attenpt to shake off the Al gonkian yoke and were forced to flee to
the Seneca River, where they lived for a tinme. Once in their new
land, they split into five tribes. Myrgan

(5) Conpare the Pueblo Indians of the Southwest. Both the Aztec and
Inca origin nyths tell of their com ng out of caves or holes in the
earth and wandering until they reached their historic honeland. The
Huron believed that in the beginning all the animls had been
inmprisoned in a cave before they were rel eased by |ouskeha.
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described the Indians the French had visited at Hochel aga as being
Huron, al though he decided on the basis of Cartier's descriptions
of their settlements that the Indians encountered farther down-
river, at Stadacona, nust have been Al gonkians. By locating the
Huron along the St. Lawrence, Mrgan began the transformation of
the Perrot-Col den account of the early history of the Five Nations
into a nmore general theory of Iroquoian Origins.

In 1882 Horatio Hal e proposed that Huron and Mohawk were the
two ol dest Iroquoi an | anguages, because their words had the |east
contracted forms. He argued that these two tribes nmust have
remai ned | ongest in the place of origin of the Iroquoi an-speaki ng
peopl es and proposed that the |Iroquoi an-speaki ng peoples as a whol e
had originated in eastern Canada, probably in the vicinity of
Mont r eal .

"the clear and positive traditions of all surviving |Iroquoian

tribes . . . point to the lower St. Lawence as the earliest

abode of their stock . . . centuries before [Cartier's] tine .
the ancestors of the Huron-lroquois famly had dwelt in

this locality, or still farther east and nearer to the river's

mout h. As the nunbers increased, dissensions arose. The hive
swar ned, and band after band noved off to the west and south.”
(Hal e, 1963)

In this way, a sinple account of lroquois origin was finally trans-
fornmed into a general schenme of Iroquoian origins.

Hal e' s theory influenced specul ati on about Iroquoian origins
for the rest of the century. There appears to have been a virtua
nmani a for discovering tribal origins on the St. Lawence. |In 1894,
C. G Wake was to quote with approval a claimthat the Kickapoo
Sac, Fox, Oitawa and Potawatom all said their original hone was in
the St. Lawence Valley. It would be interesting to know to what
degree such clains were based on an unwarranted sel ecti on of data
and to what degree they represent traditions that had won genera
acceptance anong the tribes involved as a result of the center of
much of the northern fur trade being in Mntreal

Wiile the experts in different regions tended to be interested
in the tribes nearest them nbst sought to accommodate their findings
to Hale's general theory. Daniel WIlson (1884) used naterial from
Hal e and C arke to support his argunent that the Huron had origi nated
al ong the banks of the St. Lawence. According to WIlson, the St
Law ence Val l ey had been the honel and of all the Iroquoi an-speaki ng
peopl es, but the Huron had renmi ned behind the | ongest. Like Mrgan
W son believed that Hochel aga was a Huron village and in favor of
this theory he cited sinmlarities between sone of the pottery from
t he Dawson site ("Hochelaga") and that fromhistoric sites in
Huroni a. Wil e such use of archaeol ogi cal evidence marks a
significant newtrend, it nust be noted that no
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detail ed conparisons were offered of the pottery fromthe two

regi ons, nor did archaeol ogi cal evidence play nmore than an auxiliary
role by conparison with historical records and "native traditions"
In 1914, Or described the St. Lawence as the generally adnmitted
home of the Huron, but argued that Hochel aga was a Petun vill age,
since he believed that the Petun were the |last group to nove west.
Later, when the Laurentian hypothesis went out of favor, Or (1921
18-20) accepted an idea originally advanced by Hewitt (1907: 585)
that the Attignawantan and Attingueenongnahac tribes of the Huron
confederacy m ght have developed in western Ontario but that the

Ahr endarr honon and Tohontaenrat, the two tribes that joined the
confederacy about 1590 and 1610, probably cane fromthe St. Lawence
Valley. In this he has been foll owed by Emerson (1954; 1959) and,
nore tentatively, by Elisabeth Tooker (1964: 3).

In 1894 WIIiam Beauchanp made a strenuous effort to identify
t he i nhabitants of Hochel aga as Mhawk. Beauchanp noted an apparent
dearth of prehistoric sites in the historic tribal territory of the
Mohawk and deci ded that they nmust have conme directly fromthe St.
Lawrence Valley in the latter half of the sixteenth century. As WI son
did for the Huron, Beauchanp clainmed that the artifacts fromhistoric
Mohawk sites are very simlar to those fromthe Dawson site, but the
claimwas not based on a detail ed conparison of the material in
question. The main driving force behind his clains remained the
accounts of Lafitau and Perrot.

In 1899 W D. Lighthall proposed a variation on the Laurentian
hypot hesis. He was i npressed by Hal e's evidence concerning the
nor phol ogi cal similarities between the Huron and Mbohawk | anguages,
but did not accept Hale's conclusion that these groups had a comon
origin on the St. Law ence. Beauchanp had argued that the Mhawk
were relative newconers to New York State. On the other hand, the
Jesuit Relations reported that the Huron had said they lived on the
shores of Ceorgian Bay for at least two centuries prior to the
arrival of the French. Lighthall considered it significant that no
claimof simlar antiquity was nade by any other tribes, to his
know edge. - He therefore suggested that the northern Iroquoi an
peopl es had originated in Huronia and that sone of them had noved
eastward and settled in the St. Lawence Valley to becone the
hi storic Mohawk. Structurally this theory is little different from
the Laurentian hypothesis. It assunes dendritic-nigrationary
cul tural devel opnent and | ocates the origin of the northern
I roquoi an- speaki ng peoples within the area they occupied in historic
times. The Laurentian hypothesis proposed the St. Lawence Valley as
the original hone of the Iroquoians, because sonme of them were found
living there at the time of Cartier's arrival but not later.
Li ght hal | proposed Huroni a because of the native tradition of its
| ong occupancy.

The Laurentian and Huroni a hypotheses are also alike in that
both are based on a processual npdel that assumes simlarities
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between closely related cultures to be an archaic residue froma
time when the possessors of these cultures constituted a single
peopl e. Differences between them are seen arising as a result of
internal devel opnent that occurred after the subsequent dispersal of
this people and their breaking up into a number of tribal entities.
The principal role played by migration in these two theories was to
provide the di spersal needed to initiate cultural differentiation

The procedural nodel s underlying both of these hypotheses assigned
a high value to fragnentary historical accounts and to native
traditions, or what were believed to be native traditions, as sources
of information about the past. Hale clearly realized that this was
bei ng done in the absence of evidence of nore reliable sort, but many
other witers displayed much | ess self-awareness. It is clear that for
the nost part archaeol ogi cal and |inguistic evidence was being treated
not as independent sources of information about |roquoian prehistory
but as material that could be used to round out or provide confirmation
of reconstructions of |roquoian prehistory that were based on history
and folklore. In other words at that time history and fol kl ore occupi ed
much the same domi nant position in the study of |roquoian prehistory
t hat archaeol ogi cal evidence does today. It is, however, perhaps
synptomati c of the undevel oped nature of prehistory at that tine that
no effort was nade to synthesize the various traditions about I|roquoian
origins or to survey these traditions in a systematic fashion; each
schol ar seened to sustain a pet theory based on sone |imted anount of
evi dence whi ch he then proceeded to defend against all coners. In part,
this may reflect the difficulties scholars encountered in gaining
access to nmuch of the early documentation about |roquoian culture, npst
of which was not easily available. It also reflects the regionalism
then prevailing in Iroquoian studies.

The Laurentian and Huroni a hypot heses were qui ckly abandoned
around the turn of the century. In particular, this abandonnent
involved a rejection of the procedural nodels on which these theo-
ries were based. Their rejection anbunted to a real revolution
in thinking about Iroquoian origins; a revolution that is the nore
striking because it involved little discussion and no general ex-
pl anation was given for it. Neverthel ess, there seens to have been a
growi ng consensus that scanty historical sources and native
traditions, often of doubtful authority or unknown origin, did
not constitute an adequate basis for the reconstruction of |roquoian
prehistory.

It is significant, however, that for the first tine some
t hought was given to the role of origin nyths in Iroquoian culture
and the Iroquoian attitude towards history in general. Hitherto
such kinds of data had been accepted, w thout any questions being
asked about the role they played in the native culture. In 1916
Par ker (pp. 480-481) devoted several paragraphs to discussing the



18 ONTARIO ARCHAEOLOGY NO. 14

Iroquois view of history. In the npost inportant of these he
observed:

"The witer at one time showed sone of the Lafitau draw ngs of
Iroquoi an villages to a Seneca |Indian, who was a tri bal
authority on the nodern religious cerenpnies of his tribe. "Qur
peopl e never lived that way," he said. Inthis it is seen that
the Iroquois of today have totally forgotten their early
fortifications and architecture, although Cusick in 1&5 wote
of "forts". O another native authority the witer asked the
date when the Iroquois confederacy originated. "Wth the

t eachi ngs of our great ancestor, Handsonme Lake, | think," he
replied. Then he added after hesitation, "No, it was before
that, | renmenber nowit was in the tinme of Dekanaw deh." In

t hese answers, incorrect or uncertain as they are, may be found
material for serious consideration. They point out two men with
whose nanes are |linked two distinct periods of cultural
revolution. Each blotted out the menory of a forner period. The
peopl e of each period systematically forgot the history of the
precedi ng periods. Today the Iroquois of New York base nearly
all their tribal cerenpnies on the doctrines of Handsone Lake
who flourished between 1800 and 1815.

Here Parker stated sonething that shoul d have been noted | ong before:
that the Iroquois and Iroquoi an prehistorians were not interested in
the same kind of history. For the Iroquois, "history" was a guide to
the social, political and noral order in which they lived; to the
latter it was a literal account of what had happened in the past.
Clearly "history" that has been created to satisfy the first aim
cannot be used uncritically to satisfy the second. The pattern of
passing on council names from one office holder to the next and their
lack of interest in geneologies indicate a rejection anong the

I roquoi an- speaki ng peoples of history in the European sense.

Seen in this light, it becomes obvi ous why when Mrgan w shed
to describe the history of the Five Nations, he chose to rely on
the Perrot-Colden tradition rather than on information supplied by
his Iroquois informants. It also explains why, by the | ate nine-
teenth century, the Iroquois were unaware that they had fornerly
lived in fortified villages or why Peter Carke did not seemto
know that his people had ever been nore nunerous or lived differ-
ently that they did after they were driven fromthe shores of Lake
Huron by the Iroquois in 1649. Indeed, there are few better
illustrations of the incapacity of the folklore of certain groups
to preserve accurate traditions over a relatively short period of
time. The tacit realization of this and a growi ng conviction that
the study of traditions froman historical point of view had
reached a point of dimnishing returns seens to have killed the
northern theories of Iroquoian origins.
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ETHNOLOGICALLY BASED THEORIES

A new direction to specul ati ons about |roquoian origins seens to
have been initiated by a growi ng awareness of the linguistic
affiliations between the northern Iroquoi an | anguages and Cher okee.
Simlarities between the two had been recogni sed as early as 1798 by
Barton. Horatio Hale gave formal expression to his belief in a
genetic affinity between Cherokee and Iroquois in 1883 and in 1891
Cher okee was cl assified as an Iroquoi an | anguage by J. W Powell in
Indian Linguistic Families of Anerica North of Mexico. Thus advances
inthe field of linguistics had the effect of enlarging the frane of
reference for |roquoi an studies.

The foundations for a new theory of Iroquoian origins were laid
in the |ast decade of the nineteenth century. In 1894, Beau-chanp
(p. 62), still much influenced by the procedural nodels of the
past, noted that certain Iroquoian traditions seened to indicate a
western origin, but he chose to disregard them Later, he seens to
have postul ated a southern origin for Iroquoian culture, although
he did not publish his ideas. The record of themis preserved in
Lighthall's (1899: 200) nention of sonme |etters Beauchanp had
witten him

In 1904 the main principles of the southern hypothesis were
spelled out by H M Lloyd in his annotations to a new addition of
Morgan's The League of the Iroquois. Lloyd did not see the
Northeast as a suitable place of origin for an agricultural people
and he rejected Mdrgan's suggestion that the Iroquois had | earned
about agriculture fromthe Adirondack, whom he describes as "nere
hunters and fishers". The lIroquois, in his opinion were nore |likely
to have | earned about agriculture fromtribes such as the Illinois,
Powhat an or Otawa. (6) LlIoyd suggested that the Iroquoi ans had
originated in the vicinity of Puget Sound. He gave no reason for
choosing this area, but perhaps it was because the tribes there had
matrilineal clans; according to Mdrgan such resenbl ances are an
i ndicati on of comon origin. (7) Fromthere the |Iroquoi ans wandered
east and sonewhere in the M ssissippi Valley they |earned about
agriculture and how to build permanent villages. At that point the
Cherokee split off fromthe rest.

The Onondaga, Onei da, Mbhawk and Huron migrated north of Lake Erie,

(6) Early in the seventeenth century, the latter grew corn al ong
the shore of Georgi an Bay.

(7) It should be noted that in 1869 Mrgan hinsel f postul ated
that the Colunbia River region with its rich sal non resources was a
possi bl e place for the expansion of |ndian popul ation.
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whil e the Cayuga, Seneca and Erie settled south of the G eat Lakes.
Much of the rest of Lloyd' s reconstruction is nerely a variant of
Lighthall's specul ations, with sonme further el aborations. According
to Ll oyd, the Onondaga, Onei da and Mohawk continued to press for-ward
along the north shore of Lake Ontario. At Kingston, the Onondaga
turned south into New York State. The Mbhawk, however, continued down
the St. Lawence as far as Quebec City, where they were found |iving
when Cartier arrived. Gther Indians from south-western Ontario
identified as Huron, settled at Hochel aga. After 1535, the Mhawk
drove the Huron from Hochel aga and settled there thensel ves. Wth
this as their capital, they ruled nost of the St. Lawence Vall ey.
Their close friends, the Oneida, were already in contact with the
Onondaga and by 1450 the Onei da, Onondaga, Cayuga and Seneca had
fornmed the nucleus of the Iroquois confederacy. After this tine there
was a hunters' quarrel between the Hochel agan- Mohawks and the

Al gonkians and this led to a joint Huron-Al gonkian attack on

Hochel aga that forced its inhabitants to flee south and join the

I roquoi s confederacy about 1570.

Ll oyd' s specul ati on about a M ssissippian origin for the Iro-
quoi s was stinulated by an attenpt to account for new |linguistic
data. A new procedural trend can be seen in the grow ng use of
et hnol ogi cal data, particularly to back up his specul ati ons about
the earliest origins of the Iroquoian peoples. This tendency was to
becone increasingly strong in later studies. On the other hand,

Ll oyd continued to enploy the dendritic-mgrationary nodel of

I roquoi an devel opnent and by incorporating nmany general ly accepted
specul ati ons about specific tribal origins he nmanaged to produce a
pseudo- hi story of unparalleled conplexity. It is questionable how
aware he was of the precise evidence on which these specul ati ons had
been built. After 1904, we note a tendency to treat as historica
facts earlier specul ations about the origin of specific tribes.

Mor eover, every effort was made to fit these various specul ations
into the currently accepted general framework of |roquoian
prehistory. Thus, while the outline of Iroquoian prehistory were
changed, the local reconstructions remained intact, but |ike the

el ements in a kal ei doscope, they changed their individual
relationship to one another to acconmpdate thenselves to the new
general theory. Through this process, which we may term i ncor po-
ration, many ol d ideas about |roquoian culture history not only
nanaged to outlive their useful ness, but by being divorced fromthe
procedural nodels that had created them passed the point where they
could be intelligently assessed or criticised

In 1906 David Boyl e espoused the southern hypothesis. He argued
that there was nothing specific about Iroquoian culture to connect
it with the north, while its rituals and agricultural practises
definitely seemed to be southern. He suggested that the origina
home of these tribes was in Kentucky and southern Chio.

Ll oyd's theory inspired Parker's (1916) influential paper,
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The Oigin of the Iroquois as Suggested by their Archaeol ogy. Parker
noted that the theories of a northern origin were "not entirely

wi t hout serious flaws". Many of the Five Nations' nyths,
particularly those that spoke of a tree "with |l ong sword-1ike"

| eaves suggested a southern origin. He also noted that many features
of lroquois culture, such as the corn-beans-squash conpl ex, the
torture of prisoners and the distinction between civil and mlitary
chiefs seened to cone fromthe south. These, as well as

a possible rel ationship between the Iroquoi an and Caddoan | anguages
Parker interpreted as evidence of a southern origin for the Iro-
quoi s. Wil e he nade an extensive review of Iroquoi an archaeol ogy,
the main purpose of this review was to prove that |roquoian culture
had little tine depth in the Northeast and showed few devel opnent a
trends. Assenbl ages that we now know were early |roquoi an were
interpreted as m xtures of Iroquoian and Al gonkian culture resulting
fromcontacts between these two peopl es.

Par ker proposed to | ocate the ancestors of the Iroquoian fanmly
near the nmouth of the Chio River. Already they were agricultural
sedentary and had fortified villages. G adually, they pushed their
way up the Chio Valley, the Cherokee | eading the way. There they
overcane the Mund Buil ders and acquired certain traits fromthem
Jeal ousi es arose and the other Iroquoian tribes, along with their
allies, the Del aware, drove the Cherokee across the Appal achi ans.
Still raided by the Cherokee, the Huron and Neutral began to push
their way into southwestern Ontario, while related groups fought
their way along the north shore of Lake Ontario to the nouth of the
St. Lawrence. Meanwhile the Erie, Seneca, Susquehannock and
Tuscarora settled south of the Geat Lakes. For a
time all of the grouPs along the St. Lawence had their headquarters
near Montreal. Soon, however, the Onondaga noved south into Jefferson
County. Adirondack raids forced the Mohawk, Oneida and Onondaga to
forma | eague, which later took in the Seneca and Cayuga. The
princi pal differences between LI oyd and Parker are their views
concerning the steps involved in the formati on of the Iroquois
confederacy. These are nmatters of a totally speculative nature, that
were in no way capable of resolution within the frame-work the two nmen
wer e using.

Parker was careful to point out that he regarded his theory
as a "working hypothesis ... for the benefit of further discussion".
Wthout any further docunmentation, however, it was soon accepted as a
valid framework for the interpretation of Iroquoian culture history.
By 1919, R B. Or (pp. 13-17) was expressing the opinion that the
nort hern hypot hesis never had any solid evidence to back it up and
clained that it was based entirely on the fact that Cartier had found
I roquoi an-speakers in the St. Lawence Valley early in the sixteenth
century. For alnost thirty years the southern hypothesis was to
remain the dom nant theory of Iroquoian origins.
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The nost inmportant theoretical exposition to be witten during
these years was Wlliam N Fenton's (1940) Problens Arising fronm the
Hi storic Northeastern Position of the Iro%ois. A though Fenton was
not certain that the northern Iroquoi an-speaki ng peopl es had ever
lived in the Southeast, he argued that the principal features of their
culture, such as clans, noieties, town councils and conmunity-centered
agricultural rituals, were not only fundamental to |Iroquoian culture
but also its oldest attributes. North-ern features, such as
shamani stic curing societies and birchbark canoes, were seen as a thin
veneer of culture that had been acquired after the |roquoi ans had
arrived in their historical honeland. Wile Fenton went to
consi derabl e lengths to stress continuing diffusion as one nmeans by
which traits of southeastern origin were transmtted to the Iroquois,
even in historic times, the principal nodel that is inplicit in his
thinking is a dendritic-mgrationary one

It is thus clear that the processual nodel that underlay the
sout hern hypot hesis was the sane one that previously had been asso-
ciated with the Laurentian and Huroni a hypot heses. The vari ous
northern Iroquoi an cultures of historic tines continued to be vi ewed
as derived fromthe breakup of a single U-culture which contained
the basic features that had renmai ned comon to all |roquoian
cultures in later tines. Wiat had changed was the idea about the
original homeland of this Ur-culture. G ow ng awareness of the
status of Cherokee as an Iroquoi an | anguage and of the features that
the Iroquoi an and sout heastern cultures had in comon turned
schol ars' eyes away fromthe frozen north as a cradle of Iroquoian
culture and towards the south, exposed as it was to ' Mesoanerican
i nfl uences.

What did change when the southern hypothesis was introduced was
t he procedural nodel that was used. Although traditions continued to
be cited in support of various theories, the nain evidence that was
produced to support the new reconstructions of |roquoian culture
hi story was ethnol ogi cal. The archaeol ogi cal evidence, insofar as it
was used, was interpreted in terns of a mgrationary nodel. Sites were
assigned either to the Iroquoians or to the Al gonkian peopl es who were
presuned to have preceeded themin the Northeast. These two groups of
cultures were believed to be clearly distinct; creating a sharp break
in the archaeol ogical record that was bridged only by a few sites in
which a "mxed culture" occurred. The goal s of Iroquoi an archaeol ogy
were seen as being to prove that the Iroquoian occupation of the
Nort heast had a shallow time depth during which very little culture
change had taken place. The close simlarities between historic and
pre-historic Iroquoian sites was a comon thene. This was interpreted
toindicate that little cultural change had taken place since the
I roquoi ans had arrived in the Northeast and in fact served to rule out
an interest inin situ changes in Iroquoian culture. For the nost
part, the archaeol ogical record of the Iroquoian occupation
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of the Northeast was considered sufficiently well-known that for a
consi der abl e period archaeol ogi sts switched their interest to the
pre-lroquoi an "Al gonki an cultures" of the region. This was espe-
cially true in New York State. There, the very infortant work of
WlliamA Ritchie did, however, provide the basis for a reinter-
pretation of the culture history of the whole region once the
sout hern hypot hesi s was abandoned.

The real failure of the archaeol ogical data in terns of the
sout hern hypothesis was to provide evidence of the original honel and
of the Iroquoians and of the routes by which they had arrived in the
Northeast. It was hoped, however, that work farther south would
eventual |y provide the solutions to these problens. Manwhile, the
greatest source of support for the southern hypo-thesis was found in
the real m of ethnol ogy. Those features of I|roquoian culture that
resenbled traits in the Southeast were judged to constitute the ol dest
and basic substratum of northern lroquoian culture; traits that were
clearly of Northeastern origin were judged to be recent accretions of
a superficial nature. A similar approach was adopted for expl aining
simlarities and differences between the historic Iroquoi an and non-
I roquoi an cultures of the Northeast. The I|roquoian features of
Del aware culture, for exanple, generally were explained as a product
of recent cultural diffusion. Conversely the northern riverine
adaptation of the Iroquoian that Cartier had encountered around Quebec
City was seen as resulting fromthe collapse of Iroquoian culture in an
i n-hospi tabl e northern environment (Fenton 1940: 172, 167). Wthout a
careful control over the tenporal dinmension, which only archaeol ogica
data can provide, such specul ations were entirely reasonabl e;
unfortunately, they also remained con®l etely inconclusive

The southern hypothesis also | ent support to a special brand of
interpretation of historic intertribal relationships in the
Nort heast. The northern Irof%oians were seen as being intrusive. A
di sputes between Al gonki an and |roquoi an- speaki ng groups were
interpreted as being occasioned by Al gonkian efforts to regain their
lost territory (Hunt 1940: 15-16). There was even suspicion that the
Huron trade with the northern Al gonkians was an act of "treason"
that had led to their war with the lIroquois. Speculations of this
sort were indulged in in spite of the fact that in early historic
times warfare anong the |roquoians was at | east
as common as it was between Al gonkian and |roquoi an-speaki ng groups.

The period in which the southern hypothesis was dom nant was
the one in which ethnol ogi cal data played a key role in thinking
about the past. Oral traditions, linguistic evidence and archaeo-

I ogi cal findings were made use of in so far as they tended to con-
firmspecul ati ons based on ethnol ogi cal data. The southern

hypot hesi s remai ned conservative inasmuch as it was based on a view
of cultural processes identical to that on which previous hypot heses
had been based. It therefore managed to incorporate
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into the new reconstruction of Iroquoian culture history |arge
nunmbers of theories about specific tribes and their history that
had been arrived at previously. Utinately, however, the theory
was beneficial because the ethnol ogi cal specul ations that were
related to it began to pronpt a closer and nore critical exam -
nation of the processual nobdel on which it had been constructed

AN ARCHAEOLOGICALLY—BASED THEORY

If the concept of nigration had | ong been part of the stock-in-
trade of culture historians; the concept of diffusion was scarcely
l ess so. Indeed, the two concepts have been closely linked in
ant hropol ogi cal theorizing and it was unlikely that even when one of
them was preferred for specul ating about the culture history of a
particular region, this speculation would go on forever w thout the
ot her concept being considered. Parker clearly believed that an
original Iroquoian culture had becone fragnented into triba
di vi sions, but he also noted, very perspicaciously, that nmuch of the
unity of Iroquoian culture since that time nust have been mai ntai ned
by the communication that existed anbng the' various tribes. In 1916
(pp. 480-81) he canme close to formul ating somet hi ng approachi ng the
in situ theory of Iroquoian cultural devel oprment:

"650 years ago, might not Iroquois art and artifacts have
been different? O, if there were no Iroquois in this region
then, mght they not have had differently decorated pottery,
for exanple, when they cane than that which | ater devel oped
and is known as |roquoi an?"

Unfortunately, Parker was firmy committed to the dendritic-mgra-
tionary nodel and he did not pursue the inportant inplications of
this observation. In 1940, however, Fenton stressed the inportance
of diffusion in the devel opnent of at |east some aspects of

I roquoi an culture. These suggestions that internal devel opment and
di ffusion nmight have had a role in the devel opnment of |roquoian
culture independently of migration played an inportant part in
preparing |roquoi anists to accept a new nodel of |roquoian cultura
evol ution.

Thus in 1944 the field was ready for Janes B. Giffin's
proposal that the Iroquoian peoples had been living in the North-
east for a longer period that prehistorians had hitherto believed
and that the historic lIroquoian cultures of the Northeast might
have devel oped out of the so-called pre-lroquoian cultures in that
region. The main thrust of Giffin's argunent was for the first
tinme an archaeol ogi cal one; nanely, that no evidence of the
ant ecedents of Iroquoian culture had been found anywhere in the
Sout heast or traces of migration routes in the Chio Valley or



TRI GGER: STRATEGY OF | ROQUA AN PREHI STCRY 25

el sewhere. Under these circunstances, it becane reasonable to
enquire if there were not antecedents for Iroquoian culture in the
Northeast itself. Giffin suggested that Iroquoian culture devel oped
in sonme fashion out of the Hopewell conplex of the M ddl e Wodl and
period. According to Giiffin, the Iroquoians probably mgrated north
at this tinme and devel oped a regional variant of Hopewellian culture
fromwhich the historic Iroquoian cultures were derived. The sane
year, Bertram Krause (1944) published a paper entitled

Accul turation, a New Approach to the Iroquoian Problem This paper
stressed nore strongly than ever before the role of diffusion in the
devel opment of Iroquoian culture, although it stopped short of
explicitly rejecting the dendritic-mgrationary nodel. One of the
nost interesting substantive contributions of this paper was its
enphasi s upon the cultural continuity fromUren tinmes through to the
historic period in the section of Ontario directly north of Lake
Erie. In 1952 Russell Harper proposed an evol utionary sequence for

t he devel opment of Iroquoian culture in the historic Huron region.
Unfortunately, Harper's conclusions were overshadowed by Ridley's
(1952a; 1952b) suggestion that the popul ati on associated with the
prehistoric Lal onde culture, which devel oped in Huronia out of a
Uren and Webb (M ddl eport) base, expanded to give rise first to the
eastern tribes of the Iroquois and |later to the historic Seneca

Erie and Neutral, as well as to the Huron thensel ves.

This theory of Ridley was a revival or recreation of Light-
hal | 's Huronia hypothesis. Like earlier work, it was based on a
dendritic-migrationary view of Iroquoian cultural devel opnent, even
i f archaeol ogi cal evidence had now replaced native traditions or
ethnol ogi cal trait distributions as the cornerstone of his
docunentation. Ridley clearly was protesting the effort to attribute
a mgrationary origin to Huron culture and rightly insisted that
proper attention should be paid to the archaeol ogi cal evidence of
unbroken cul tural devel opment in Huronia. Unfortunately, he did not
extend a simlar concern to the archaeol ogical record of other
regions. The result was a Huronia-centered mgration theory of
Iroquoian origins rather than a contribution to the in situ theory.

The honor for establishing upon a firmbasis what has come to be
called the in situ hypothesis clearly belongs to Richard S. MacNei sh
and his publication Iroquois Pottery Types (1952). In this study
MacNei sh concentrated on denponstrating that the pottery types
associated with all the historic northern |Iroquoi an peoples could be
shown to have evolved fromlocal M ddl e Wodl and antecedents
MacNei sh concl uded that during the Onasco period, which he dated c.
A.D. 600-1100, a nore or |ess honpgeneous Point Peninsula culture
gave rise to four regional subdivisions. This he felt, represented
the primary differentiation of the proto-Ilroquoians into triba
units. The npbst easterly regional variant (represented by the
W ckham Castle Creek and Bai nbridge sites) was probably
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ancestral Mhawk, while the related north-central variant (Pillar
Poi nt and Cal kins Farn) seened to be ancestral Onondaga-Oneida. In
western New York State the Levanna to Canandai gua sequence
apparently gave rise to Cayuga and Seneca, while in Ontario an
Onasco variant produced the ancestral Neutral-Erie and Huron cul -
tures.

Basic to MacNeish's theory was the rejection of the processua
nodel of migration that had domi nated |roquoian studies up to this
time. In place of it, Iroquoian culture was seen devel oping as a
cul tural horizon anong people already living in the Northeast. The
various cultural features that the northern Iroquoi an peoples had in
conmon in historic times were perhaps to a small degree an archaic
resi due fromthe Point Peninsula culture, but the npst distinctive
features of the Iroquoian culture pattern were the result of shared
common devel opment at a later date. Through pottery types, McNeish
felt able to trace the devel opment of |ocal groups, each of which
was represented by local traditions within this field of shared
cul tural devel opnent. Probably because of his concentration on
pottery types, MacNeish chose to stress |ocal continua of
devel opnent rather than the interconnections between different
I roquoi an groups. The result was a nodel that rejected migration and
stressed | ocal devel opnent, |eaving open the further question of the
relative inportance of the roles played by on-the-spot innovation
and di ffusion. This procedure was, of course, perfectly reasonable
in view of the need to counteract the view that nmigration was the
primary explanation of cultural differences anong the various
northern |roquoi an groups.

MacNei sh's theory al so effected a major change in procedura
nodel s. Archaeol ogi cal evidence for the first tinme had cone to play a
key role in the interpretation of Iroquoian prehistory. The answers it
provi ded were not only clear, but revolutionary. Mreover, the
I roquoi an ar chaeol ogy of the Northeast was far from exhausted.

Addi tional fieldwork could sinultaneously test MacNei sh's genera
theory and refine its specific details. No theory of Iroquoian culture
history up to this tine had the power to generate so nmuch new data
capable of testing it on its own grounds. The result was a renai ssance
of Iroquoi an archaeol ogy.

CRI TI QUE

The vitality of the in situ theory is shown by the anpbunt of
research and thinking that it has generated over the past sixteen
years. It should also be noted that all the archaeol ogi cal findings
during this period have served to strengthen rather than
weaken it as a general nodel for Iroquoian prehistory. It is not
surprising that various nodifications in detail have been made to
MacNei sh' s original reconstruction during this period. Anong these
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is the growing recognition that the historic Oneida and Mbhawk cul -
tures are nore closely related than are the Onei da and Onondaga ones.
It is not ny purpose, however, to discuss revisions of a purely
descriptive or historical sort for their own sake. Instead | wish to
investigate some of the theoretical inplications of the in situ nodel
itself.

CHARACTERI STICS COF THE IN SI TU THECRY

(a) An anti-migrationary bias.

The first and npbst obvious feature of the theory of Iroquoian in
situ developnent is that it is based on a nodel of cultural
devel oprment that minimnizes the inmportance of nigration as a source of
culture change. Iroquoian culture is viewed as having evol ved am dst
popul ati ons that were resident in the Northeast at an earlier period
No sudden incursions of new popul ati ons are seen as having occurred
during the course of this devel opment, nor are such incursions
postul ated as being in any way necessary to explain the record of
cul tural devel opnent as we now understand it. Wile individua
I roquoi ans undoubtedly noved fromtribe to tribe and while there is
hi storic evidence of intermarriage between |roquoi ans and nei ghbouri ng
Al gonki ans peoples, the resulting gene flow was gradual and the
cultural inplications of this behavior were not such as to disrupt
| ocal sequences of developnent. The in situ theory thus rejects any
maj or connection between novenents of people and cul tural devel opnent
in the Northeast during the period of Iroquoian cultural devel opnment.

It should be noted that this rejection of a mgrationary node
by Iroquoi anists follows a nore general trend in archaeol ogy.
Since 1945 there has been growi ng disillusionment with mgrationary
expl anations of cultural change in different parts of the world and
an effort has been made to perceive evidence of continuous cultural
devel opment in different regions. In a striking nunber of cases it
has been found that an inpression of discontinuity in the
archaeol ogi cal record has, in fact, resulted froma |ack of
sufficient archaeol ogi cal data. The mgrationary nodel encouraged the
acceptance of such gaps as having an historical reality and
interpreting them as evidence of cultural discontinuities. Today a
nodel of continuous local cultural devel opnment encourages
archaeol ogists to seek to fill-in apparent cultural gaps. Efforts to
do this frequently neet with success and serve to elimnate fal se
di scontinuities fromthe archaeol ogi cal record; where these efforts
fail, they are neverthel ess useful because they help to confirmthat
the originally postulated migration has taken place. Hence a grow ng
nunmber of archaeol ogi sts are taking the stand that one should assune
conti nuous | ocal devel opnent unl ess evidence to the contrary can be
produced. Considerations of this sort underly the very stringent
rul es that Rouse (1958) has proposed for con-firmng that a
postul ated migration has taken place. The initial
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assunption of continuous devel opment thus becones a procedura
nodel of grow ng i nportance.

The effects of this re-orientation can be seen in recent
archaeol ogi cal studies and interpretations of archaeol ogica
findings in the Northeast. A growi ng nunber of archaeol ogi sts now
attenpt to invoke the minimal anobunt of novement necessary to
expl ain Iroquoi an cultural devel opnent. This has been particularly
successful in New York State where the cutlines of archaeol ogi cal
sequence |l eading to the historic Mhawk, Seneca and Onondaga are
being traced in the general vicinity of their historic triba
territory. Efforts along these |ines are encouragi ng archaeol ogi sts
to re-exanmi ne, and where possible to elimnate, the | ast vestiges
of the migrationary hypothesis that becane incorporated into
MacNei sh' s reconstruction of Iroquoian prehistory. MacNei sh saw t he
early Ontario Iroquoian cul ture devel opi ng along the north shore of
Lake Erie, with the Huron and Petun migrating northward by way of
the Toronto region some-tine after A .D. 1530. This reconstruction
has now been rejected in favor of one that views the Uren and
M ddl eport cultures (A. D. 1300-1400) as covering nost of southern
Ontario west of Kingston, with the Huron-Petun and Neutral -Erie
cultures crystallizing out of the latter nore-or-less in their
historic tribal areas. The various novenents of population that are
now count enanced in Ontario are those of some of the Huron tribes
north from the Toronto area and west out of the Trent Valley into
hi storic Huronia and a drift of the Neutral population eastward. It
shoul d be noted that the precise routes followed in these
m croni grati ons have not yet been worked out indetail

A second feature of the elder mgrationary reconstructions
of Iroquoian prehistory that. MacNeish incorporated into his in
situ theory was the belief that some of the historic eastern
"oquoi s tribes were descended from groups that had been living
inthe St. Lawence Valley as late as the sixteenth century. Using
archaeol ogi cal data, MacNeish (1952: 71) shoved conclusively that the
Mohawk were not involved in these migrations as earlier witers had
assurmed on the basis of alleged native traditions. However, he
suggested that the Onondaga or Oneida were, although he provided no
evi dence of migration routes to back up this suggestion (pp. 71-72).
Recent work seens to indicate that at least a major portion of the
Onondaga and Onei da developed in situ in or near their historic
tribal territories (Tuck 1968). More-over, recent work in the St.
Law ence Valley is producing evidence of a |ong, apparently unbroken
sequence of developnent in that area. There is growi ng evi dence of
cultural variation in different parts of the valley and this suggests
that nore than one group of people, perhaps several |roquoian-
speaking tribes, lived. in this area. Thus it becomes necessary to
consider as an alternative hypothesis that the cultural simlarities
between the St. Lawrence Iroquoian culture or cultures and the so-
cal |l ed Onondaga one nay
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be attributable to diffusion rather than to ethnic identity. This is
especially so because of the very general nature of the conparisons

t hat have been nade so far between the material culture associated with
these two groups. MacNeish's conparisons, in particular, were based on
smal|l sanples and in his effort to arrange sites into devel opnenta
sequences, tenporal factors were enphasi zed at the expense of giving
detail ed consideration to regional variations. It is also worth noting
that none of the evidence produced to date for the St. Lawence Vall ey
suggests either a rapid advance of "Laurentian Iroquois" culture down
the St. Lawence around A.D. 1100 or its retreat into New York State
after 1535 (Trigger 1968). In another paper (Trigger 1962a) | have
suggested that the Iroquoian inhabitants of the St. Lawence Valley may
have di sappeared as a result of tribal conflicts that arose over the
fur trade in the course of the sixteenth century, nuch as the Huron,
Neutral and Erie did a century later. Wiile refugees fromthese groups
may have joined other tribes, the desire to derive sone historic triba
entity intoto fromthe St. Lawence |Iroquoi ans seens to be an over-
zeal ous application of the direct historical approach. The effective

di sappearance of an entire people or group of peoples through the death
and wi de dispersal of their menbers coul d have happened as easily in
the sixteenth century as it did in the seventeenth. Wile nuch nore
wor k must be done on the Iroquoian cultures of the St. Lawence Valley
before the history of this region becones clear, it is worth
renenbering that the comonly accepted interpretation of the fate of
these cultures is a relatively uncritical incorporation into the in
situ theory of a culture historical reconstruction that was originally
part of the Laurentian hypothesis.

(b) An anti-dendritic, pro-diffusionary bias.

In the Laurentian and sout hern hypotheses the dendritic nodel of
cul tural devel opment was closely linked with the migrationary one. In_
Iroquois Pottery Types, MacNeish did not attenpt to examine in detai
the inplications of the rejection of the nigrationary nodel for
under st andi ng the general processes of Iroquoian cultural devel opnent.
Indeed, in spite of certain references to the role of diffusion, it is
clear from MacNeish'sreconstructi on of Iroquoian prehistory that he
implicitly accepted a dendritic nodel of cultural devel opnent.
MacNei sh concei ved of the various |roquoian ceranic conpl exes of
historic times as being the product of gradual changes in the course
of which, by Ovasco tinmes, a nore-or-less uniform Point Peninsul a
culture had given rise to a limted nunber of regional traditions,
which in turn differentiated to produce the still |arger nunber of
tribal cultures that were encountered in historic tines.

Until recently, relatively little concern has been expressed
about this aspect of MacNeish's theoretical framework. However, a
consi derabl e advance in the overall conceptualization of I|ro%ioian
prehistory was nmade in James V. Wight's (1966) The Ontario
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Iroquois Tradition. Wight made convergence an essential aspect of
his reconstruction of Iroquoian cultural developrment in Ontario and
as we shall see, also nmade anple provision for diffusion in his
overal | nodel of Iroquoian cultural devel opnent. Neverthel ess, in
his formal nomencl ature he continues to adhere to a dendritic nodel
Wi ght conceives of Iroquoian prehistory in terns of three
traditions that give rise to the Mhawk- Onei da- Onondaga; Seneca-
Cayuga- Susquehannock; and the Neutral -Eri e-Huron-Petun tribes
respectively. Wight's reconstruction differs significantly from
that of MacNeish in that it nmakes no attenpt to trace these tradi-
tions back to a common source

MacNei sh's version of the in situ theory tended to assune that
once tribal groups were forned, they remained isolated fromone
another, as a result of either geographical or cultural factors, and
that the primary source of change was innovation within each group
Thus local innovation eventually led to the cultural differentiation
of one group from anot her. Change was consequently primarily a
process of differentiation. A local innovation nodel of this
narrow y conceived variety is clearly a variant of the diverging or
dendritic nodel of cultural process and is better suited to
describing the cultural differentiation of expanding and m grating
groups of people than it is for analysing the devel opnent of a
cultural horizon. The identification of the in situ theory with such
a processual nodel has caused Iroquoi an ethnol ogi sts the greatest
difficulty in sharing the archaeol ogists' enthusiasmfor it. As we
shall see, innovation that brings about |ocal changes was only one
of the forces at work bringing about northern Iroquoian cultura
devel opnent.

The nost obvi ous weakness of a too great reliance upon a | oca
innovation nodel is its assunption that for the nost part, traits that
are widespread and are shared by a nunber of different, although
historically related, peoples tend to be older than traits that are
specific to individual groups of peoples. In terns of what
et hnol ogi sts know about Iroquoian culture, this assunption appears to
be patently fal se. Basic and conmpn features of nobst |roquoian
cultures, such as their agricultural system |onghouses, fortified
villages, warfare patterns and political system as well as archaeo-
logical traits such as globular cooking pots with incised decoration
are not all of equal antiquity nor are they likely to have been re-
invented i ndependently by each of the Iroquoi an-speaking tribes. The
geogr aphi cal proximty of these tribes makes the latter process highly
unlikely. It is clear that while in the early stages of the
devel opment of the in situ theory diffusion was not enphasized as an
i nportant concept; given the in situ theory, diffusion is essential to
expl ain northern Iroquoi an cul tural devel oprment.

Wil e historic northern lIroquoian culture may be seen as
havi ng devel oped out of a nore-or-less simlar Mddl e Wodl and
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soci oeconomic mlieu, very little of the unity of Iroquoian culture
that has so i npressed the ethnol ogists can be described as archaic
resi due. Mdst of these common features appear to be the result of
shared devel opnent in later tines, in the sane sense that European
industrial civilization is a product of common devel opnent invol ving
nmany ethnic groups. The key to this shared devel opnent is, of course
di ffusion; both of traits invented by the northern |Iroquoi an peopl es
fromone tribe to another and of ideas fromoutside, particularly
fromthe south, into the Iroquoian culture area. Once this is

adm tted, our very concept of an Iroquoian culture pattern requires
nodi fication. Al though the northern Iroquoi an | anguages may have
facilitated the flow of ideas fromone group to another, the spread
and acceptance of new i deas need not necessarily have affected al

I roquoi an groups to the same degree nor was their spread restricted
to lroquoi an-speakers. After all, the Pueblo culture pattern in the
Sout h-west was shared by a nunber of tribes speaking several wholly
unrel ated | anguages (Byers 1961). It is clear that some Al gonkian
tribes living nearby were active participants in the devel opment of
certain features of Iroquoian culture rather than nerely the
beneficiaries of what was happeni ng anong the Iroquoi an- speakers
(MacNei sh 1952: 74). Mhawk and Mahican pottery appears to have

di verged from a comon ancestor no | ess than Susquehannock and Cayuga
(Wtthoft 1959: 39) and the diffusion of pottery styles fromthe
Susquehannock to the Miunsee, or fromthe Huron to the Al gonkians of
the upper Great Lakes region, was probably a process little different
fromthat which took place between any two Iroquoian tribes.

Under these conditions, a new interpretation of the fishing and
hunting orientation of the Iroquoians that Cartier encountered in the
vicinity of Quebec City becones possible. This group, which seens to
have had a basic subsistence pattern little different fromthat of
adj acent Al gonki an- speaki ng peopl es used to be described as having
"adapt ed thensel ves toward an Al gonki an type of hunting and fi shing
econony, although they had taken maize agriculture as far northeast
as Quebec" (Fenton 1940: 172). Today, they can alternatively be
viewed as an Iroquoian grouP that had not accepted the nore conplex
patterns of intensive agriculture that mark their nei ghbours to the
sout hwest. Only archaeol ogical data will be able to resolve which of
these two views is the correct one. Nevertheless, if we accept the
full inplications of the in situ theory, it is no nore surprising to
find Iroquoi an- speaki ng peopl es who did not participate in inportant
phases of so-called Iroquoian cultural devel opnment than it is to find
Al gonki an- speakers who did. The nain point to remenber is that we are
dealing with the cultural devel opnent of a region; a devel opnent in
which linguistic affinities are only one factor affecting
comuni cation, interaction and common devel opnent.
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(c) The independent study of individual cultural traits

The migrationary approach to Iroquoian culture history encou-
raged the study of the devel opment of archaeol ogical cultures as
whol es. Linguistic and cultural differences were all seen as
resulting froma single process; the ethnic differentiation of an
originally honbgeneous popul ati on. However, once diffusion is
recogni zed as playing an inmportant role in Iroquoian cultura
devel opnment, it becones necessary to exami ne the history of each
attribute of Iroquoian culture separately fromthe rest. It is
i npossi ble froman a priori point of viewto predict what the
di ffusion pattern of one trait will be fromthat of another. This
ki nd of approach is supplementary to the study of the devel opment
of cultural wholes, but is an essential one if we are to gain an
under st andi ng of Iroquoian culture history that is in harnony with
our understanding of the cultural processes that have nol ded the
I roquoi an way of life. The tendency to study the devel opment of
cul tural assenbl ages at the expense of individual itens of culture
has been all the greater because nobst |roquoi an archaeol ogi sts have
concentrated their work in one particular region. The effect of this
has been an undue enphasis on the peculiar characteristics of each
region and a | ack of awareness of the characteristics that these
regi ons share in comon (Ritchie 1961: 27).

MacNei sh (1952: 73) drew attention to this problem when he
noted the occurence of all the so-called "Mhawk" pottery types in
t he "Onondaga- Onei da series". He described this as an exanpl e of
"intra-cultural influence". It seens clear to me that if we are to
understand |roquoi an prehistory in a realistic manner, grow ng
attention nmust be paid to mapping the distribution of individua
attributes of Iroquoian archaeological culture at different points
intime. In this way we should be able to | earn much about the
origin and diffusion of individual traits throughout the Northeast.
In particular, investigation of the origin and spread of pottery
attributes seens to ne to be of special value at this tine.

The rel ationship between this kind of study and nore traditiona
studi es of the devel opnent of particular cultural assemnblages is
anal ogous to the rel ationship between Wl lentheorie and "fanmly tree"
studies in linguistics. There, the study of the influences that
adj acent | anguages and di al ects have upon one another is seen not as
conflicting with, but rather as being conplenmentary to, the study of
the genetic relationship between different |anguages. Mreover, no
conflict is seen between tracing the gradients in particular traits
fromone | anguage to another and tracing the devel opment and
di vergence of whol e | anguages.

Uilising a diffusionary nodel, one would predict that groups
that lived near one another for considerable lengths of tine would
tend to have nore traits in common than would groups separated by
greater distances. There is growi ng evidence that archaeol ogists
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recogni ze this to be the case. For exanple, James V. Wight (1966:
3) has recently suggested that:

"The pattern of relationships anbng the Iroquoian tribes of the
Nort heast appears to be alnmpst circular, and the resulting
cultural interplay relegates . . . postulated (regional)
traditions to the role of taxonomc tools . . . For exanple

t he Seneca possess a closer relationship to neighbouring Ontario

Iroquoi (an) 'Traditi on menbers than do either the Cayuga Orthe
Susquehannock. Both of the latter tribes, on the other hand
reflect closer relationships to the Mhawk- Onondaga- Onei da
Tradition than does the Seneca tribe."

If popul ation novenents in the Northeast have been mninmal since about
A.D. 500, cultural differences should by and large follow clines of
variation, rather than there being sharp breaks. Wiere this is not the
case, special factors, either geographical or cultural, nust be sought
out. For the npbst part clinal variation seens to prevail. It does not
appear to be an accident that the two poles of Iroquoian cultura
variation can be represented by the Huron and Mohawk cul tures
respectively, with the approxi mati on of other cultures to these two
types being largely a function of distance. In early tines, when

I roquoi an settlement was nore widely and thinly distributed, clinal
vari ation seens to have been even nore gradual. This suggests that as we
nove further into the past, the boundaries between cultures, which in
historic tines are generally well-defined because of the tendency of
closely related sites to be grouped together in well-defined clusters,
nmay becone increasingly arbitrary and their definitions increasingly
heuri stic.

The inplications of the acceptance of a diffusionary nodel of
cul tural devel opnent and a clear recognition of the culture historica
i ndependence of many traits are of enormous inportance to the study of
I roquoi an prehistory. This is true even when the history of different
attributes of pottery decoration is being studied. It is nore true
however, when we consider cultural traits belonging to different major
areas of culture. It is inportant to renenber that nost of the studies
of Iroquoian cultural devel opment to date have been based on
potsherds. The reason for this is clear; pottery is the nost
ubiquitous itemthat is recovered in the archaeol ogi cal record
Mor eover, because it was nanufactured by wonen, traditions nmay have
tended to be handed down in particular famly lines. As a result,
simlarities in pottery styles generally tend to reflect the ongoing
traditions of local groups and are useful for tracing these groups
through tinme. The general conservati smof |roquoian pottery increases
the utility of pottery for this objective.

However, the conservatism of |roquoian pottery raises another
question. Pottery is pronminent in the archaeol ogical record, but
what role did it play in Iroquoian culture? Iroquoian vessel s have
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only one functional formand al though they were declining in inpor-
tance in early historic tines as a result of the introduction of the
copper kettle, the early ethnographic records suggest that even in
prehistoric times they were not a focus of intense cultural interest.
The conservati sm of Iroquoian pottery may well be a reflection of
its hunble status in the eyes of its makers. In a recent survey of
Huron et hnography | have found that in areas of the culture that
were foci of cultural interest, such as ritual, there was not only a
great deal of innovation but also a considerable borrowing of traits
fromother tribes (Trigger n.d.). It seens to be a mstake to assune
that all areas of lroquoian culture were as conservative or as
relatively inpervious to outside influences as was pottery. The fact
that pottery styles did diffuse suggests that the rate of diffusion
in other areas of culture may have been much higher. Cultura
convergence resulting fromsuch diffusion may explain the high
degree of simlarity that ethnologists note in areas of Huron
culture such as clan structure, governnent and religious beliefs and
practi ses. Archaeol ogi cal evidence of the rapid spread of types of
artifacts that seemto have been nore highly val ued than cooking
pots can be seen in the swift adoption of a wi de range of new pipe
styles in Ontario in Mddleport tinmes. According to Wight (1966

63) this pipe conplex appears suddenly in a well-defined form and
with no evidence that it evolved out of earlier Uen styles. It
appears likely that this pipe conplex was derived fromthe eastern
Iroquois tradition. Further work on other areas of |roquoian
archaeol ogical culture may help to nmodify and enrich the view of

I roquoi an cul tural devel opment that has been gained from pottery.

A di ffusionary approach also calls into question efforts to
characterize certain phases of Iroquoian cultural devel opnent as
bei ng ones of convergence or of divergence. Such terns are usefu
only in relationship to particular itens of culture. Looking at
I roquoi an culture as a whol e and incl udi ng non-archaeol ogi cal as
wel | as archaeological traits, the growth of this culture conpl ex
can be described as one of parallel devel opment anong different
groups; with parallelisns largely resulting fromdiffusion. In
so far as diffusion was not strong enough to obliterate local tra-
ditions, Iroquoian cultural devel opnent neets some of the criteria of
a co-tradition (Wight 1966: 100). Neverthel ess the growth
of confederaci es and the tendency, best illustrated anong the Huron,
for larger nunbers of people to live in closer proximty to one
another and to interact nore closely suggests that the basic trend in
I roquoi an culture was one of convergence. Thus we reach a point where
our view of the reason for the close simlarities anmong the Iroquoian
tribes is the exact opposite of Father Lalemant"s. Lal emant regarded
these sinmlarities as an archaic residue and attributed the
di fferences anong the various tribes to changes that had occurred
after the Iroquoi an peopl es separated from one another. Today we
attribute nost of these features to convergent devel opnent anong a
group of indigenous and rel ated peoples. In
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di scussi ng the Iroquoi an popul ati ons of the Northeast, Janmes A

Tuck (1969) has cogently argued that the branching nodel, often
proposed to account for tribal divisions, seens better abandoned

at least in some cases, in favor of a nodel of village convergence or
f usi on.

(d) The rejection of a privileged status for archaeol ogi cal data

Culture history, unlike linguistics, has not nanaged to de-vise
techni ques for making distinctions on theoretical grounds al one
between cultural similarities resulting from convergent devel opnent
and those that we have | abelled archaic residue. To solve these
probl ens we must rely upon the archaeol ogi cal record. Because of
this, however, it is often difficult to determ ne to what degree
simlarities in adjacent archaeol ogi cal cultures may disguise ethnic
diversity. Prior to the devel opnent of sizable agricultural
comuni ties, the Iroquoi an popul ati on of the North-east appears to
have been nore evenly dispersed than it was in later tinmes; so nuch
so that the boundaries between sone of the archaeol ogi cal cultures
that existed at that tine may be delineated as clines than as sharp
breaks. Under these circunstances it becones particularly difficult
to determ ne the boundaries of various ethnic and political
di vi si ons.

Sone additional information about what went on in the past can be
derived fromlinguistics. Speaking about New York State, Ritchie
(1964: 299-300) has noted that as far as the archaeol ogi cal evidence
is concerned "tribal differentiation corresponding to historically
recogni zed entities seens largely to have been a very late
prehi storic phenonenon”. Neverthel ess, gl ottochronol ogi cal evidence
for the same regi on suggests that the Seneca, Cayuga and Oneida
| anguages were effectively separate by sonetine between A D. 500 and
750. There is no reason to believe that linguistic criteria are not
as neani ngful an indication of what we |oosely call "ethnic"

di fferences as is archaeol ogi cal evidence. At |east some of the five
Iroquois tribes appear to have been separate from one another prior to
t he devel opnent of the Omasco culture, although this does not nean
that these tribal entities necessarily were recogni sed as such at the
time. It is worth noting as well that not only do all three of these
linguistic splits appear to ante-date the devel opnent of regiona
cultural traditions leading to historic tribes but also one of them
separates the Seneca and Cayuga who are credited by archaeol ogi sts
with sharing in the devel opnent of one of these traditions. To ny

m nd, this dashes any hopes that a detail ed accormpdati on can easily
be found between the archaeol ogical and |inguistic data.

In Ontario, the linguistic situation is less clear. The five
I roquoi s | anguages all appear to be nore closely related to each ot her
than any of themis to Huron (Hoffnan 1959). This suggests that one of
the primary splits amobng the northern |roquoi an | anguages
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nmay have been between the tribes living north and south of Lakes Erie
and Ontario (with the Erie perhaps migrating south of Lake Erie at a
later date). A glottochronol ogical date for this split has
unfortunately not yet been obtained. Huron and Neutral are inplied by
the Jesuits and by Huron fol k-cl assifications to have been noticeably
less different fromone another than the Iroquois |anguages were from
Huron. Neverthel ess, the difficulty the Jesuits had | earning Neutra
(Thwai tes 1896-1901, XX: 195) suggests that the separation of Huron
and Neutral did not begin with the crystallization of the "Huron-
Petun" and "Neutral -Erie" cultures out of the Mddleport horizon
about A. D. 1400. Possibly the Huron-Neutral |inguistic distinction
found expression in the contenporary Pickering and den Myer
cultures that preceded the Mddle Ontario stage of I|roquoian culture
devel opnment whi ch began about A D. 1300. It might also be noted that
the Jesuits perceived what appear to be dialect differences anong at

| east sonme of the Huron tribes. These appear to have forned when the
Huron tribes were considerably nore spread out in the region north of
Lake Ontario than they were in historic times. Possibly at that

peri od each of the Huron tribes lived in the niddle of its own
hunting territory, as the lIroquois tribes did in the seventeenth
century. The coming together of these tribes in historic Huronia may
have initiated a process that was tending to level out linguistic

di fferences by the historic period

Fromthe failure of the linguistic evidence to conformneatly
to the archaeol ogical record, | think a major lesson is to be
| earned. W have seen that in the course of a century oral tra-
ditions, ethnol ogical data and archaeol ogi cal findings have in turn
cone to play a key role in the reconstruction of |roquoian
prehistory. Each of these types of evidence has at various tines
been used as a scaffolding on which to reconstruct the past, while
other types of data have been referred to only insofar as they are
useful in confirmng the resulting reconstruction. It seenms to ne
that as the study of Iroquoian prehistory enters a nore mature
phase, this assigning of a priority to one kind of evidence will
cone to an end and increasing attention will be paid to the kind of
information that each type of data can provide and how the vari ous
ki nds can be used in conbination with one another to construct a
nore rounded picture of the past.

Archaeology will certainly continue to play a very inportant
role in the study of Iroquoian prehistory. It will be realised
i ncreasi ngly, however, that archaeol ogical data do not reflect al
aspects of culture with equal facility and that therefore the
ar chaeol ogi cal record should not be used as the role basis for
reconstructing the past when other forns of data are avail abl e.
Instead, archaeology will take its place al ongsi de ot her anthro-
pol ogi cal techniques for the study of the past. It is perhaps
worthwhile to survey briefly what these techni ques are and what
contributions each of them can be expected to nake
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Et hnohi storical studies by thensel ves are probably not very
useful for the reconstruction of Iroquoian culture prior to the
seventeenth century. |If anything, the grow ng awareness that
et hnohi stori ans have of the rapid changes in Iroquoian culture in the
hi storic period make themwary of projecting the culture of any
period into the past. Wirk currently being done by ethnohi storians
is, however, of inmense inportance to an understandi ng of |roquoian
prehi story because it is establishing a new picture of |roquoian
culture in the seventeenth century that will affect the
prehistorians' interpretations of earlier times. It is invidious to
singl e out one paper for special praise, but as the best exanple of
what et hnohi storians are acconplishing at. the present tine | wish to
cite Elisabeth Tooker's (1960) Three Aspects of , Northern Iroquoian
Cul ture Change which, anong other things, calls into question the
i mportance of calendric cerenpnies in seventeenth century |roquoi an
culture. Another provocative and inportant paper is Cara Richards
(1967) study of early historic Huron and Iroquois residence patterns.
Thi s paper questions Mrgan's assunption of a conmon uxoril oca
residence pattern at this period

Possibly the field with the greatest untapped potential for

the study of Iroquoian prehistory ISlinguistics. Linguistics

is inmportant in two ways: first through its studies of the genetic
rel ati onshi p anong the various Iroquoi an | anguages and secondly

t hrough efforts to reconstruct the content of prehistoric |Iroquoian
culture by lexical nmeans. Earlier discussions in this paper have
denonstrated the val ue of glottochronol ogical findings for the study
of lroquoian prehistory. Even if one does not accept gl ottochronol ogy
as an accurate nmethod for dating linguistic separations in calendric
ternms, it is nevertheless effective for reconstructing genetic

rel ationships and indicating at |east relative degrees of l|inguistic
rel ati onshi p. Evidence of the |ong separation between the northern

I roquoi an | anguages and Cherokee (on the order of 3500 to 3800 years)
(Lounsbury 1961) has done much to clear up i deas about the nature of
the rel ationship between these two groups and to underm ne what was
formerly one of the bases of the southern hypothesis. Cdearly nore
work on the genetic relationships among the northern |roquoi an

| anguages nust be regarded as highly desirable.

Recent work has al so shown the inportant role that can be
pl ayed by linguistic studies in the reconstruction of various
aspects of prehistoric Iroquoian culture. Wallace Chafe (1964) has
provided |inguistic support for Tooker's theory that shamanistic
cults antedate the present enphasis on calendrical rituals in the
Nort heast and Lounsbury (1961) has done sone work on proto-Iroquoi an
ki nship term nol ogy. | doubt that any greater untapped source of
informati on about prehistoric Iroquoian culture remains to be
unl ocked than by these nethods.
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Physi cal ant hropol ogi cal data are al so providing a new under-
standi ng of the physical devel opment of populations in the North-
east. Al though few general conclusions have been published in
this field, the work that has been done to date has not only revealed a
good deal about the health and | ongevity of prehistoric Irof%oian
popul ations but it has also tended to support the in situ hypothesis,

i nasmuch as physical changes in the Northeast appear to have been
gradual . As data accunul ate and our understandi ng of the physica
evol ution of individual popul ati ons becomes nore detail ed many
interesting concl usions nay energe.

Wiile tinme perspective remains difficult to control, ethnolo-
gi cal conparisons between the cultures of the Northeast and those in
the southeastern United States, and el sewhere, will also be of
i mportance for understanding the devel opment of |roquoian culture
These studies also help to set Iroquoian culture into a proper
hem spheric perspective. In spite of their in situ devel opnent, it
is clear that the northern Iroquoian cultures have at different
times and perhaps to different degrees, adopted nany features from
the agricultural societies of the Southeast. Many of these traits
appear to have been borrowed in turn from Mesoanerica (Giffin
1966). In the Northeast, these borrowi ngs were incorporated into a
new cul tural context, the study of which is of extreme interest as
an end in itself. An enphasis on the individuality of the Iroquoian
cultural pattern should not, however, |ead us to abandon an interest
inthe origin of the external traits that were used in building this
pattern or in its cultural connections with the nuclear areas of New
World civilization. As a culture conplex, incorporating through a
chain of internmediaries, traits that appear to be derived from
Mesoanerica, the Iroquoian cultures stand in nmuch the sane
relationship to Mesoanerican culture that the Celtic or Viking
cultures of Europe stood in relationship to the cultures of the Near
East .

Finally there is the area of oral tradition and the seventeenth
and early eighteenth century accounts of these traditions. About these
studies | amfrankly pessimistic. | do not believe that at the present
time or perhaps ever these traditions can be relied on as an
i ndependent neans for studying the past. Were they are confirned by
other sorts of data, well and good; where not, they should not be used
even to suppl ement other sorts of information about the past. Wat is
required is a careful study of the oral traditions of the Iroquoians to
attenpt to discern styles and general thenes and the manner in which
the latter affect the content of these accounts, as well as historica
research to try to deternine the tinme perspective that is involved. |
have already stated ny belief that a considerabl e nunmber of traditions
that have been used as a basis for culture historical reconstruction
will be found to have a very shallow tine depth. Many of them seemto
refer to events that occurred subsequent to the latter part of the
sixteenth century.
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Settl enent Archaeol ogy

I have already noted that difficulties have been encountered in
equating the linguistic and cultural devel opnments that have been
reconstructed for Iroquoian prehistory. Neverthel ess, particularly
because |roquoi an studies are concerned not only with the past but
with |iving peoples, there has al ways been a strong desire to trans-
cend the limtations of the archaeological record and to see init a
hi story of the Iroquoian peoples who are known to us in historic
times. Hence, it is not surprising that a strong effort has been nade
to identify prehistoric sites and cultures with known historic tribes
and to see in the record of Iroquoian cultural devel opment a record of
t he devel opnment of these tribes. This has resulted in an enphasis on
tenoral genetic relationships within Iroquoian culture at the exPense
of studying the nutual influences that contenporary Iroquoian cultures
have exerted upon one another. "~MacNeish (1952: 88) was of the opinion
that each tribe (with the exception of the Onondaga-Oneida) had its
own distinctive pottery types and that his identification of the
ceramic con®lexes with tribal units was or a firmfoundation'. He
adnmitted, however, that his schene for the origin. and devel oPnent of
these tribes was still hypothetical. Mre recently, Wight (1966: 16)
has affirmed that wong the Iro%moi an-speaki ng Peoples sinmlarities and

differences in material culture are a sensitive neasure Of triba
affinities. Ritchie (1965: 299) is, however, |ess oPtinmistic about the
possibility of tracing historic tribal divisions far back in the

ar chaeol ogi cal record

| believe that the oPtimistic view about the correspondence
between tribes and archaeol ogi cal cultures anmong the Iroquoians is
based on a double fallacy. On the ere hand, there has been a failure
to understand what an Iroquoian tribe was and, on the ether, an undue
forcing of the archaeol ogical evidence to accompdate it to presuned
et hnographi ¢ facts. MacNei sh hinsel f points out that had h: not been
trying to fit the historic end of his devel o’Pnmental sequence into a
known pattern of tribes, but been considering the evidence solely from
an archaeol ogical point of view, it is unlikely that he would have
di stingui shed nmore than four cultures anmong the historic |roquois.

Tribe is a political concept. In historic tines an Iroquoian.
tribe was a well-defined, naned group of people who shared a conmon
territory and derived their sense of identity fromtheir
Proprietorshi® over this territory. Anong the Iroquois, this is very
clear fromthe toponynic nature of tribal nanmes: "PeoPle of the Dig
Hill" (Seneca), "People on the hill" (Onondaga), "PeoPle of the
Flint'' Mhawk). Under normal circunstances, nost of the people who
bel onged to any one tribe |ad ancestors who were nenbers of the sane
tribe. nn the ether hard, prisoners of war were some-ti nes adopted
into the tribe as well as refugees. After 1649, vast nunbers of
Huron, Neutral and Erie were adoPted by the five Iro%ois
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tribes and at |east one Huron tribe was allowed to found a village of
their own anong the Seneca. These peopl e becane absorbed into the
various lroquoian tribes, but not, so it would seem without |eaving
their mark on the native culture of these tribes and in the
archaeol ogi cal record (MacNeish 1952: 46). Oten a tribe had a

| anguage or dialect of its own, but sonetines the linguistic dis-
tinctions between one tribe and another were very snall, if not non-
exi stent. Mohawk and Oneida are very close and the sinlarities anong
t he speech patterns of the four Huron tribes led the French to
classify themas a single | anguage. Likew se, the proximty of tribes
tended to vary. Anpong the Iroquois, each tribe settled near the
center of its own hunting territory; hence the villages belonging to
different tribes were some distance apart. Al though simlar distances
may have separated the four Huron tribes at the begi nning of the
sixteenth century, they di sappeared as grow ng i nvol venent in trade
caused these tribes to congregate along the south shore of Matchedash
Bay (Trigger 1962b). In spite of this, however, each of the four
Huron tribes settled in its own part of the newterritory, mnmuch as
the Iroquois settled side by side, but in separate tribal groups
along the Grand River in Ontario after the American Revolution. The
cultural distinctiveness of tribes |ikew se tended to vary. F°r al

of their resenbl ances to the Mbhawk, the Oneida were no |less a
distinctive political entity than were any of the other tribes of the
Five Nations. It is likewise worth noting that tribe® were not al ways
cohesive units. The breaking away of Christian Iroquois fromtheir
tribes to go and settle along the St. Lawence is one exanple of

this. Thus the possibility of various political realignnents taking
pl ace in prehistoric tinmes should not be discounted. It appears to ne
that nothing but needless difficulties can be gai ned by confusing
political entities with "ethnic divisions" and by this nuddl ed
process further confusing themw th archaeol ogi cal cul tures.

In historic tines, the Seneca and Cayuga seemto have had
clearly distinct archaeol ogical cultures. At present, the other
three Iroquois tribes appear to have shared two archaeol ogi ca
cultures. One of these may have been associated with the Onondaga
the other with the Oneida and Mohawk. It is thus clear that even
anong the Iroquois, where tribal divisions were geographically
separated from each other by considerabl e distances, the cultura
di fferences anong the five tribes were not of an equal order. Nor
can. a neani ngful correlation be obtained by taking account of the
distinction that the Iroquois thensel ves nade between the seni or and
junior tribes of the confederacy; since while one of the latter, the
Cayuga, had a recogni sabl e archaeol ogical culture of its own, the
other, the Oneida, seens to have |lacked this. It seens that, if
hi storical data were |acking, the political divisions of the
Iroquois could not be reconstructed in terms of coefficients of
simlarity in material culture using the evidence that is presently

available.
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If work on the Iroquois provides an exanpl e of accommodati ng
archaeol ogi cal data to ethnol ogical requirenents, that anong the
Huron provides an exanple of tailoring the ethnological data to fit
the requirenments of the archaeol ogy. Wiile slight differences are
not ed anobng Huron sites fromthe historic period, these differences
are not such as to suggest that we are not dealing with
a single archaeol ogical culture. Fifty percent or nore of all the
pottery fromhistoric Huron and Petun sites is either Huron incised or
Si dey notched (Wight 1966: 76). As a result, the practise has been for
archaeol ogists to attribute this culture to the "Huron tribe". This
unfortunate designation arose as a result of the tendency of
translators of early French docunments to render the word nation as
"clan" in contexts where the present concept of a tribe is clearly
indicated. The current retention of the word "clan" for groups such as
the Attignawantan and Atti gnueenongnahac by Wight (1966) and others is
a confusing anachroni smfrom an ethnol ogi cal point of view The
Atti gnawant an, Attingueenongnahac, Tohontaenrat and Ahrendarrhonon were
clearly political units anal ogous to the Seneca, Onondaga or Mhawk and
they were joined together to forma confederacy simlar to that of the
Iroquois. Al but the Tohontaenrat were made up of more than one
village, located in a specific tribal area of settlenent, and the
ar chaeol ogi cal evidence suggests that in earlier times each tribe was
territorially distinct in the same manner that the Iroquois tribes
were. An erroneous ethnol ogi cal concept cannot be preserved nerely to
facilitate a neat correlation between tribe and culture. Instead, the
four tribes of the Huron confederacy must be recognized as distinct
political entities that shared an archaeol ogical culture as simlar as
that of the Oneida and Mohawk is currently believed to be

The political concept of tribe is not a particularly useful one
from an archaeol ogical point of view This is particularly true for
prehistoric times. The devel opment of the Iroquoian tribes is stil
hi ghly speculative. Prior to the rise of agriculture, the population
of the Northeast probably lived in scattered hunting bands. Loose
political ties may have united various bands and at |east sone of
t hese | arger groupi ngs may have provi ded rough prototypes for sonme of
the later tribes. Mreover, it is not unreasonable, in spite of the
impossibility of proving it, that at |east sone of these politica
groupi ngs of hunting bands may have roughly corresponded to |inguistic
divisions. In this way the | ong separation of sonme of the Iroquois
| anguages may be expl ained. The shift to an agricul tural econony
appears to have led to the formation of small villages, perhaps out of
the old hunting bands. Through tine these small villages appear to
have joined together to formlarger ones. Wthin the larger villages,
the inhabitants of the original small comunities and perhaps of indi-
vi dual hunting bands, nay have preserved their identity as |ocalized
clan segnments. Anong the Huron at |east, each of these |local clan
segnents aPpears to have had its own war chief and civil chief, so
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that these units enjoyed considerable political autonomy. Ethno-

| ogi cal studies have enphasi zed the inportant role that was played by
the village in Iroquoian culture and the inportance of locality in

I roquoi an social structure (Fenton 1951). Since villages can be
easily recognized in the archaeol ogical record and because they

rel ocated a short distance away at fairly regular intervals, the
feasibility of tracing particular communities through tinme in the
archaeol ogi cal record has been increasingly realized. This sort of
study has been carried out nost effectively in New York State where

t he geographical area covered by these novenents appears to have been
m ni mal and where groups were | ess crowded together than is the case
for exanple, anopbng the Huron. In western New York State, Marian Wite
has had success in tracing Seneca villages through a series of
successi ve noves. Around Syracuse, Janes Tuck (n.d.) has nmanaged to
trace not only the novenent of villages but also the processes of
fusion by which, through tinme, snmaller villages joined together to
formlarger ones. There is now good hope that this prehistoric
sequence nmay be tied in with the historic Onondaga. Studies of this
sort are exceedingly val uabl e because they give us an insight into
the preci se novenent of |ocal groups that were involved in the
evolution of the historic tribes. Cnce these social devel opments are
understood, it will be possible to obtain an increasingly

sophi sticated understandi ng of the cultural changes that are
associated with them

In Ontario, detailed settlenent archaeology of this sort has
scarcely begun. However, as further work reveals nore about the
nature of prehistoric Iroquoian settlement north of Lake Ontario, it
may be possible to define | ocal sequences of settlements and to trace
these settlenents, nove by nove, into their historic honeland. The
best-researched area is around Toronto, where J. N. Emerson has
excavat ed nunmerous sites. Signs that intensive work nay be begi nni ng
in the Trent Valley are al so encouragi ng.

It should be enphasized that tracing comunities through tine
will shed inportant light not only on the devel opment of these
comunities, but also on the social and political processes that are
associated with it. Tracing a series of sites requires very great
attention to small local differences and to cultural changes over
short periods of tine. Because of this, our understanding of the
ar chaeol ogi cal evidence becones considerably refined. As they persist
in their investigations of archaeol ogical cultures, archaeol ogists
find thensel ves no | onger discussing general cultural patterns or even
cultures in the traditional archaeol ogical sense; rather they are
dealing with the microcultures of particular communities. Hence, the
study of comunities not only breaks new ground in the study of soci al
institutions, it also inproves our traditional understanding of
cultural content. In this way, too burning questions such as the
ethnic identity of the St. Lawence Valley Iroquoians can be solved in
a definitive fashion; instead of the present specul ati on concerni ng
whether similarities in material culture
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bet oken ethnic identity - assuming that we know what ethnic identity
neans. Moreover, a concern with comunities and, hence with rea

popul ations, will help to correct a former tendency of archaeol ogists
to specul ate about the expansion and spread of cultures,
unacconpani ed by any concern about the popul ations invol ved and

whet her or not from a denographic point of view such events were
probabl e or even possi bl e.

CONCLUSIONS

Cne of the chief shortconmings of culture historical studies in
nost regions of the world has been that authors have confused |in-
guistic, cultural, racial and political units; all too often assunming a
one-to-one correl ation between them In nmany instances, these
specul ati ons have proven fal se (Wagner 1967: 62). I|roquoi an studies
have not been free of this tendency. | would suggest that urgent
consi deration should be given to the question of nomenclature, in an
effort to sort out these categories. One step in the right direction
has been the abandonment of the distinction between M ssissippian and
Wyodl and cultures in the Northeast. Yet, consider the confusion that
ari ses when archaeol ogi sts continue to speak about the Iroquoian and
pre-lroquoian cultures of the Northeast; a termni nol ogy that continues
to reflect the M ssissippian/Wodl and di chotomny in nany respects. The
termlroquoian is a linguistic one. Wiile such identifications are
difficult, it is clear that at |east some possessors of so-called "pre-
I roquoi an" cul tures must have been Iroquoi an-speakers. Moreover, sone
hi storic archaeol ogi cal cultures that froma typol ogi cal point of view
seema part of the Iroquoian cultural tradition are associated with
Al gonki an- speaki ng peoples. Wat is needed is a clear distinction
bet ween archaeol ogi cal and |inguistic term nology. Since |inguists
enjoy priority in the use of the termlroquoian, | would suggest that
ar chaeol ogi sts should find another blanket termfor the co-tradition
(Wight 1966: 100) with which they are dealing. For ethnol ogists, the
situation is | ess serious; when they speak of Iroquoian culture, they
nean the cultures of the Iroquoi an-speaki ng peopl es they are studying.

Li kewi se, it seens to ne that the growi ng practise of assigning

speci al names, such as Uren, Mddleport or Cak Hill, to the various
archaeol ogical cultures (I use the latter termas a conprom se anbng
various ones enployed; it will probably satisfy no one) that are

di stinguished, is a good trend and shoul d be encouraged. It is,
however, a procedure that should be carried through into the historic
period. Tribal nanes are the nanes of political units; hence even when
the identification of historic sites with particular tribal groupings

i s uni npeachabl e, the confusion of these two categories seens to ne
to be in error. Archaeological cultures are constructs; as a result

of new evi dence or a tendency towards
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greater lunping or splitting, names tend to get changed or are even
abandoned. Such a process is far nore conveni ent when the | abels
involved are those created by the archaeologist. It may be objected
that it is ridiculous or redundant to refer to the archaeol ogi cal
culture of the historic Huron (assunming that historic Huron and Petun
sites can be distinguished) as the Or Lake culture. | would reply
that the convention is at worst harnl ess and may prove condusive to
cl earer thinking about many cul ture-historical problens. Mreover, in
the case of problemcultures such as that enbracing the St. Law ence
Val | ey Iroquoi ans and the "Onondaga" (Oneida?), a neutral
archaeol ogi cal termthat could cover this proposed entity woul d be
very useful. Such a termwould have the great advantage of not
prejudicing in advance discussions of the ethnic or linguistic
correlates of this postulated culture.

Finally, | wish to reiterate ny conviction that the study of
I roquoi an prehistory should not be regarded as the excl usive donain
of the archaeol ogi st. Mdst aspects of Iroquoi an studi es have an
hi storical dinmension and thus have inportant contributions to make to
the study of Iroquoian prehistory. What is needed is nore historica
interest anong |roquoi ani sts outside the area of archaeol ogy and a
growi ng i nterchange of ideas anong the practitioners of the various
subdi sci pl i nes.
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