DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/bha.03207

60 Years of Southwestern Archacology, A History of the Pecos Conference, by Richard B. Woodbury, University of New Mcxico
Press, Albuquerque. 1993. $29.95 xxvii + 497pp., bibliography, index (Cloth).

by
Jonathan E. Reyman
Springficld, Illinois

Among the least commendable characteristics of the New Archaeology is a marked anti-historical perspective. The history of
archasology and much, if not most, of earlier theory, method, and the results of fieldwork are considercd not worth knowing or
irrelevant, especially for graduate education: “graduate courses in anthcopology should cease being histories of thought” (Schiffer
.1976:193).

Regrettably, New Archacologists generally adopted this perspective and attitude, and panly because they did not pay attention to the
history of archacology, they tended to confirm Santayana’s “hypothesis™ about the consequences of forgetting the past: many of the
arguments and accompanying rancor in the current debate between New Archacologists and Post-Processualists resound the confron-
tation of a quarter century ago between New Archaeologists - “the louts” as Florence Hawley Ellis called them (p. 307, this volume)
and their predecessors. Furthermore, because the anti-historical bias became so widely adopted, it was difficult to publish on the
history of archaeology, at Icast in the United States.
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Fortunately, this bias scems to be diminishing. The past 5-7 ycars have scen a renewed interest in the history of the discipline:
publications have incecascd; since 1988, a symposium on the history of archacology has been held at the annual mecting of cither the
AAA orthe SAA; the SAA now has a Commiittce on the History of Archacology; and the Bulletin of the History of Archaeology is a
direct product of this rcnewed interest. Now, amidst this revival and (ollowing closcly the publication of an cxcellent biography of
Alfred V. Kidder (Givens 1992), comes Woodbury’s history of Kidder’s best known and most enduring fegacy, the Pecos Conlerence.

And what a book it is! Whatbegan as a “modest effort” (p. xxii) - a hobby according to Woodbury - grew into a remarkable history of
Southwestern archaeology. It is all the more remarkable because, although the Pecos Conference Archive is at the Laboratory of
Anthropology in Santa Fe, there is no consistent record of the proceedings: only 3 meetings were taped (1959-1960, 1987); and no

of ficial notes or transcripts were made although Pat Wheat (1948, 1951), Elaine Bluhm (1950, 1956), Lee Comell (1953), Carol and
James Gifford (1957), David Brugge (1963-1967), Sharon Urban (1975-1983), and others such as Florence Hawley Ellis and Al
Schroeder took detailed notes for some of the meetings they attended (p. 441). Using these records, numerous photographs, memos,
letters, survey results compiled by Robert Euler following the 1969 Conference at Prescott, and his own notes, personal recollections,
conversations with participants, and data from a questionnaire, Woodbury has picced together the patchwork quilt that depicts the
Pecos Conference from 1927-1988. In so doing, he has also chronicled the history of Southwestem archaeology for the same period.
Moreover, his evocative writing style captures for the reader the atmosphere of the various confercnce localces, the spirits and person-
alities of the participants (e.g., the humor of Paul Reiter and J. Charles Kelley and the latter’s passion, the cool and accurate assess-
ments of Al Schroeder, the warmth and dignity of Kidder), and the tenor of the discussions and arguments; those who know the
Southwest can read the text, then closc their eycs, sce the people, smell the dust of Chaco and the fragrance of Point of Pincs, and (cel
the cool cvening breczes at Flagstaff.

The Forcword by Emil Haury, a student at the First Pecos Conterence (1927), is all the more poignant becawse be died shortly after
completing i; his death leaves Clara 1.ce Fraps (Tanner) as the only surviving “Founder” of the original -6 pasticipants (she also was a
sludent).

Following the Preface and Acknowledgments, the book is divided into 3 parts containing atotal of 15 chapiers. Part 1/Creation of the
Pecos Confercnce: Southwesten Archacology in the 1920s; The First Pecos Roster; Conferences at Pecos, 1927 and 1929. Part 2/
Persistence: Gathering “Where the Wind Could Blow Away The Cobwebs From One’s Mind™: The Early Years in New Mexico,
1931-1941; The Revival After World War II, 1946 and 1947; In Full Stride, 1948-51; Globe Trotting In The Fifties, 1952-57; The
Wild Years, 1958 and 1959; Return Engagements And The Farthest South, 1960-63; From The Mountains To The Desert, 1964-67;
The Touch-And-Go Years, 1968-71; Approaching Maturity, 1972-76. Part 3/Perspective: Celebrating The Fiftieth and Beyond: The
Golden Anniversary at Pecos, 1977; Into The Eighties: The Pecos Conferences, 1978-1988; and Retrospect, 1927-88. Thus
‘Woodbury chronicles the roots of the Conference and its early beginnings, its movement from one locale to another, and the changes it
underwent along with the accompanying changes in Southwestem archaeology.

Both the Preface and the final chapter focus on Kidder's (1927) original concept: “The purposes of thc mceting were: to bring about
contacts between workers in the Southwestern field; to discuss fundamental problems of Southwestern history, and to fonnulate plans
for coordinated attack upon them; to pool knowledge of facts and techniques, and to lay foundations tor a unified system of nomencla-
ture.”

Chapter 1 providcs the background for Kidder’s cecation by outlining the statc of Southwestem archacology in the 1920s: a great deal
of work had been donc since the 1870s, but there had been no concertedd effort 10 bring together scholars 1o discuss matters of mutual
interest. Truc, Ncil Judd had brought a few peoplc to Pucblo Bonito at Chaco Canyon in 1921, 1923, and 1925 (p. 14), but thesc
mcetings had a different focus: “Judd inviled specialists in several nonarchacological liclds whose knowledge would help him and his
archacotogical stalf understand the past of Chaco Canyon, whercas Kidder included mostly archacologists active: in the Southwest, (0
discuss a broad range of problems cxiending far beyond his work at Pecos™ (p. 15).

Chapter 2 provides biographical data for the participants at the First Pccos Conference; most, but not all, were Southwestem scholars,
Among the “outsiders” were members of the Camegie Institution staff who worked in Mesoamerica (although Morley had worked
with Kidder in the Southwest in 1907, during Kidder’s initial ficldwork expericnce, as students of Hewett [p. 48; cf. Givens 1992;11-
28]), and a number of other scholars such as Kroeber, Spier, and Spinden whose main interests lay outside the Southwest (although
both Kroeber and Spier had worked in the Southwest, especially in the Zuni area, and had publishcd important papers on their
Southwestern research). Indeed, one characteristic of each Pecos Conference is that, despite its Southwestern focus, it has always
secmed to attract a few non-Southwesterners such as Geza Roheim (p. 164), best known for work with the Dead Sea scrolls.

Two other points are worth noting about the participants at the initial Pecos Conference: first, though the Conference was primarily
archaeological, ethnology was well represented by Kroeber, Spier, and several others, probably more so than at most of the subsequent
ones. The 10th Pecos Conference (1947 at Chaco Canyon) probably marked the highpoint for ethnology (p. 166), but Woodbury time
and again comments on the general absence of ethnologists and raiscs the question of whether or not they were truly welcome (e.g..
pp. 213-214, 448-450). When cthnologists did participate, they clearly made significant contributions to the discussions, c.g.. Eggan's
rcmarks on Anasazi, Mogollon, and Hohokam social organization (p. 162).

Sceond, cight students and *“beginners™ (p. 66) atiended the First Pecos Conference: Monroe Amsden, Clara Lee Fraps (Fanner),
Charlotte D. Gower, Emil W. Haury, Hulda Penner (Haury), Paul 8. Martin, Harry L. Schapiro, and Robert Wauchope. Yet the
question of whether to invite or even 0 permit students 1o attend arose during the planning of subscquent Conlerences through the
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1950s. Ironically, Paul Martin was onc of thc most outspoken in opposition to having studcnts psesent: “I think all students and
hangcrs on should be excluded. Several students of mine wanicd tocome and I told them nix ... this should be a very infonmal
confcrence for full-grown professionals oaly. Can’t you restrict this mecting to Southwestermers who hold full time jobs in anthropol-
ogy?” (p. 174). However, as Schrocder observed, students hecome professionals, and attending such conferences was an essential pan
of the process of becoming prolessional (p. 446).

The focus of the First Pecos Confcrence was “the classification of Southwestem culture periods (Kidder 1927), and this issue domi-
nated scveral subsequent mectings. The resultant taxonomic scheme became known as the Pecos Classification; Kidder attributed it to
Tom Waterman (Haury 1949), but both Woodbury (p. 92) and Givens (1992:72-73) belicve that it was a collaborative effort . Another
early issue was that of defining the prchistoric Southwestem cultures, and this effort continued during subsequent Pecos

Conferences as first the Hohokam (3rd Pecos Conference, 1931; p. 123), and then the Patayan (9th Pécos Conference, 1946; p. 152),
Mogollon (Iith Pecos Conference, 1948; pp. 178-181), and Hakataya (19th Pecos Confercnce, 1956 p. 237) were defined.

A hallmark of the First Pecos Conference was the discussion of important issucs and the airing of disagreements within an atmosphere
of friendliness, civility, and infortnality, traits that reflected Kidder’s personality and influence (pp. 84-87). As Woodbury documents
throughout the book, this general atmospherc continued for many years, and it was this atmosphere, combinced with the opportunity to
fenew fricndships and to cngage in infortnal and intimate discussions of archacological problems, that made the Conference so
attractive and welcome for many long-time participants, as well as newcomers. This is, perhaps, best reflecied by the fact that Walter
W. Taylor frequently chaired scssions at various Pecos Conferences despite the widespread resentment that arose from the criticisms
he directed toward Kidder, Haury, Roberts, and others in A Study of Archeology (Taylor 1948).  And given his criticisms of Kidder
and Haury, the photograph (p. 203) ol the thiee men at the 1950 Pecos Conference (13th) at Flagstalf is remarkable and indicative of
the prevaiting spirit of the carlier Pecos Conterences: enmity was put awide, if only temporarily. During the 1960s, however, much of
this carlier spirit was lost with the increased size of the Conference and the ammogance of the emergent New Archacologists (pp. 307-
308).

1 have been discussing the Pecos Conference as though il was always known as such, but the name was not officially adopted until
1949 (12th Conference, Santa Fe) when Katharine Bartlett proposed it *“in honor of Kidder and the first Conference at Pecos in 1927”
(p. 161). Up to that time, Kidder considered its name to be The Southwestem Archaeological Conference (p. 161; cf. Haury 1949),
although the 1931 meeting in Santa Fe had been billed as “The Third Biennial Pecos Conference” (p. 115). This also indicatesthat it
was not originally intended as an annual event, and did not become so until 1946, the 9th Pecos Conference (pp. 149, 432). Further-
more, it is Woodbury who has designated the Ist-5th Chaco Archaeological Conferences (1937-1941) as the 4th-8th Pecos Confer-
ences (pp. 129146) on the grounds that they continued the function of the original Pecos Conference. It is a reasonable argument and
one that was implicitly accepted by those who organized the Pecos Conference following World War I1.

As Woodbury discusses, that the Conference, at first, was not held annually and that it was not held at allduring World War I has led
to some confusion in its subsequent yearly designation, e.g., the 1977 Conference at Pecos was the 40th meeting, not the 50th Confer-
ence, though it was the SOth annivessary of the original 1927 mecting; the SO0th Conference was not held until 1987 when it was again
at Pccos. ’

The Conlerence format has remained fairly consistent over the ycacs: sessions on ficld reports, one or morce sessions on specific topics
or problems, cvening campfire sessions (when held outdoors rather than on a campus), often with entertainment after the discussions,
and a short busincss meeting. Participants originally spoke extemporancously, but in recent yeirs, and especially since 1969 and with
the risc of the New Archacology, there has been a move toward the presentation of more formal, writien papers; this increased
formality has not been universally welcomed, particularly by older participants (Chapter 11) .

The first systematic review of the Pecos Conference, its organization and functions, wasmade by Robert Euler following the 1969
‘(32nd) Conference at Prescott (pp. 308-318). The data collccted by Euler, especially participants’ suggestions, were forwarded to the
“planners of the 1970 Conference at Santa Fe. Predictably(?), the 1970 Conference ran into problems and was marked by conflict as its
organizers tried to achieve a balance of “the best from traditional Conferences with at least some of the innovations urged in Euler’s
survey” (p. 318). The Conference was held, the varying views were accommodated, and, in retrospect, the innovations seem less
extreme than first proposed (p. 330). A greater threat arose 11 years later when confusion and misunderstanding over the scheduling
-arrangements threatened to divide the 1981 Conference into two rival meetings, The diffcrences were eventually smoothed over, and
the 44th Pecos Conference was held at Fort Burgwin (pp. 398-400).

Although all Pecos Conferences have had a strong traditional element dating from the 1927 Conference, changes and innovations have
occurred during the 66 years of its existence; these have usually reflected changes in Southwestern archaeology but also in American
‘archaeology in gencral. One important feature is that the Pecos Conference has been “a spawning ground for new organizations” (p.
171); it has reflected, cspecially in the field reports, the rise in imponance of Indian Claims and Salvage Archaeology in the 1950s (pp.
197-199), the increased role of the Nationat Park Service in Southwestem archacology (c.g., pp. 224-225), an increased willingness (o
view the Southwest as part of a larger Mesoamerican-Southwestern continuum (pp. 260-261), the growth of Cultural Resource
Management programs in the 1960s and 1970s (pp. 368-370), the development of the New Archacology, as already noted, and the
direct intrusion of politics into scholarly rescarch with the unique cancellation at the 51st Conference (1988, Dolores, Colorado) of a
scheduled session on prehistoric cannibalism (pp. 422-423). Among the Iesser changes arc the presence of baokscllers (since 1959,
and perhaps carlicr; p. 438), and the sale of an official Pecos Conference T-shirt (1977, p. 439), T-shirts and jeans having becomc the
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required modc of dress for anyonc undcr the age of 65. Nevertheless, the heart of the Conference remains the opportinity for scholars
(o meet informally 1o rencew friendships, discuss work, and exchange idcas. For these traditional purposes, the owtdoor Conforences
have succeeded better than the indoor mectings; as Ned Danson noted, “1 have always felt that the most successtul Pecos Conlerences
were those held out-of-doors, where people could not show their slides, and where the wind would blow away the cobwebs of one’s
mind” (p. 438). Finally, in reviewing the passage of time and the chronicle of change, Woaodbury’s writing evokes an almost ineffable
sadness: the yearly business meeting recounted the names of those who had died since the last Conference; so many good friends lost,
as the recent deaths of Al Schroeder and Watson Smith, both frequent Conference participants, make especially clear as of this writing.

The book ends with the 1988 (51st) Conference at Dolores, but Woodbury provides locations and attendance figures for the 1989-
1991 meetings (p. 432). Given the wealth of demil - names, dates, places, facts, figures, etc. - there are very few typographic errors,
none of them serious. One minor correction of fact: Woodbury states (p. 148) that Walter Taylor completed and then defended his
dissertation in 1943 before entering military service. Taylor (personal communication) enlisted in the Marine Corps in 1942, but he
returned to Harvard to defend his dissertation before shipping overseas. 1 also disagree with the statement regarding the 1929 (2nd)
Conference: “...three of the five archacology students were women, contrary to the anthropological folklore that archaeology was not
receptive to women students in the field” (p. 104). Some archacologists such as Cuammings and Hewett welcomed women in the field,
but it seems to me that recent research indicates that most male archacolgists did not. Kidder, himself, felt that young women were
likely to get married and, therefore, were an “unreliable element™ on field crews (Babcock and Parezo 1988:v). Other studies have
documented pervasive, systematic discrimination against women, both as students and archaeologists (cf. papers in Reyman 1992),
Finally, to my knowledge, of the women cited (p. 106), only Isabcl Kelly pursued a carcer in archacology.

This is a minor disagreement, however, and others may disagree with various points made by Woodbury; scholars will always
disagree, but one hopes that they do it with the “dignity and maturity” that Haury observed at the 1927 Pecos Conference (p. 84). Nor
does this in any way detract either from Woodbury’s scholarship or the result of his rescarch. As noted carlicF, this is a remarkable
book, and it is a bargain, to boot! Pcrhaps no onc but Woodbury could have written it; surcly no one clse could have written the
history of the Pecos Conference this well. The book should be required reading for all Southwestern archacologists and anthropolo-
gists, as well as by cveryone intercsted in the history of American archacology.
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