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This dissertation narrates the history of archaeological practices in Mexico

during the period from the 1890s to the late 1920s.  Though this work examines

Mexican archaeology, its focus is in the interactions between North American and

Mexican archaeologies. More than describing those interactions, I look and

theorize the nature of these relationships. I divided this dissertation in three

sections; each of them takes a different lens to illustrate interactions. The first

section looks at two explorations during the last decade of the nineteenth century:

Carl Lumholtz’s expeditions to Northern Mexico and the Loubat expedition in

Southern Mexico. Those two expeditions aimed to collect anthropological and

archaeological items, but established different relations with Mexico. Section two

examines the International School of American Archaeology and Ethnology,

founded in Mexico City in 1910. I examine the school as an institution with a
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multinational character and where issues of nationalism, internationalism and

science were visible. The last section in this dissertation examines more

specifically the work of Zelia Nuttall, a North American woman archaeologist

who settled in Mexico in the early years of the twentieth century. The experience

of this woman enables me to examine issues of gender and professionalization in

archaeology at the turn of the twentieth century. The three levels of interactions I

examine in this dissertation illustrate how the idea of insiders and outsiders was

prevalent in the functioning of archaeology in Mexico. In addition, it also shows

that nation and gender permeated the archaeologies of Mexico and the United

States. In the case of expeditions, the United States viewed Mexico as a

femenized space that needed the entrance of science to study its ruins. But at the

same time, the Mexican state used those outside expeditions for its internal

purposes, to reinforce a sense of national patrimony. The International School on

the other hand is an example of how nationalism was a factor that hindered the

notion of an international, a-political archaeology. Finally, Zelia Nuttall’s

experience illustrates how women were considered outsiders to archaeology’s

practice despite the fact that they participated in central aspects of this profession.
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Introduction and dissertation outline

My dissertation offers a history of archaeological practices in Mexico

during the period from the 1890s to the late 1920s. I entitled my dissertation

Insiders and Outsiders in Mexican Archaeology because I think that this title

encapsulates the different aims of my dissertation. Central to my work was an

inquiry about who gets counted as an insider in archaeological knowledge

production and who does not count as a protagonist. In my writing I argue that

gender and national identity are fundamental to understand the logics of inclusion

and exclusion in scientific practice. My work is based in archival research; I

obtained information mostly from letters, bureaucratic documents, administrative

records, and field reports. Most histories of archaeology narrate the development

of methods and identify instances of discovery as the big moments of science. My

account differs from these histories in that I weave my narrative with the voices of

those who participated in the making of archaeology. Instead of viewing

archaeology as a collection of original discoveries, scientific successes, theories,

and inventions, I see this science as a set of practices, trials (sometimes successful

and other times fruitless) and daily work that deserves closer examination and

“thick description.”
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Though this work focuses in Mexican archaeology, I am interested in

examining the interactions between North American and Mexican archaeologies. I

have divided my dissertation into three major sections. Each examines the

relationship between the United States and Mexico through a different lens. More

than describing those interactions, I look and examine the nature of these

relationships during the period from 1880s to the late 1910s. My objects of study

are two archaeological and anthropological expeditions (the Loubat expedition

conducted by Marshall Saville, and one of the Lumholtz’s expeditions in northern

Mexico), an institution of archaeological research and teaching: (the International

School of American Archaeology and Ethnology), and finally, I examine Zelia

Nuttall’s work in Mexico. In all cases, archaeology became the focus of the

relationship between two nations, but the outcomes of these interactions were

multiple and not always predictable.

There are three main theoretical areas that this dissertation addresses:

How to write histories of archaeology, nationalism and archaeology and more

generally a discussion about the politics of archaeological research, and finally the

issue of gender in the discipline. Regarding this first theoretical theme, I began to

be interested in the history of Mexican archaeology after my reading of histories

of the discipline and other sciences. I found that most of them shared a consistent

narrative in which archaeology followed a path of scientific progress, until it
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obtained a set of uniform methods and theories regardless of local contexts.

Instead of focusing in the development of methods and identify instances of

discovery as the big moments of science, in my work I weaved my narrative with

the voices of those who participated in the making of archaeology. Instead of

looking to the adoption of scientific methods, I turned my eyes to see the practices

of archaeology more than the theories and interpretations of data. By practices I

understand activities and human interactions that made archaeology possible, for

example the organization of explorations or archaeological expeditions, the plans

and negotiations to establish an institution to do and teach archaeology, or the

design and use of specific techniques to study the past. In sum, my history of

archaeology is not theory-laden but it focuses on agency and human actions. For

example in the first two chapters I talk about archaeology in the context of

explorations, and I illustrate that the archaeological knowledge produced in the

field, was contingent upon travel arrangements and the living experiences of

explorers, their human relations with Mexican intermediaries, and the relations

they established with the surrounding cultural and natural environment.

A second point that emerges from my interest in the history of

archaeology has to do with the expansion of science and colonialism. By locating

Mexican archaeology at the center of my analysis this dissertation contributes to a
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growing corpus of literature that brings to the forefront alternative archaeologies,

and therefore de-centers histories of archaeology that locate the birth of the

discipline in western countries. Most histories of archaeology assume a colonial

model of scientific expansion, and rely on models of center-periphery in which

Europe and the United States are producers of scientific ideas and non-western

countries are places that adopted those advances. In the case of archaeology this

model is still more simplistic, as it views Mexico as a colonial space whose ruins

were stolen by foreigners. That is, Mexico contributed with raw materials but not

with theory to archaeological science.

In this sense, by focusing on the nature of the interactions between

Mexicans and North Americans in the practice of archaeology I rethink this

colonial relation. I argue that this colonial narrative is genderized and femenizes

Mexico as a natural space full of archaeological rich materials, in need of

scientific penetration. When we look closer to archaeological explorations, it is

true that the United States arrived to Mexico with a colonialist idea of bringing

science to a space full of archaeological resources but unable to study them.

However, I have also illustrated that Mexico used this encounter with foreigners

for their own purposes, particularly to reinforce the presence of the state in

defining the nation through its archaeological past. The colonial narrative does not

work in other instances I examined in my work. For example when we look to the
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International School founded in Mexico City we see a different scenario. The

school was established in Mexico because scholars like Franz Boas or Murray

Butler though that Mexico counted with a well-established scientific community

and the necessary conditions to host this type of institution. It was a unique

institution. North American scholars did not saw Mexico as a space to extract

archaeological ruins and Mexican political elites viewed this School as an

opportunity to demonstrate how modern the nation was. The establishment of the

school therefore had nationalist and internationalist connotations. This leads me to

the second aspect that this dissertation addresses and this is the issue of

nationalism and archaeology. In this dissertation I conclude that there is not a

single window to examine nationalism in archaeology. Moreover I do not see

nationalism in archaeology as an error or biased interpretation of data. I have

examined two very distinct archaeological traditions to argue that nationalism

infused the archaeologies of both countries. I have argued against the idea that

Mexican archaeology is just nationalist because it counts with big pyramids

vulnerable to be interpreted as national symbols while in the United States

archaeology is not nationalist because there are not splendorous ruins.

Archaeology provided a transnational scientific language to express nationalist

anxieties in both countries. For Mexico, archaeology furnished a materiality to

represent the past in museums, exhibitions and books. In this sense, Mexican
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politics and intellectuals felt that their nation could transcend its historical

backwardness by relying on the language of archaeology and therefore enter an

international community of science and modern nations. For the United States,

explorations and archaeology overseas were also a way to fulfill a national

concern and enact science outside its national boundaries. In sum, I concluded

that the issue of nationalism in archaeology permeates all levels of scientific

practice, and archaeology cannot be understood without the nation. I have also

concluded that it is in the close ties between archaeology and the nation hat the

issue of women and gender appears more clearly.

Gender is perhaps what wraps my entire work. This dissertation should be

read as a feminist history of archaeology, as it places importance in what has been

considered to be accidental and marginal to the production of archaeological

science. The position of marginality is often associated with women, and

especially with women in science. In my work I take as a fact the belief that

women have been marginalized in archaeology (there are far more men than

women archaeologists at the turn of the twentieth century) but then I explore how

women with different backgrounds and trajectories shared that location of

marginality. Although my research is not only about women it is inspired by a

feminist search for the female subject in archaeology. I wrote about two women

that participated in Mexican archaeology, one was Mexican (Isabel Ramirez) and
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the other was North American (Zelia Nuttall). Though I do not compare them, I

highlight that their different intervention in archaeological practice questions the

notion of the universality of women’s experience in science. In fact, though both

were in some ways marginalized because of their gender identity, nationality and

class were also factors that separated them.

THREE LENSES TO EXAMINE NATIONAL INTERACTIONS.

The first section deals with the highest level of interaction. Here I examine

two scientific expeditions organized by the American Museum of Natural History

in which the Mexican state was most clearly present. In the second section, I

adopt a smaller lens to examine an institution that was funded by the United

States in Mexico City. This institution existed between 1910 and 1914: the

International School of Archaeology and Ethnology. The last section moves to the

level of the individual, to explore Zelia Nuttall’s involvement in Mexican

archaeology.

SECTION ONE: EXPEDITIONS

In the first section I look at two explorations to illustrate the relations

between insiders and outsiders in the constitution of Mexican archaeology. The

American Museum of Natural History (AMNH) organized both expeditions in the

mid 1890s. Chapter two examines the Carl Lumholtz’s expeditions to Northern
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Mexico during the period from 1890-1898. During this time, Lumholtz directed

four expeditions, but I only focus on his third in 1897, because is the one that has

left archival records. Chapter three examines the Loubat expedition in Southern

Mexico, headed by Marshall Saville in 1897-1901. Because of the large

dimensions of those interactions, that implied movement across the territory, and

across different nations, reconnaissance of the landscape and interactions with

diverse groups of people, I see explorations as moments when the presence of the

state and the sense of the nation had larger connotations.

 Mexican nationalists (politicians, intellectuals, artists, and scientists)

clearly viewed these expeditions as an outside intervention into Mexico’s past. To

nationalists the boundaries between inside and outside seemed very clear in the

context of explorations. They defined inside and outside by nationality: North

American explorers were foreigners and the Mexican state was the inside entity

that had to protect its national ruins by means of laws. But the rhetoric of the legal

contract signed before the exploration positioned Mexico (the nation) as a

feminine entity to be protected by the Mexican State (its masculine protector). In

this way the explorers also became masculine entities that invested great efforts to

discover or unveil the ruins that Mexico possesses.

I am inspired by a broader literature on scientific expeditions (not only

within archaeology, but also in other field sciences such as geology, botany,
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mineralogy, anthropology) to move from an analysis of scientific discourses to

one of scientific practices (Irwin-Williams 1990; Oldroyd 1990; Keeney 1992;

Gero 1996; Kuklick 1996; Schumaker 1996; Soojung-Kim Pang 1996; Kuklick

1997; Herle 1998). I argue that the expedition was a practice that shaped the

discipline in many ways and produced more than just the accumulation of

specimens in Museums. The expedition was more than a collecting practice.

However, few archaeological expeditions have been well examined as diverse

cultural phenomena, and instead are seen as uncomplicated activities done to fill

museums (but see, Larsen 1996; Snead 1999).

Although the same institution organized both expeditions, I suggest in this

section that they were very different. The American Museum of Natural History

in New York designed the Loubat expedition as an archaeological collecting trip

to fill a new room. During this expedition, Mexico prepared a contract to monitor

the intervention of foreign archaeologists within its national boundaries. The

Lumholtz expedition, on the other hand, was designed as a multidisciplinary

expedition that involved the collection of ethnological, archaeological, botanical,

and anthropomorphic (human) data. The Museum of Natural History prepared a

contract in this expedition, but it was between the explorer, Carl Lumholtz and the

American Museum of Natural History. As I will illustrate in these two chapters,

the response or presence of the Mexican state in each of these scientific
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interventions was very distinct, but through both expeditions Mexico consolidated

a sense of national archaeological patrimony.

The contracts negotiated with foreigners established the idea of a “national

archaeological patrimony” in Mexico. By examining the explorations I investigate

two topics. First, I illustrate how interactions between foreigners and Mexican

nationals lead to a process of state patrimonial presence in archaeological matters.

The Mexican state (personified in the very act of a contract signature and in the

figure of the Inspector of Monuments, Leopoldo Batres) was not a preexistent

entity that enabled or denied the entrance of foreign scientists. The state acquired

strength and shape in this very interaction.

Second, I narrate a series of expedition practices in order to reveal how

culture and politics intervened in archaeological research. Previous scholarly

work on collecting practices has examined how collecting was a means to fill

museums and private collections (Stocking 1985; Hinsley 1992; Hinsley and

Wilcox 1996). But hardly any work has explored collecting practices in the field.

Thus, I locate archaeology within other field sciences to examine the cultures of

collecting within specific expeditions. Archaeological collecting was not a

spontaneous, isolated activity; it was planned, and equipment was prepared and

moved to the field. An entire human complex of interactions in the field among

fieldworkers, among collectors and natives, and collectors and patrons needs to be
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investigated. These complex networks of practices of collecting were deeply

immersed in the national differences that existed among the various members of

the expeditions.

SECTION TWO: THE SCHOOL

The second section examines the International School of American

Archaeology and Ethnology that functioned in Mexico City from 1910 to 1914.

While sciences or fields of study such as physics, computing, engineering,

biology, medicine and genetics have become objects of recent ethnographies,

anthropology and archaeology are rarely seen as objects deserving of

ethnographic investigation (Latour and Woolgar 1979; Traweek 1988).

I examine the International School as a space where archaeological

knowledge is produced and mediated by cultural, social, gender and political

relations. In addition, the International School offers a privileged case to examine

the multiple ways in which nationalism permeates archaeology. The multinational

character of this institution is outstanding in a moment when national anxieties,

both in Mexico and the western world, were at its peak. This institution

exemplifies how nationalism and internationalism are intertwined in science.

Furthermore, multinational archaeological institutions such as the

International School enable us to move away from the dichotomy between center

and periphery in the production of science. I see the International School as a
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space where local science was practiced. Finally, the School is an example that

reminds us how Mexico modeled its modern nationalist image through

archaeological practice. By using archaeology, Mexico was able to adopt a

universal language to participate in a conversation about modernity, science and

progress with other nations. Thus, archaeology successfully brought together

two aspects that were previously seen as incompatible in non-western countries.

On the one hand, the promotion of nationalist sentiment through the study and

preservation of its pre-hispanic patrimony; on the other hand, the dressing of this

national sentiment in the universal and objective clothing of archaeology as

science.

Chapter four examines the functioning of the International School. I

describe its organization in terms of internal bureaucracy, administrative and

financial organization, and scientific goals. My aim in this chapter is to

understand the internal dynamics and the multiplicity of scientific and political

agendas that concurred in this institution. I am also interested in recounting how

Mexico and the United States envisioned the institutionalization of archaeology.

Few scholars have studied the International School. In the late 1970’s

Godoy wrote an article about this institution in which he specifically examined

Franz Boas’ intentions to work in Mexico (Godoy 1977). De la Peña (de la Peña

1996) has also turned to the School as an example of Franz Boas’ influence on
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Mexican anthropological thought during the post-revolutionary years, particularly

in the consolidation of Manuel Gamio as the “father” of Mexican anthropology.

In a tangential way, Ross Parmenter also wrote about the International School in

an article about the friendship between Zelia Nuttall and Franz Boas (Parmenter

1966). Although his work focused more on the story of their friendship,

Parmenter emphasizes the important role of Zelia Nuttall in the funding of the

School.

More recently, Mechthild Rutsch (Rutsch 1997; Rutsch 2000) has

brilliantly examined the International School, by exploring the work of Eduard

Seler who was the director of the School in 1911. Rutsch argues that the

importance of the School and the influence of Seler in the development of

Mexican anthropology have been minimized or neglected. She argues that

nowadays the Mexican anthropological community mostly remembers the School

for its pioneer application of stratigraphy in investigating the cultural sequence in

the Valley of Mexico.

My work grows from existing literature about the School. As de la Peña, I

also see the institution within a larger context of bi-national relations. As

Parmenter, I am interested in the role of friendship and other human relationships

in scientific practices. My work also follows Mechthild Rutsch’ research. If she

investigates the social and political circumstances that have silenced Seler’s work,



14

I explore the internal politics within the school as well as the broader, national

and transnational circumstances that have silenced particular people in historical

accounts of that Institution. As she explores the role of Seler, I reevaluate the

International School role in shaping the archaeologies of Mexico and United

States as an institution that encompassed a diversity of scientific practices, and as

a space that enabled people to use science according to their different intentions.

 Chapter five focuses on two women, Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramirez

Castañeda, who were in very different ways and moments involved in the School,

but whose imprint still is not well understood. Zelia Nuttall actively shaped the

early moments of the School, which she viewed as a “joint experiment” with

Franz Boas. However, she never participated directly in the School, though she

was living at the time in Mexico City. Isabel Ramirez Castañeda is another female

archaeologist that participated in the School. She was the first Mexican woman to

be institutionally involved in archaeological research, and she was among the few

women who acquired higher education in Mexico during the first decades of the

twentieth century. She was a researcher at the National Museum, but she remains

entirely absent from the histories of Mexican archaeology. My concern here is to

understand the process of historical production, and how particular individuals

have been silenced in the history of archaeology. The different involvements of

Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramirez in the School point to the diversity of women’s
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experiences in archaeology in a moment when archaeological was predominantly

a masculine world.

SECTION THREE: ZELIA NUTTALL

In my research Zelia Nuttall emerged as a major character. The third

section of this dissertation examines Nuttall’s involvement in Mexican

archaeology. For this purpose I use fragments of Zelia Nuttall’s life and career, to

explore the social and cultural context in which she practiced archaeology. In this

section I move between a more general narrative that delineates cultural and

historical trends and a fragmentary account of Nuttall’s life. Her personal letters

and archaeological writings, and the writings of her contemporaries and current

scholars compose this fragmentary narrative. Reading Zelia Nuttall’s letters was a

fascinating experience, as it gave me an intimate understanding of a woman that I

have been interested in for a long time. My readings of her archaeological work

have been colored by what I read in her correspondence, and to a large extent her

personal voice permeates her scientific writings.

The last section of this dissertation begins by righting the record in the

history of archaeology. In chapter six I engage with issues concerning the

invisibility or marginality of women in the historiography of archaeology by

examining Zelia Nuttall’s involvement in Mexican archaeology from the early

1890s to the early 1930s. Her biography allows me to illustrate a particular
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moment in the history of archaeology, a moment when archaeology was not

completely professionalized. Here, I reexamine the process of professionalization

itself. Instead of taking professionalization as a natural phenomenon of scientific

maturity, I examine the gender dimensions of this process.

I see Zelia Nuttall as a pioneer anthropologist who, together with women

like Alice Fletcher, Elsie Clews Parsons, Sarah Yorke Stevenson and Matilda Cox

Stevenson, worked under the “patronage” of Franz Boas and Frederik Putnam, at

the turn of the century, and who where mostly interested in aspects of cultural

contact and debates about the impact of civilization and progress in gender and

sexual relations.

Although some interesting body of literature has evaluated the work of

anthropologists such as Elsie Parsons and Alice Fletcher among Native

Americans (Mark 1988; Deacon 1997; Visweswaran 1998), the figure of Zelia

Nuttall among early anthropologists and archaeologists has been left fairly

unexplored (but see, Levine 1999). Through Zelia Nuttall I examine the place of

Mexico’s archaeology in the context of international scientific debates about

civilization. I study the particularities of how Zelia Nuttall’s involvement in these

debates grew from her experience as an archaeologist, who used the past as a

useful resource to question existing prejudices against Mexican society. I also

examine how her close involvement in Mexican scientific circles enabled her to
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criticize the autocratic nature of Mexico’s archaeological bureaucracy. At the

same time, she enjoyed a privileged role as an outsider to this structure, and this

privileged role positioned her as a cosmopolitan scientist or transnational

archaeologist.

The last chapter in this dissertation moves to a smaller level of analysis.

Chapter seven examines Zelia Nuttall’s participation in a public debate with

Leopoldo Batres, Inspector of Archaeological Monuments, regarding the Nuttall’s

research in La Isla de los Sacrificios. Beyond the particularities of the

controversy, this chapter raises issues regarding the specific role of fieldwork in

archaeology at the turn of the century, in order to highlight the gendered nature of

archaeological practice.

The two chapters work in conjunction, as they furnish a multidimensional

perspective of Zelia Nuttall. I believe that more than being marginalized, she

chose to keep herself confined to her home. This decision gave her the privilege

to shape her own career and has been overlooked in histories of Nuttall’s place in

the discipline. Historians of other disciplines have examined better the

connections between gender, science and the place of work to rethink the notion

of separate spheres that colors our understanding of scientific work and

professionalization of science. (Kohlstedt 1995) (Shteir 1987)  But the gendered

dimensions of these aspects in archaeological work have not been well theorized
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(but see, Gero 1994; Gero 1996). Those two chapters therefore address how

gender and national origins can enrich our understanding of the process of

archaeology’s professionalization in Mexico.

By focusing on this specific woman archaeologist, I have borrowed from

feminist authors who have turned to biography as a way to understand specific

experiences of women in sciences. (Kohlstedt 1987; Gacs 1989; Irwin-Williams

1990);(Kohlstedt 1978) (Abir-Am 1987; Allsebrook and Allsebrook 1992; Parezo

1993; Stein 2001) But my work is not strictly biographical. Although fascinating,

I leave parts of Nuttall’s life unexplored at this moment. Examining Zelia

Nuttall’s life illuminates the scope and consequences of archaeology’s

professionalization as a story in which gender and nation were also refigured.
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Chapter 1: The Writing of Archaeology’s History

This work should be read as a feminist history of archaeology, as it places

importance on the local, in a context, and what has been considered to be

accidental or meaningless and marginal (Jordanova 1993).  In the prologue of

Women in the Margins (Davis 1995), historian Natalie Z. Davis imagines a

conversation between herself and the three women she wrote about in the book.

The conversation took place after the three protagonists--Glikl bas Judah, Marie

de l’ Incarnation and Maria Sybilla--had read the book and all complained about

how they were depicted by Natalie Davis. Maria Sibylla protested, “I don’t belong

in a book about ‘women.’  I should be together with the students and painters of

nature, with scholars of insects and plants.” Natalie Z. Davis responded, “I put

you together to learn from your similarities and differences. In my day, it is

sometimes said that women of the past resemble one another; especially if they

live in the same kind of place…. I wanted to find out whether you three women

had struggles with gender hierarchies…but I didn’t portray you three as merely

long-suffering. I also showed how women in your position made the best of it. I

asked what advantages you had by being on the margins”(Davis 1995:3-4). Like

Davis, I also query how the position of marginality was experienced in the

practice of archaeology. But I expand the notion of marginality beyond gender
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connotations to look to other margins that also existed in archaeology and in

Mexico.

As I document, the notions of center and periphery in science prevail in

the history of archaeology. Among historians and sociologists of science, Mexico,

as part of Latin America has been considered to be located at the margins of the

production of scientific knowledge (López Beltrán 1997) And yet, I demonstrate

that since the late nineteenth century, archaeology placed Mexico at the center of

the debates about civilization.

Archaeology itself has had a marginal position within the sciences;

historically the discipline has struggled to become a science, it has remained in

the periphery of modern science. By focusing specifically on archaeology’s

position among the other sciences, I want to emphasize a new dimension to the

concept of marginality: archaeology has never obtained full status as a science; it

navigates among the soft field sciences (natural sciences and natural history), the

humanities and hard sciences, but historically it has struggled to be considered a

science. Indeed members of the discipline vacillate about whether such an aim is

even desirable (Hodder 2001).

My dissertation considers the period from the early 1890s to the 1920s, as

it was witnessed from a different relation to marginality.  The position of

marginality is often associated with women, and especially with women in



21

science (Kohlstedt 1978; Rossiter 1982; Jordanova 1993; Parezo 1993; Oreskes

1996). I take as a fact the belief that women have been marginalized in

archaeology (there are far more men than women archaeologists at the turn of the

twentieth century). I then explore how women with different backgrounds and

trajectories shared that location. At the same time, by focusing on Mexico, I push

further the notion of margins to examine if this position is historically fixed, or if

the notion of margins and centers needs to be reexamined in the production of

archaeological knowledge.

 Although my research is not only about women, it is inspired by feminist

authors who have impacted how we understand and write history (Scott 1986;

Jordanova 1993; Kohlstedt 1995). My dissertation originates in a broader quest

for the female agent in the making of history (Scott 1999), and more specifically

in archaeology. (Irwin-Williams 1990; Gilchrist 1999) (Díaz-Andreu and

Sørensen 1998) However I go beyond a search for the hidden feminine subject

and I examine, and question, the notion of the universality of women’s experience

in archaeology.

In this sense, my work incorporates larger issues raised within feminist

scholarship. For example, it disrupts periodizations in histories of archaeology.

Such periodizations typically portray a development from speculative to scientific

knowledge, and the transition from amateurs to professionals as a natural
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movement that does not need to be explained because it is the natural progression

of sciences (Willey and Sabloff 1974; Daniel 1975). By focusing on personal

experiences, daily occurrences, life arrangements, friendships, government

decisions, weather conditions, transportation hindrances and other mundane

events and how these events, complicated or facilitated archaeological practices,

my dissertation alters “some of the standards of historical significance, asserting

that ‘personal, subjective experience’ matters as much as ‘the public and the

political’ (Scott 1999).

My work also examines how the category of sex and gender operated in

archaeology during the 1880s to the 1920s. I argue that gender played a crucial

role in the process of professionalization of archaeology, a scientific practice that

was consolidating a “masculine style” at the turn of the century.1 This style of

doing archaeology was defined by the idea of discovery, of going out there to the

field and confronting difficulties to unveil the past.  Following Haraway’s

(Haraway 1996) study of experimental sciences, my dissertation illustrates that

gender was not predetermined in archaeological practice, rather gender was at

stake in the very process of professionalization.

                                                  
1 The concept of professionalization in archaeology does not have a single meaning. Sometimes
by professionalization it is implied the existence of formal education, and other times it is
understood as the use of high methodological standards in fieldwork. Other authors see more
continuities than breaks in those moments. See the articles in a recent volume of Antiquity, vol.
76.
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By locating Mexican archaeology at the center of my analysis I hope to

shed light on a growing corpus of literature that brings forth “alternative" histories

of archaeology (Smith and Patterson 1995). More specifically, this dissertation

de-centers histories of archaeology that locate the birth of archaeological theories

or interpretations in western (EuroAmerican) countries. Most histories of the

discipline reproduce a colonial and Eurocentric perspective that situates the

emergence of archaeology as a scientific discipline in Europe or the United States,

and from there, it disseminated to the rest of the world (Daniel 1975; Trigger

1989). In these terms, the archaeology of Mexico would be considered a copy,

imitation, and simple importation of methods and theories developed in academic

centers such as the United States.

My dissertation illustrates that at the turn of the century, Mexico was not

simply copying archaeological theories and methods produced in the United

States, or merely furnishing these theories with archaeological data. To the

contrary, I demonstrate interactions between the margins and the center of

science, to question the historical validity of those concepts (Cueto 1989; Prakash

1990; Pruna 1994; Prakash 1999). The case of Mexican archaeology and its

colonial relationship with the United States is more complicated than the

Eurocentric model of scientific expansion described by scholars such George

Basalla (1967). Mexico was not a formal colony of the United States, and the
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United States was not a scientific model for Mexico until very recently. In

addition, Mexico never looked to Spain, its colonial metropole, for scientific

knowledge, and indeed the role of Spain in the development of modern western

science is a matter of debate among historians of science. 2

Looking closely at interactions between North American and Mexican

archaeologists, and focusing on the nature of that relationship, my dissertation

shows that in archaeological matters, Mexico was at the center of theory

production and the nineteenth century Mexican state played an important role in

mediating foreign interventions. Indeed, as I will show in my work, the Mexican

state interfered very closely the entrance of foreign archaeological explorers in the

nation.

SOCIOPOLITICS OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND NATIONALISM

I began to think about this project in 1993 with the intention of studying

Mexican post-revolutionary archaeology as a case of nationalist archaeology. I

wrote a paper about Manuel Gamio and his use of the pre-Hispanic past in the

forging of the nation (Ruiz 1993; Ruiz 1993). At that moment, the topic of

archaeology and nationalism had become an important avenue to expose the

                                                  
2 For a discussion on science in Spain during colonial times see: Pimentel, Juan: The Iberian
Vision: Science and Empire in the Framework of a Universal  Monarchy 1500-1800. Osiris, 15:
17-30, 2001.; Lafuente, Antonio, eds. Mundializacion de la ciencia y cultura nacional, Madrid,
1993, Carlos III y la ciencia de la Ilustracion, Madrid 1998; Juan Saldana, Historia social de las
ciencias en America Latina, Mexico, Porrua-UNAM, 1996.
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political uses of archaeological science. I was inspired by this literature, but I

soon realized that only particular regions of the world were seen to be nationalist

in their archaeologies, and others were considered purely scientific and

uncontaminated by nationalist ideologies. For example, while Mexican

archaeology was clearly identified with a nationalist project, the archaeology of

the United States was not associated with nationalism until very recently (Blakey

1990).

This reflection forced me to reconsider my own project and the intellectual

inspirations of it. At this time, I decided to focus on a unit of analysis that was not

located in “the nation” but in the interactions between two countries whose

archaeologies seemed very disparate to show its similarities. In addition, contrary

to most research on nationalism and archaeology, which examines and

deconstructs archaeological discourses to unveil its nationalist biases, my

dissertation examines practices to understand how culture, politics (nations,

gender, race, class) and science are intermingled. Although I analyze

archaeological/scientific discourses, I also bring an ethnographic perspective to

archaeological practice. My work combines a historical and an ethnographic

perspective to scientific practice, and claims that archaeological knowledge is

produced in historically specific times and sites, it is locally specific, and

therefore the relations between the producers of knowledge and the economic,



26

political and social should not be taken for granted but closely examined (Hess

1992; Pickering 1992; Rouse 1993; Traweek 1993).

My dissertation considers the discourses of archaeologists, but moves the

focus of analysis to the level of archaeological practices. Thus my objects of study

are not only archaeological interpretations of sites, ruins, artifacts, or landscapes,

but also include the documents that were produced during the process of doing

archaeology: letters, bureaucratic permits, solicitations, contracts, minutes, etc.

Though my work does not offer a close examination of laboratory practices

(Gusterson 1996) (Traweek 1988) (Latour and Woolgar 1979). I adhere to what

these studies have exposed regarding science: I examine the social aspects of

science. I see archaeology as an empirical enterprise that can be dissected.

One of my motivations for writing this dissertation was to narrate a human

centered history. In this sense, I found that the above mentioned studies of

scientific practices have the virtue of bringing to light the people, situations and

conditions that remain hidden in typical accounts of archaeological progress

(Pickering 1992; Soojung-Kim Pang 1996). In my own research, the transition

from analyzing discourses to examining practices was specifically encouraged by

my reading of feminist scientists who among all those who were writing about the

politics of archaeology, seemed to more sharply expose how the “problem” of
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gender (or the invisibility of women in the archaeological record) was not an error

in the interpretation of data, but one that lay at the very core of the scientific

project (Haraway 1988; Conkey 1991; Hager 1997).

I push further my own thinking and it became clear that I needed to bring

together my concerns about the location of gender and nation in archaeology. I

found that gender was indeed at the core of archaeological practice, at the same

time that all nationalisms were gendered. Thus, I simultaneously examined two

bodies of literature that in my mind were already connected: gender and science;

gender and nationalism. I found that I could most clearly narrate those

connections by examining practices and not  interpretations: states intervene in

archaeology, and archaeology furnishes the state with a language to talk about the

nation.

My dissertation draws upon, engages, and aims to contribute to three main

bodies of literature. First, I engage with literature that has exposed the political

and social aspects of archaeology as a science.  Second, my work contributes to

studies of nationalism, and more specifically to those authors who have theorized

the nation-state in postcolonial settings (Chatterjee 1993) (Mallón 1995) (Coronil

1997).  Finally, I engage with feminist theorists that have exposed the gendered

aspects of nationalism, as well as the gendered aspects of science/archaeology.
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RESEARCHING THE POLITICS OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Since the mid 1980s a number of authors have exposed how archaeology

produces knowledge in specific socio-political contexts (Shanks and Tilley 1987;

Ucko 1987; Shanks and Tilley 1988; Layton 1989; Pinsky and Wylie 1989;

Hodder 1992). I situate my work within and among those who have attended to

the close links between archaeology and nationalism. (Kohl and Fawcett 1995)

(Diaz-Andreu (forthcoming)) (Díaz-Andreu and Champion 1996) (Arnold 1990)

(Trigger 1984; Silberman 1989; Trigger 1995; Schnapp 1996; Díaz-Andreu 1997;

Abu El-Haj 1998)These studies have exposed how states manipulate

archaeological data or interpretations in particular moments for their own

nationalist agendas. Some of those authors seem to agree that nationalist

archaeologies are bad examples of scientific practice, and therefore archaeology

needs to strengthen its methods to do better science (Trigger 1995).

Rather than searching for either false or true pasts, my dissertation focuses

on the context that enabled a specific view of the past to become most salient in a

particular moment. I do not see the context as just an external background to

archaeology, but I illustrate how the internal functioning of archaeology has

provided a language to talk about, imagine and represent the nation. Thus, in the

same way that Benedict Anderson (Anderson 1983) disregards a discussion of

falsity and veracity to investigate "imagined communities," I examine "imagined
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archaeological pasts," not as a means to unearth real pasts, but to understand how

they were imagined, and how the very act of imagining becomes relevant in

particular historical moments. The people that I examine approached the Mexican

past in different ways and with different purposes in mind. However, they all

found in archaeology an opportunity to think about the nation.

Therefore, I view archaeology as a disciplinary corpus and a style of

knowledge that runs parallel to and articulates with nationalistic ideologies. The

relationship between archaeology and nationalism is not transitory in the history

of archaeology, nor it is merely a deviation into "bad archaeology," rather the two

have enjoyed a long-lasting coexistence. I am less interested in studying

archaeology’s vulnerability when it is used as a part of a nationalist political

program, than in focusing on an understanding of nation building as a constitutive

part of archaeological/scientific knowledge.

Most of the histories of archaeology detail intellectual and theoretical

trends and, in some cases, narrate how the profession developed in a particular

ideological, political and cultural context. Despite the fact that they are well

contextualized those histories do not embrace a close exploration of “the

relationship between the development of abstract concepts and models for

interpreting nature on the one hand, and the technical and experimental means for

intervening in natural processes on the other” (Lenoir 1997). We need a better
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understanding about how particular excavation, classification, description, and

illustration methods were employed to study and represent the past (for recent

examples of a practice based view of archaeology see (Abu El-Haj 1998) (Picazo

1998) (Gero 1994; Tomáskòva 2000).

Most histories of archaeology eschew a detailed and specific examination

of the interactions between the social context and the functioning of archaeology

or, to use James Snead’s words, a sort of “middle-range analysis,” meaning a

detailed and specific examination of the interactions between the social context

and the functioning of archaeology (Snead 1999). In archaeology, the separation

between sociological and historical approaches has led researchers to examine

more closely the historical “context” rather than the “content” of science

(Golinski 1990). The recent focus on experiments and the local contexts in which

science is practiced (mostly laboratories) demonstrates a concern to bridging the

gap between these two approaches (sociological and historical) that would be

illuminating in archaeology.

By focusing on local settings as opposed to the production of science in

abstraction we can explore the production of archaeological knowledge in specific

localities (sites, regions, nations, museums, etc.). Though historians and

sociologists of science have mostly relied on the laboratory as a site of scientific

production, recent studies of the field sciences have reexamined the field as a
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space to be ethnographically investigated (Gupta 1997). As Kuklick and Koshar

(Kuklick 1996) explain, field sciences have been neglected in recent historical and

sociological studies because their low status within the sciences. The sciences

defined their rigor by the standards of the laboratory, and the field was viewed as

“a site of compromised work: field sciences have dealt with problems that resist

tidy solutions, and they have not excluded amateur participation” (Kuklick 1996).

Fieldtrips, expeditions and fieldwork, are in most cases the locations where

archaeology produces knowledge and therefore those spaces became interesting

spaces to examine the local production of knowledge.

My ethnographic “objects” are a multiplicity of people (archaeologists,

amateurs, politicians, collectors, bureaucrats, and peasants), institutions, schools,

homes, sites and museums, both in the United States and in Mexico. These people

and institutions were interconnected in the production of archaeological

knowledge about Mexico. My work grounds the abstraction of archaeological

knowledge in a series of human interactions, relations between objects and

people, as well as relations between governments and museums and the historical

connections between nations. Thus, I see the politics of archaeology at the level of

the concrete practice of archaeology, and this perspective influences the way in

which I examine the relations between nationalism and archaeology. For example,

I pay close attention to the functioning of the state bureaucracy and the
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administrative apparatus that supported archaeology as crucial aspects to examine

nationalism and archaeology.

NATIONALISMS AND THE STATE IN ARCHAEOLOGY

During the late nineteenth-century the appropriation of ancient ruins

accompanied the colonial expansion of European nations. The increasing

accumulation of monuments and antiquities in Western museums, the competition

among nations for the appropriation of the materiality of the past, and the

allocation of funds for archaeological excavations, were meant to "throw light

upon the origins of the cultural complex which developed over the millennia into

our own European civilization." (Larsen 1989:182)

In similar lines, Benedict Anderson argued that archaeology served

colonial expansion and the justification of colonial rule. He claims that "the

reconstructed monuments, juxtaposed with the surrounding rural poverty, said to

the natives: Our very presence shows that you have always been, or have long

become, incapable of either greatness or self-rule" (Anderson 1983). In other

words, archaeological practices illuminate the ways in which colonial state

imagines its domain.

Although Anderson does not explore specifically the role of archaeology

in post-colonial nations or independent nations, he observes that archaeology

(together with other productions of knowledge such as cartography and statistics)
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created a grammar or a style of imagining that continued to function in post-

colonial nations. Thus, one could argue that archaeology, accompanied the rise of

nations by objectifying a national past, and by allowing the people to imagine

historically the special community that was the nation.

Most nations imagine their histories as genealogical accounts that depict

the nation as emanating from a glorious past. As Thaper argues in her

historiography of Indian ancient history, "the glorification of the ancient past is

characteristic of all national movements when there is a search for an identity in

the indigenous tradition, and the indigenous tradition is usually taken to be the

earliest recognizable historical culture" (1987: 5).

I took as a point of departure Anderson’s (1983) and Thaper’s (1987)

thinking about archaeology to examine the particularities of the Mexican case. I

researched a moment in the history of Mexico when archaeology was first

established as a science and when studies about the past transferred from the

hands of local collectors and amateurs to the hands of the State. Therefore, my

work investigates how the Mexican post-colonial state was shaped in relation to

archaeology, at the same time that archaeology developed within the realm of the

state. I found a desire and a structure (built as a bureaucracy, Museums, schools

and other institutions) to protect its national past to be integral to the state.
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More specifically, my dissertation examines how the Mexican state and

archaeology were reshaped in specific interactions with foreign scientists. In this

sense, I also study the state formation in nineteenth century Mexico. I contribute

to literature that has demonstrated how the consolidation of the state cannot be

explained exclusively through ideas of domination and hegemony in the

emergence of an organic political party, or the appearance of the bourgeoisie.

Rather, as Florencia Mallon concludes in her essay about post-colonial Latin

America, the study of the state “becomes a historical question, to be answered

through the kind of complex and never definitive confrontation with sources”

(Mallón 1995)

Inspired by subaltern studies and moving away from exclusively Marxist

approaches to the state, there is a trend towards examining the multiple

interactions between popular culture and state formation, between hegemony and

resistance, between national power and local communities in Latin America (and

Mexico in particular) (Joseph and Nugent 1994) (Lomnitz-Adler 1992; Mallón

1995).3 Though my dissertation does not necessarily seek a subaltern subject to

document resistance, alternative or contradictory voices, and the hegemonic

presence of the Mexican state at the turn of the century; my work contributes to a

better understanding of how archaeological discourses about Mexico’s past
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became hegemonic. I seek answers to the following questions: Why did a

particular style of doing archaeology become synonymous with understanding the

nation? Why were some scientists able to speak for the nation while others were

not allowed? Why were some female voices accepted and others were neglected?

Thus, I move away from a view of the state as the producer of discourses, or as an

omnipotent agent that controlled scientific discourse; instead I attend to the

multiplicity of discourses, and interactions between those discourses and the

people who in different ways engage in archaeology. This “unpacking” requires

first and foremost, a close analysis of the historical sources, as well as an

awareness that the archive, like the field is a “constructed space in which power

struggles help define and obscure the sources and information to which we have

access”(Mallón 1995).  A close analysis of the state leads us to consider

nationalism as a collection of discourses that emerges within and also outside, the

realm of the state power.

MEXICAN NATIONALISM

I understand Mexican nationalism within the larger context of modern

nationalisms in which especially during the nineteenth century, the idea of the

nation emerged as the form to imagine communities of all sorts (Anderson 1983).

                                                                                                                                          
3 Though it is not very clear to me how cohesive is this theoretical perspectives, there is an
initiative to form a Latin American Subaltern Studies Group, see Beverley, J., M. Aronna, et al.
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Since the late eighteenth century, Mexican creoles had been re-interpreting

Mexico's past to demonstrate their equality with European nations. But the

consolidation of archaeology as a form of knowledge to study the past gave

Mexican nationalists the proof that Mexico could be a modern nation. Despite a

socio-cultural diversity that hindered national cohesion in the present, Mexico had

a historical process similar to such "great civilizations" as Egypt, Greece, and

Rome. The narration of a Mexican ancient history by archaeologists thus focused

on documenting the genealogies of periods and rulers, and describing the natural

succession of cultures, from the simpler to the more complex, from savagery to

civilization. By adopting the Mediterranean model --which located the "birth of

the Mediterranean civilization" in the Middle East-- early twentieth century

Mexican archaeology focused on finding its own "mother culture" from which to

genealogically trace the modern nation. In this sense, foreign and national

archaeologists shared a similar scientific/national goal in the early 1910s.  They

used archaeological methods (stratigraphy and three-stage periodization of

cultural history) to prove that the ancient cultures in the Valley of Mexico had

evolved from the most simple to the more complex.

    While turn-of-the-century archaeology furnished Mexico with a way to

narrate the past, nationalism required details to distinguish Mexico from other

                                                                                                                                          
(1995). The postmodernism debate in Latin America. Durham, Duke University Press.
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nations; in other words, it needed a "national essence" to make the country

distinct. In this case, though nineteenth century politicians, intellectuals and state

administrators viewed indigenous peoples as hindrances to the nation’s

modernization, they saw Mexican cultural diversity and its glorious ancient

civilizations as the native elements that would furnish uniqueness to the nation.

However, politicians and intellectuals in Mexico did not want to acknowledge the

relationship between the indigenous present and the glorious past. The past was

already understood as something "there," static, that the state could represented in

museums, conferences and exhibitions, but not something that indigenous peoples

themselves could remember, use and re-interpret. 4

I demonstrate that the separation between the past and the present was not

ideologically pre-established by the state; rather archaeologists (nationals and

foreigners) and state bureaucrats formulated a separation between past and present

in the very moment of fieldwork. They researched and proudly wrote about the

glorious monuments, at the same time that they denigrated the Indians who lived

around the ruins. The Mexican state facilitated the production of scientific

                                                  
4 Chicanos/as have claimed the past as part of their identity. See bibliography: Alarcón, N. (1994).
Traddutora, Traditora: A Paradigmatic Figure of Chicana Feminism. Scattered Hegemonies:
Postmodernity and Transnational Feminist Practices. Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press.
Alarcón, N. C. K. a. M. M. (1999). Introduction: Between Woman and Nation. Between Woman
and Nation. Nationalisms, Transnational Feminisms, and the State. A. Caren Kaplan, Norma, and
Minoo Moallem. Durham, Duke University Press: 1-16.
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knowledge, by protecting the past as part of the national patrimony and leaving

the present open to collectors.

One of the main goals of my dissertation is to unveil and understand how

Mexican nationalism emerged in an international context, particularly in relation

to archaeological production of knowledge that provided Mexico with a language

(discourses of a “mother culture,” civilization and savagery and genealogies of the

emergence and fall of cultural centers), and a material basis (ruins and artifacts) to

participate as a modern nation in international scientific settings and debates.

Thus the very fact of having a national archaeology (i.e. digging patria) gave

Mexico a place in the shrine of modernity, civilization and progress.  Thus, my

research views archaeology as an instrument that facilitated the re-definition of

Mexican nationalism at the turn of the twentieth century; an instrument that

constructed a past for the Mexican nation.

By focusing in the interactions between nationals and foreigners my

dissertation addresses the gendered aspects of archaeological interventions in

Mexico and also highlights the unfixed gendered nature of Mexican nationalism.

On the one hand, foreigners viewed Mexico as a feminine entity with ruins to be

discovered and studied, but which lacked the science to accomplish this task. It

required the help of foreigners. At the same time, the Mexican state adopted a

masculine posture as a protector in interactions with foreigners. The state had to
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protect a nation from outsiders, and in doing so; the state shaped a nationalist

imaginary that was already gendered from the outset.

THE GENDERING OF THE NATION AND SCIENCE

My project draws on literature that claims that all nationalisms are

gendered (Aretxaga 1997, Chaterjee 1990, 1993, Mclintock, 1995, Perez 1999a

1999b, Parker 1992, Yuval-Davis 1997), to explore questions of gender and

nation in the specific case of Mexico.  Scholars have pointed to the patrimonial

character of Mexican archaeology as a symptom of nationalism (Lombardo de

Ruiz 1994; Morales Moreno 1994; Vázquez León 1996). By claiming ruins as

national patrimony, the Mexican state developed a paternalistic attitude towards

the archaeological remains located inside its national boundaries.

Luis Vázquez argues that this character is a direct inheritance from

colonial times, when the Spanish Crown claimed ownership over Mexico’s

antiquities (Vázquez León 1993; Vázquez León 1996). Vázquez argues that the

current patrimonial character manifests in the structure of the Mexican

bureaucracy that controls the protection of antiquities, at the top of which is the

president of the government. This trend began during the late 1890s, when the

Mexican state created the figure of the Inspectorship of Monuments, a position

specifically designed for Leopoldo Batres, who occupied the office for more than

thirty years.
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In my work I go one step beyond Vazquez’s insightful argument, to

disclose the gendered aspects of archaeology’s patrimonial character. The

American English Dictionary defines patrimony as “an inheritance from a father

or man ancestor.”5  I argue that the close link between archaeology and the nation

made it difficult for women to enter into a discipline that was conceived to dig up

the nation’s origins. Despite the appearance that women were not present in

Mexican archaeology, I examine the work of Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramírez

Castañeda, two women who practiced archaeology in Mexico. Their different

experiences as female archaeologists working in a similar environment

complicate the assumption that there was a single female identity excluded from

science. I explore how issues of nationality and social privilege mediate the

creation of a female scientific subject in archaeological practice.

Zelia Nuttall was a foreigner who participated in the Mexican scientific

community.  As a foreigner she enjoyed more privileges than Isabel Ramírez, a

Mexican woman who did not gain similar access to scientific and political elites.

Zelia Nuttall used her privilege to participate in a scientific realm that was

extremely masculine. In this sense, my research investigates the multiple ways in

which the notion of the “scientific subject,” as a subject able to practice, interpret,

and communicate archaeology, was shaped. I also demonstrate that the subject

                                                  
5 American English Dictionary. http://www.bartleby.com/61/60/P0116000.html
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position (nationality, race, social privilege, age) of female archaeologist was not

universal. Along the lines of Donna Haraway (Haraway 1996) I document the

invisibility, physically and epistemologically of female subjects in Mexico’s

archaeology. But I also ask if some women, along with male archaeologists, were

more invisible than others. I pay special attention to how the relations between

scientists from two nations with very unique relations to their pasts mediated the

constitution of a universal scientific subject.

THE GENDERING OF ARCHAEOLOGY

I view my research as an outcome of feminist concerns in archaeology and

more broadly in the disciplines of anthropology and history that emerged parallel

to feminist social movements during the early 1970s (Bleier 1984; Harding and

O'Barr 1987; Harding 1991; Haraway 1996; Kohlstedt and Longino 1997). In

addition, my research on the history of archaeology is shaped by feminist

critiques of science.

Though the history of feminism in archaeology is not very long, currently

it is manifested by a diversity of approaches. The first voices in American

archaeology with a feminist perspective emerged in the mid 1980s and explicitly

manifested how gender prejudices influenced the practice of archaeology, because

"archaeology has substantiated a set of culture-specific beliefs about the meaning

of masculine and feminine, about the capabilities of men and women, about the
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power relations, and about their appropriate roles in society" (Conkey 1984;

Gilchrist 1999)6

After this pioneering article, authors have moved beyond denouncing

gender biases in archaeology, and have incorporated a critical examination of the

concepts of sex and gender in the archaeological interpretation of the past

(Claasen 2000; Schmidt 2000). Recent research considers how sex and gender

identity mediate the engendering of the past, which in Conkey’s sense referring

“explicitly to the processes whereby archaeology --as practice-- and prehistory --

as a subject-- is the terrain and product of both males and females, of men and

women. [It] does not refer merely to adding gender (or, in this case, adding the

therefore missing gender) but to evoke the active role of us, as practitioners, in

creating our discipline and the human past" (Conkey 1997:4)

By focusing on the subjects who practiced archaeology, my work is

specifically influenced by this recent work which not only denounces and

remedies androcentric bias in archaeological discourse but which also revises the

very concept of archaeological knowledge (Gacs 1989; Gero and Conkey 1991;

Conkey 1997; Wylie 1997). Thus, my dissertation queries how knowledge is

gendered by archaeological practice.

                                                  
6 See Gilchrist, R. (1999). Gender and archaeology : contesting the past. London ; New York,
Routledge.
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More specifically, this work incorporates a biographical approach to

elaborate women’s historiographies of archaeology (Gacs 1989; Diaz-Andreu

1998) (Levine 1994) (Picazo 1998). I use women’s biographies not to narrate

individual lives and incorporate singular women into the discipline; rather I use

biography to investigate how social and cultural contexts and views about gender

roles impacted the position of women in archaeological production.

My work examines the lives and works of various women and other

archaeologists who were not at the center of the discipline, but who participated in

fundamental scientific debates concerning the nature of Mexican civilization.

These international debates, in turn were appropriated in a local context to fulfill

nationalist desires. Therefore, I maintain that the notion of marginality is not static

or fixed and perhaps each woman appreciated or embraced a marginal place,

reconstituting it as a locally defined center.

Although I recognize the marginal position of women in science, I also

question the notion of a female sisterhood that can speak for a female subject in

science. In this sense, even though I take as a point of departure the notion of

margins, I depart from authors who have identified women as a unified and

“muted class” through history (Kehoe 1992). I investigate whether gender in

archaeology varies depending on specific historical, national and cultural

contexts.
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THE TWO AMERICAS AND THEIR ARCHAEOLOGIES.

In my dissertation I deal with archaeological interactions between two

neighbor countries that had very different relationships with their own pasts and

with very tense relationships in the present. The archaeologies of Mexico and the

United States are profoundly entangled, and these national entanglements are

defined in part by a history of looting practices that filled North American

museums with Mexican antiquities and also by an array of explorers from the

north going south to Mexico. But Mexican and North American archaeologies are

intertwined also because the two nations share a similar colonized space (what is

known as America).

However, these two countries have had very unequal historical trajectories

as colonial spaces. Mexican historian Edmundo O’ Gorman, in his “Mexico: el

trauma de su historia,” focuses on Mexico’s historical relationships with its

northern neighbor. O’Gorman argues that the political debates between nineteenth

century Mexican liberals and conservatives regarding the definition of Mexico’s

nationality ought to be understood in relation to “la existencia de la otra América

o si se quiere, de ese otro mundo tan ajeno a la tradición colonial

iberoamericana y que tan inmensamente se hacia sentir en el desequilibrio de
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poder, riqueza y prosperidad que implicaba la vecina presencia de la República

de los Estados Unidos de Norteamérica”7 (O' Gorman 1977).

O’ Gorman described an America that was invented in two manners, as a

natural entity (as a geographical space) and as a moral or historical entity (the

New World). As a physical entity, America was thought to be homogeneous,

distinct from the other parts of the world, and defined in the process of naming

mountains, trees, rivers, flowers, fruits, etc. But the constitution of America as a

moral entity confronted the existence of indigenous peoples in that space at the

time when the naming of indigenous populations was a controversial process.

Although a close examination of the political, scientific and religious debates on

the nature of indigenous populations in the Americas is beyond the scope of this

dissertation (Brading 1985), I argue that archaeology was not a mere observer or

passive consumer of those intellectual debates, but actively participated in them.

As O’ Gorman mentions in Mexico “el indígena fue conceptuado como una

realidad histórica en estado de mera potencia que debería actualizarse mediante

la incorporación del indio a la cultura europea” (1977: 4). 8

This conception of indigenous peoples, as walking the line between

“natural” and “cultural” realms, offered archaeology a privileged entrance into

                                                  
7 The existence of the other America, or if you want, of this other world, foreign to the
iberoamerican colonial tradition. A fact that is very obvious in the inequality of power, wealth and
properity that implies the neighboring presence of the United States.
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discussions on the character of nationality. As a discipline that studied pre-

colonial remains in the Americas archaeology was immersed in a process of

inventing America as a moral entity. The past became a powerful resource for

both nations. Therefore the specific relations each particular nation established

with its pre-colonial past influenced and were tainted by archaeological practices.

Compare for example the following statements made by individuals who

were involved in archaeological research in the United States and Mexico. It is

clear from them that in general terms, North American archaeology developed a

research agenda overseas, whereas in Mexico, this discipline developed looking

inwards. Charles Eliot Norton, the first president of the Archaeological Institute

of America said in the 1880s:  “I don’t care much for our American Archaeology

(though as president of the society I must say this under my breath) but it is worth

while to try to get what exact information we can about the semi-barbarians

concerning whom so many wild fancies have been current, ever since the days of

the Spanish conquest which the amiable Prescott confirmed by his pieces of

romantic narrative. But I do care much for the Greeks.” 9

In Mexico, in 1858, just thirty years after Independence, the Archaeology

Commission of the Sociedad Mexicana de Geografía y Estadística issued a

                                                                                                                                          
8 “The native was conceptualized as a historical reality in just a potential state, who would be
actualized only after is incorporation to the European culture.”
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document that established the scientific and national goals of this scientific

institution. It aimed to “procurar cuantos datos sea posible sobre el cuadro que

guardan los antiguos monumentos del país, que acreditan así la diversidad de

razas que han poblado como sus culturas, su civilización y su alta antigüedad

[...] examinar hasta que punto será justo y conveniente que se declare propiedad

nacional.”10

Thus, while the president of the first and most important institution

devoted to archaeology in North America during the late 19th century saw in the

ancient Mediterranean the most fruitful space for archaeological research, in

Mexico, the Archaeology commission felt confident that the pre-Hispanic ruins

merited close scrutiny. In both countries archaeology as a science aimed to

document and describe remains from disappeared inhabitants, but in Mexico, the

notion of owning a landscape full of richness developed in parallel with

archaeology as a systematic study of the nation’s past. For Mexico archaeology

provided a language to talk about the nation. The United States turned to Mexico

as the space to practice a type of archaeology that was perceived as “missing” in

                                                                                                                                          
9 Norton to Thomas Carlyle 7/23/1880 quoted in Fowler, D. D. (2000). A Laboratory for
Anthropology. Science and Romanticism in the American Southwest 1846-1930. Alburquerque,
University of New Mexico Press.
10 “Acquire data as much as possible regarding the distribution of ancient monuments, and which
show the diversity of races that have inhabited here, their cultures, civilization and antiquity. Also
it has to examine when would be fair and convenient to declare them national property.”  SMGE,
Sección Arqueología, Vol. 1 Fs. 012. June 1858. For an insighful análisis of the SMGE and the
relations between nationalism and geography in México see Craib, R. B. (2002). "A Nationalist
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its national landscape, at the same time that it fulfilled an expansionist view of

science and the nation.11

Through different archaeological encounters I illustrate that no single

window exists to examine the socio-politics of archaeology and colonialism.

Thus, by studying interactions among archaeologists from two American nations,

I explore how archaeology provided a transnational scientific language to express

the nationalist anxieties of both countries. These interactions had very different

meanings and outcomes for the two countries. For Mexico, archaeology provided

a materiality to express the past, a material “kit” (museums, exhibitions,

excavations) that enabled it to participate in the construction of national

imaginations. In turn, I argue that Mexican politicians and scientists felt that their

nation would transcend its historical backwardness by relying on the language of

archaeology and thus enter an international community of science.

For the United States, however, exploration in its own land was more

equated with the notion of wilderness and natural parks than to a cultural

inhabited landscapeIt was mostly by launching archaeological explorations

overseas that the United States pacified a national anxiety. Thus I examine two

very distinct types of archaeological traditions. While in Mexico archaeology had

                                                                                                                                          
Metaphysics: State Fixations, National Maps, and Geo-Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-
Century Mexico." Hispanic American Historical Review 82(1): 33-69.
11 See Craib (2002) for a similar argument regarding the development of geography after the
Mexican-American war.
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a clear nationalistic mission to fill the past with ancient monuments, in the United

States archaeology on its own soil resembled a process of forgetting and

silencing. Yet nationalism infused both archaeological traditions.

In 1885, Mexico created, through a governmental law, the position of

Inspección General de Monumentos Arqueológicos de la República Mexicana. In

June 1896 and May 1897 two other laws restricted the rights of foreign and

national researchers to develop archaeological excavations in Mexican territory

without the explicit permission of the Inspectorship (Lombardo de Ruiz and Solís

1988; Litvak King 1989; Vázquez León 1993) These laws inaugurated in Mexico

a patrimonial tradition that considered archaeological affairs to be the sole

property of the nation. Mexican archaeologist Ramon Mena considered the

creation of the Inspección the Monumentos to be the “`piedra angular’ de la

ciencia de las antiguedades”12.  Leopoldo Batres held the position of the

Inspector from 1885 to 1911, with the responsibility to protect all archaeological

materials found within Mexican territory.

The notion of archaeological protection had a twofold impact in Mexico.

On the one hand, the Inspección General was entrusted with the task of protecting

antiquities from a long history of foreign exploitation. On the other hand, the

institution in charge of the research and preservation of antiquities, also

                                                  
12 “the keystone of the science of antiquities”.
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demonstrated a movement towards the definition of a national patrimony that was

centralized and fully controlled by the state. This movement obscured regional,

local, or other cultural possibilities to think about the past and its connection with

the national community. Paradoxically, the development of a protective

archaeological legislation in Mexico occurred at a moment when the state opened

the natural resources of the country to foreign investment. Thus one could say that

while the past was nationally protected, the present became exposed to foreigners.

In the United States various models of archaeological professionalization

took place simultaneously (museums, state and local government, university)

(Patterson 1986; Givens 1992; Fowler 2000). During the nineteenth century, local

and regional antiquarian societies emerged at the same time that museums such as

the Peabody Museum, the University of Pennsylvania and California Museums,

and the National Museum of Natural History also launched archaeological

explorations. Institutions such as the Smithsonian and the Rockefeller also funded

and organized archaeological research (Hinsley 1981; Hinsley and Wilcox 1996;

Kuklick 1996). These institutions funded archaeological research overseas, as

well as in the United States, especially in the Southwest (Meltzer, Fowler et al.

1986; Hinsley and Wilcox 1996). But most of the archaeological research during

the nineteenth century was done outside the Americas (Kuklick 1996).
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The first law to protect American antiquities in the United States received

approval in 1906, but only after more than twenty years of fights and struggles

within the scientific and political arena. The so-called Lacey Bill, in contrast to

similar legislation passed in Mexico, did not mention the danger of foreigners

exploiting or looting antiquities. The difference was that the Mexican soil was

seen to be full of pyramids and hidden treasures, but in North America only a few

remains of “savages and barbarians” constituted the ancient landscape. From this

point of view, perhaps the archaeologies of Mexico and North America are too

extreme to be compared. But it is this apparent incommensurability between the

archaeologies of Mexico and the United States that attracts me. By focusing on

the encounters between these two countries, and how larger issues of nationalism,

gender and science were shaped in those encounters, I highlight the similarities as

well as differences, in the two national contexts.
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EXPEDITIONS
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Chapter 2: Carl Lumholtz's “long conversations in Mexico”
(1890-1898)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines Carl Lumholtz's expedition to Northern Mexico in

1894-1897. This one was not devoted to research and collect archaeological
material, but had the intention to find the last primitives living in Mexico. In this

chapter I use the metaphor of a "long conversation" Lumholtz established with his

interlocutors in Mexico (Indians, the State, objects, intermediaries). I am also
interested in disentangling the practices that expeditions involved. Though day-to-

day kind of information about this expedition is not great, my intention is to

unravel how knowledge was produced “en route” (Fabian 2001).  The Lumholtz's

expedition to Mexico was organized to fulfill a clearly North American scientific

agenda during the last decade of the twentieth century, the exploration of the
cultural contact between ancient peoples in the south of the United States and

Mexican groups. And yet in this chapter I emphasize the existence in that

expedition of a multiplicity of agendas and concerns.

CARL LUMHOLTZ THE EXPLORER.

The American Museum of Natural History (AMNH) was involved in a

series of four expeditions in Mexico led by Carl Lumholtz in the late 1880s.

Lumholtz was a Norwegian born anthropologist who worked for the American

Museum of Natural History. Lumholtz (1851-1922) studied theology in Norway

but turned to natural sciences apparently after a nervous breakdown in 1876. His
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first exploration, sponsored by a Norwegian university, was in Australia (1880-

1884). This was a zoological and botanical expedition, but Lumholtz realized that

it was very difficult for him to collect without the help of the “natives”(Lumholtz

1904)

Lumholtz wrote Among Cannibals narrating his experiences in the trip,

and lectured about it in Europe and in the United States. During his lectures in the

United States Luhmoltz met various wealthy North American families such as

those of Andrew Carnegie, J. Pierpont Morgan and the Vanderbilts. For eight

years (1890-1898) Lumholtz's trips to Mexico were funded by various people that

he met in the United States during his travels. But institutions such as the

American Museum of Natural History and the American Geographical Society

also funded him. The Archivo General de la Nación in Mexico City, which holds

most of the documentation about archaeology during the Porfirian period, does

not have any documentation from this expedition. Lumholtz's trips are better

documented in the archives at the Museum of Natural History in New York. In

addition to those primary sources, Carl Lumholtz published several letters and

articles in the Bulletin of the American Museum of Natural History describing

parts of the expedition. He also wrote a book entitled Unknown Mexico (Lumholtz

1902) about  his travels in Northern Mexico.
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This book was translated into Spanish in 1904 by Balbino Davalos, a

member of the Sociedad Mexicana de Geografia y Estadistica.13 Lumholtz wrote

a preface to the Spanish edition, situating his expedition to Mexico within a

genealogy of North European travelers that began in the eleventh century with the

arrival of Leif Erikson, a Northman “traveler” to the Americas. Lumholtz saw

himself as inheriting a tradition of northern European travelers, and in this way he

justified his trip to Mexico: “it is not unfitting that the Viking instinct in one of his

descendants should impel him towards peaceful conquest on the field of science

in the Sierra Madre of Mexico. (…) I trust that my book may convey to the reader

the deep affection I feel for the magnificent country that has been the cradle of the

civilisation (sic) of the Western Hemisphere” (Lumholtz 1902:vi). In this sense,

Lumholtz worded very transparently the connections between science and

conquest that were embedded in foreign expeditions.

However, he also expressed his gratitude and content to have the book

translated into Spanish. A language that has had some of the best works of “such

illustrious scholars and authors as Jose Fernando Ramírez, Manuel Orozco y

Berra, Francisco Pimentel, Joaquin Garcia Icazbalceta, Alfredo Chavero,

Francisco Chavero, Francisco del Paso y Troncoso, Jose Maria Vigil, Antonio

                                                  
13 Though the translator was Mexican, the book was published in New York by Charles Scribner’s
and Sons. Lumholtz, K. S. (1904). El Mexico desconocido; cinco anos de exploracion entre las
tribus de la Sierra Madre occidental; en la tierra caliente de Tepic y Jalisco, y entre los Tarascos de
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Peñafiel, Nicolas León.”14 Thus, though he located himself with the foreign

explorers to Mexico, he also acknowledged the local tradition of Mexicans who

had done or were doing work about the history and ethnology of Mexico.

Since the beginning, Lumholtz's expeditions to Mexico were planned as

interdisciplinary research projects, more so than the Saville expeditions that we

will see later. As was mentioned in another Spanish edition, this was one of the

largest and more ambitious expeditions organized during those years. And

contrary to the Loubat expedition, Lumholtz was not devoted to “discover”

ancient ruins, the expedition was specifically designed to collect objects: mostly

ethnological, but also archaeological and botanical specimens, as well as to

collect skulls and take measurements of Indian bodies. Physical anthropologist

Ales Hrdlicka joined Lumholtz during his last expedition, and at least in the third

expedition he was in charge of the physical measurements.

The expeditions Carl Lumholtz led in Mexico were not directed to areas of

major archaeological ruins. His trips remained very conscribed to the northern and

central parts of Mexico, though the intention of the Museum of Natural History

was to reach the boundary with Central America.  The outcomes of the first two

collecting expeditions were presented at the Columbian World’s Fair in Chicago

                                                                                                                                          
Michoacan; obra escrita en ingles por Carl Lumholtz y traducida al castellano por Balbino
Davalos. New York, Scribner's sons.
14 Ibid. p. vii
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in 1893; and the third one was planned to renovate a room dedicated to Mexican

and Central American cultures at the American Museum of Natural History. 15

That the primary repository of expeditions at that time was the Chicago

World’s Fair, is a clear example of the close ties that existed between

anthropology and debates around civilization, savagery, race, and progress in the

United States and Mexico.16 When most of the research done in Mexico by

foreigners was devoted to the collection of archaeological objects, Lumholtz's

ethnological expedition offered 'previously unseen' cultural objects from Mexico

to the international audience that visited the Columbian Fairs.17  Frederic Putnam,

the anthropologist in charge of the anthropological section at the World’s Fair,

wrote Lumholtz that he admired his finds:  “I desire to thank you for doing your

part in this good work by exhibiting the collections you made in the Sierra Madre,

illustrating the arts and customs of the Tarahumara and Tepehuane. This is the

first time I have seen the work of these tribes and I know the collection has given

ethnologists the opportunity to make several important comparative studies

                                                  
15 The literature on anthropology at the World’s Columbian Exposition is extensive: see Fowler,
D. D. (2000). A Laboratory for Anthropology. Science and Romanticism in the American
Southwest 1846-1930. Alburquerque, University of New Mexico Press.; Rydell, R. W. (1984). All
the world's a fair : visions of empire at American international expositions, 1876-1916. Chicago,
University of Chicago Press.
16 See Bederman, G. (1995). Manliness & civilization : a cultural history of gender and race in the
United States, 1880-1917. Chicago, University of Chicago Press.
17 Tenorio-Trillo, M. (1996). Mexico at the World's Fairs. Crafting a Modern Nation. Berkeley,
University of Califronia Press.
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related to the arts and customs of tribes both north and south.”18 In this chapter I

only focus in the third expedition because it is the one that was most documented

in the archives.

Carl Lumholtz directed four expeditions to Mexico. The first expedition

(1890-1891) was conducted under the auspices of the American Geographical

Society and the American Museum of Natural History.19 In the second expedition,

(1892-1893) Lumholtz traveled alone and stayed in the area of the Tarahumara (in

the Sierra Madre of Northern Mexico). During his trip he recorded language and

collected vocabularies of the Tarahumara and Tepehuanes. He also made

anthropological measurements and selected samples of hair and osseous remains.

Some of the material collected in that expedition was presented at the Chicago

World’s Fair.

The third Mexican expedition lasted for three years (1894-1897) and is the

best documented in terms of primary data. His journal of the trip, though very

concise, was kept at the Museum of Natural History, together with letters he

wrote to various personalities of the Museum. That helped me to contextualize the

trip. This time, Carl Lumholtz traveled again to the Tarahumara region, but also to

the land of the Huichol, the Coras, the Tepenacos and the Tarasco Indians. This

                                                  
18 October 20 1893. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. # 1894-14
19 I could not find archival material for this expedition, only a published document in the Annals
of the Museum of Natural History. Lumholtz traveled with a team that included a physical
geographer, two botanists, a zoologist, a mineralogist and a photographer.
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expedition was mainly ethnological, and he collected myths, customs, artifacts,

melodies and vocabularies. It was also an archaeological collection trip.

In the fourth and last Mexican expedition (1905 and 1909-1910) Lumholtz

traveled to the Sonora desert and parts of Arizona. He collected data on the

Papago Indians accompanied by Ales Hardlicka. After his Mexican expeditions,

Lumholtz made a trip to Borneo. Those expeditions were the basis of a series of

articles he wrote in American Anthropologist, the Bulletin of American

Geographical Society, Bulletin of the AMNH, Natural History and also various

books.

THE LANGUAGE FOR THE CONVERSATION: LIVING AMONG THE PRIMITIVES.

Lumholtz's expedition in the northern area of Mexico was a promising

avenue of research among North American anthropologists who at that time were

debating the nature or character of the ancient inhabitants of the Americas.

Though it would be hard to point to a single scientific objective in the Lumholtz

expedition, this trip to Mexico seems to have been organized around the

exploration of issues of cultural contact, acculturation, migration of peoples, and

the emergence of cultural areas, especially in the border areas of Mexico and the



60

United States. It was, in a way, a southern  “territorial” expansion of the concerns

that brought anthropologists and travelers to the American Southwest.20

The expedition could also be seen as a clear example of how national

boundaries interfere with archaeological research. Thus, while scientists working

on behalf of Americanist archaeology, looked to the south border and aimed to

claim part of Mexico’s ancient past as theirs, in Mexico, the eyes of

archaeologists and anthropologists were far away from the northern frontier. The

expedition was devoted to collect material objects that could bring light to the

issue of relations between the ancient inhabitants of Mexico and North America, a

concern that lasted for several decades in North American anthropology.

But besides this scientific agenda set by the different voices at the

American Museum of Natural History, Carl Lumholtz appears as a unique

presence in the expedition. He had a particular style of shaping the journey.

Though Lumholtz had to follow the orders that arrived from the Museum in New

York, I hope to show that he had a specific presence in the field. Probably

because he was not directly linked to an academic center or a museum in the

                                                  
20 The literature that examines anthropologists in the Southwest is extensive, see among others:
Parezo, N. J. (1993). Hidden scholars : women anthropologists and the Native American
Southwest. Albuquerque, University of New Mexico Press.; Reyman, J. (1999). Women in
Southwestern Archaeology 1895-1945. Assembling the Past. Studies in the Professionalization of
Archaeology. A. B. K. a. M. B. Emmerichs. Alburquerque, University of New Mexico Press: 213-
228.; Hinsley, C. M. and D. R. Wilcox (1996). Frank Hamilton Cushing and the Hemenway
Southwestern Archaeological Expedition : 1886-1889. Tucson, University of Arizona Press.;
Fowler, D. D. (2000). A Laboratory for Anthropology. Science and Romanticism in the American
Southwest 1846-1930. Alburquerque, University of New Mexico Press.
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United States, his intervention in the expedition seems mostly to be related to his

previous experiences collecting in other areas of the world, as well as his personal

character, and his lack of knowledge at Mexico. He was hired by the AMNH to

do a collecting trip without demanding from him any knowledge of the ancient

history of Mexico.

And yet, in the preface of the book Unknown Mexico, Lumholtz states

very clearly that his interest in Mexico emerged after his trips “among the

cannibals” in Australia, and thus he planned an expedition to Mexico in search of

the last cliff dwellers of North America, because there were no more cave

inhabitants left in the South of the United States. Thus, in contrast to the Loubat

expedition that was devoted to search for signs of antique civilization, Lumholtz's

expedition was designed to document the last but the most “primitive” inhabitants

of the Northern Americas

Scholars like Frederic Putnam, William Holmes and Daniel Brinton21 were

deeply invested in understanding the history of the groups living in the border

areas of the United States and Mexico. The Columbian World’s Fair in 1892 in

Madrid and in 1893 in Chicago in which Lumholtz exhibited material collected,

were special moments to display and show to the public the material foundations

                                                  
21 See Mark, J. T. (1980). Four anthropologists : an American science in its early years. New
York, Science History Publication/U.S.A, Darnell, R. (1988). Daniel Garrison Brinton. The
"Fearless Critic" of Philadelphia. Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania.
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of intellectual debates around issues of civilization, barbarism and progress that

had occupied anthropologists and archaeologists.22

The Mexican government was presenting a specific national image at the

Chicago Fair: the best of its archaeological research from Labna and Uxmal in

Yucatan.23 At the same time, there was another face of Mexico that was also

exhibited along with archaeology: the material culture of indigenous peoples, the

ethnology.24 Both faces of the nation, the archaeological and the ethnological

were outcomes of expeditions occurring almost at the same time. While Marshall

Saville was in charge of the Mexican and Middle American archaeological

exhibits, Carl Lumholtz brought material from the tribes of the Tarahumara.

 When the Exhibition at Chicago was about to end, Frederic Putnam

shared with Lumholtz his contentedness with the materials he had brought to

Chicago and which would lead research towards the “discovery of the early

connection of the peoples of the region with those of other portions of the

                                                  
22 See Bederman, G. (1995). Manliness & civilization : a cultural history of gender and race in the
United States, 1880-1917. Chicago, University of Chicago Press., for a very insightful discussion
of how issues of race and gender were represented in this Fair. For specific disscusion within
anthropology at that time see  Stocking, G. W. (1968). Race, culture, and evolution; essays in the
history of anthropology. New York,, Free Press.The literature on this topic is very extensive, see
also  , 1997); Visweswaran, K. (1998). "Wild West" Anthropology and the Disciplining of
Gender. Gender and American Social Science. H. Silverberg. Princeton, Princeton University
Press: 87-123.
23 See Tenorio-Trillo, M. (1996). Mexico at the World's Fairs. Crafting a Modern Nation.
Berkeley, University of Califronia Press.
24 Mexico was also represented in the Women's section of the Columbian Exposition. Porfiro
Diaz's wife was in charge of putting together a collection of brodery made by elite women
following the Spanish tradition and not indigenous. A book about women poets was also brought
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continent. [Because] until the migration of the different peoples over both North

and South America is traced in detail, there is plenty of opportunity for grand

work in American Archaeology.” 25 This scientific concern was also shared by

scientists like Daniel Brinton who had a linguistic approach to examine the

problems of cultural contact and tried to push Lumholtz to find the “linguistic

affinities of a number of tribes” in Mexico.26

Indeed, for North American scientists like Daniel Brinton and Frederic

Putnam, one of the scientific agendas during the nineteenth century was to find

commonalities between the ancient inhabitants of the United States and Mexico,

and therefore the Lumholtz expedition more than others at that time to unveil

materials to support those scientific queries. William Henry Holmes was also

among those who participated in anthropological debates about the civilized or

barbaric nature of Southwestern Pueblos, and in this way, he saw Lumholtz's

research under the auspices of the American Museum of Natural History as an

expansion of North American scientific concerns into terra incognita. He

expressed his satisfaction with the expedition results since as he told Lumholtz

“the vast region you have been studying is practically unknown and I sincerely

hope that you will be able to continue the work. The history of America cannot be

                                                                                                                                          
to Chicago. See, Vigil, J. M. (1893). Poetisas mexicanas. Siglos XVI,XVII,XVIII y XIX. México,,
Oficina tip. de la Secretaría de Fomento.
25 October 20, 1893. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. # 1894-14.
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intelligently written until proper scientific research connects the ancient cultures

of New Mexico and Arizona with those of the Valley of Mexico.”27 And yet, the

question that always remains is how Mexicans viewed those incursions. Were

Mexican scientists also concerned with understanding the cultural relations in the

border areas of Mexico and the United States? Did they see that area as part of a

common ancestry?  Probably the expedition had multiple agendas and diverse

receptions both in Mexico and in the United States.

For example, it is puzzling for me that the person, who directed the

expedition and had a quotidian contact, on the ground with Mexico, was a

Norwegian who did not seem to have particular investments with the issues that

concerned scientists like William Holmes, Daniel Brinton, or Carl Putnam.

Indeed, Carl Lumholtz did not seem to have a great deal of interest in the

anthropological debates that had carried him to Mexico. In this sense, it could be

argued that he was a “mercenary collector,” he was paid to collect for others.

Thus, as I argued for the case of the Loubat expedition, I consider that the

Lumholtz expedition was also fulfilling multiple scientific agendas.

Different from Marshall Saville, whose position within the

anthropological academic realm in North America was very much shaped and

negotiated in the Mexican field, Carl Lumholtz moved in Mexico as a singular,

                                                                                                                                          
26 January 27, 1894. Daniel Brinton to Carl Lumholtz. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. #
1894-14



65

individual collector whose scientific stakes where not located within the

academia.

FROM NORWAY TO MEXICO

Image Carl Lumholtz a Norwegian with apparently weak health, and a

strong religious background, among the Tarahumara in northern Mexico. He

fulfills almost perfectly the stereotypical image of the collector, the northern

European who arrives to an unknown Mexico after having traveled in other, very

disparate areas of the world. Inevitably he had crafted an image of himself as an

explorer, a professional traveler who could be hired to recognize new spaces

(Fabian 2001). But different from most travelers and explorers who had also

visited Mexico since colonial times, Carl Lumholtz did not visit the main

archaeological areas of the country (Carlos 1993). His trips extended in areas of

Mexico that did not represent “cradles” of the Mexican civilization, but areas that

were themselves marginal to the main focus of Mexican ancient remains.

Before beginning the explorations, Carl Lumholtz had to make an initial

visit to Mexico City as a sort of scientific or cultural diplomat, and set an

interview with Porfirio Diaz to express  “my intended explorations of the Sierra

                                                                                                                                          
27 February 22, 1894. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. #1894-14
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Madre.” 28 Lumholtz found good reception in Mexico and “President Diaz and all

the members of his Cabinet afforded me every imaginable facility and support.” 29

Lumholtz's visit to the presidential house had only the aim to announce his

future travels through Mexico; it was not a visit to discuss the limits and the

nature of his expeditions. The explorer was asking for the protection of Diaz’s

government, and he obtained the government commitment  “to pass my baggage

and supplies free of duty and to furnish a military escort whenever needed.”30

This visit to Mexico occurred in the summer of 1890, when Mexico had debated

at length the question of the ownership of antiquities, but had not still passed the

restrictive law of 1895 that monitored archaeological excavations to foreigners.

Thus Lumholtz had an unlimited access to all the objects –archaeological and

ethnological—he was going to find in his various trips among the Tarahumara and

beyond.

EXPLORING THE TIME AND THE SPACE OF THE NATION

Contrary to the Loubat expedition, the American Museum of Natural

History did not sign a contract with the Mexican government to authorize Carl

Lumholtz to begin his travels in northern Mexico. It was an expedition through

the present time, about the space of the nation; and not about collecting the

                                                  
28 Report on Explorations in Northern Mexico, Carl Lumholtz. Pp. 386-402
29 Ibid
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ancient Mexico –though Lumholtz also paid attention to archaeological ruins. The

expedition was an example of “the ‘conquest’ of the space” and not so much an

incursion into time (Fabian 2001).  And as such, it was less controlled by the

Mexican state. Mexico was thinking the nation through its past, and the space of

history was more protected than the space of the anthropological present. It could

be argued that the Mexican state started to look at space and time through similar

lenses to those that explorers were using.

As I explained earlier, since the 1880’s politicians and intellectuals in

Mexico had engaged in debates about science and nation that shaped a discourse

of identity and considered archaeology as the basis for talking and thinking about

the nation (Diaz y de Ovando 1990; Florescano 1991; Florescano 1994;

Lombardo de Ruiz 1994).  Following these discussions one could see the creation

of the Inspectorship of Monuments in 1885 as a crucial step towards the equation

of the past with the nation’s essence. I argue that the creation of a specific

governmental office to protect the archaeological patrimony entailed also a

separation between the past and the present, and the passing of time.

The Inspectorship intended to oversee the national archaeological

patrimony, but the present was left outside the realm of the state protection. The

past was therefore seen as something out there, with no clear connection with the

                                                                                                                                          
30 Ibid.
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present cultures that inhabited the areas of such archaeological richness. It was

also seen as something that needed protection, as something fragile and desired.

The separation was also visible in the Mexican State's interaction with foreign

scientists and projects. In contrast to the protection of archaeological monuments,

ethnology and anthropology were more easily released to foreign research, and

not seen as something to be preserved for the nation. This distinction between past

and present was central to most of the archaeological work done in Mexico until

very recently. It permeated the way Mexicans and foreigners saw the landscape as

full of marvelous ruins but also full of lazy, miserable, annoying, and depraved

Indians. It was also an important mechanism that structured ideologies about the

nation (Anderson 1983; Koselleck 1985; Duara 1998)

In other countries in Latin America, the division between past and present

has also infused mestizo nationalisms (Koselleck 1985; Cadena 2000) but in the

particular case of Mexico, this temporal gap was perhaps more perverse because

the past was in fact seen as that great moment that sustained the nation’s present.

Cultural theorists such as Bonfill Batalla (1989) and (García Canclini 2001)have,

in different ways, pointed to the paradoxical relation between past and present,

however they take for granted the distinction, without clearly examining when

and how this was theoretically, intellectually and politically articulated. For

example Bonfill Batalla talks of the existence of a Mexico Profundo (a deep
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Mexico) that emerges, untouched, from immemorial times. This is the real, the

authentic, Mexico, that is Indian and has been silenced in history. Garcia Canclini

examines how this separation is represented in the Museum of Anthropology, a

space that creates a clear gap, a separation between the Indians in the present (the

ethnographic present) and their histories (the archaeology) (Morales Moreno

1994).

Though I agree with those authors, my work considers more closely how

the gap between the past and the present was produced. I suggest that the distinct

relation the Mexican state established with different types of explorations

furnishes us with an understanding of how this separation was made possible. The

split between an indigenous honorable past and the present as miserable and

degenerative was an intellectual undertaking that occurred slowly since the early

times of the colony. Yet, besides this intellectual and political history, there is also

a history of practices (scientific, archaeological, medical, artistic) that were also

nourishing the ideological split that characterizes Mexican nationalism.

The relation between the Inspector of Monuments, as embodying the

State, and expeditions that were seen as entering the realm of the nation, helps us

to understand why the split between the past and the present came to be. I argue

that the examination of the particular functioning of archaeological and

anthropological expeditions at the turn of the century, and of the relations
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between foreigners with the Mexican State, can help us to understand the

dimensions of how the separation between the past (the marvelous) and the

present (the miserable) took place.

In this sense, Lumholtz and Saville produced a similar narrative about

indigenous peoples in their letters. This was a narrative that expressed discomfort

with what they were experiencing in the field, which positioned them as separate

from the natives. And yet, as we will see later, Lumholtz established a relation

with “the natives” because he needed them to extract knowledge. From the outset

both expeditions were differently received by the Mexican state, and this

difference was manifested in the lack of contract between Lumholtz and the state.

A DIFFERENT TYPE OF CONTRACT

Lumholtz's expeditions in Mexico were not closely monitored by the

Mexican State. However, Lumholtz did sign a contract with the institution that

supported him. In 1894 the American Museum of Natural History prepared an

agreement with Dr. Carl Lumholtz, “whereby the latter covenants to carry on his

explorations and scientific investigations through the West Coast Range of the

Sierra Madre Mountains, in Central and Southern Mexico to the boundary of

Central America.”31 This document was signed in 1894 before the third

exploration Lumholtz conducted in Mexico. In contrast to the contract that
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Marshall Saville signed, this one did not have Mexico as a recognized side of the

contractual relationship. This was a contract about Lumholtz's scientific

responsibilities to the Museum.

The agreement established the geographic area of research, the cost of the

expedition (US $5,000), the conditions of payment (five quarterly installments of

one thousand each), and the period of research that was fixed to 15 months. The

contract or agreement also set up the scientific objectives for the expedition. The

purpose was to “resume his investigations at the point from which he left off, and

to make as researches, mainly of an ethnological character and collections as may

be possible among all the Indian tribes that he will encounter on his trip.”32 The

agreement conveyed a sense of vagueness, it was not clear which tribes would be

encountered, neither the type of items that would be collected, but the idea was to

collect as much as possible.

As we have seen earlier, the archaeological contract signed during the

Loubat expedition made specific comments about how to resolve the issue of

“archaeological specimens” between the contractual parties. The use of molds,

casts, and photographs was a specific scientific resolution for dealing with the

problem of authenticity and national property. With casts and molds of the

                                                                                                                                          
31 March 23, 1894. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. # 1894-14.
32 Ibid.
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archaeological ruins, the American Museum of Natural History and the National

Museum in Mexico could split the copies.

However, the contract signed by Lumholtz was noticeably silent about

those issues. As we will see later, the use of photography was a crucial aspect in

this exploration, because it aimed to resolve in a specific manner the distribution

of collections between the Mexican state and the American Museum of Natural

History. If in archaeology molds and casts, as well as the notion of “doubles,”

served to split the findings, in the Lumholtz expedition photographs mediated in

the process of splitting and distributing the collected items.

Though the expedition had primarily an ethnological component, an

interest in archaeological items is clearly visible in the letters Lumholtz received

from the American Museum while he was in Mexico. Frederic Putnam and Morris

Jesup mentioned in many instances that Lumholtz had to pay attention to

archaeological items.

It is in those moments perhaps when we see more of Lumholtz as the

collector, at the orders of the Museum, whose goal seems to be to accumulate

objects for display. In November 1894 while Lumholtz was already in his

journey, he received a letter from Mr. Winser in New York addressing very

clearly the Museum’s priorities. “I cannot urge upon you more that the main wish

of the President is to secure material. Let it be your chief effort. The terms of your
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contract express very plainly his views and I beg that you will have frequent

reference to it, if you hope to achieve a result which will be agreeable to both

parties in interest.” 33

In this letter Winser made very clear that Lumholtz had a commitment to

the Museum that implied “to have typical groups of the ancient tribes and it will

be desirable for you to gather examples of the costumes of the Indians, textile

fabrics, decorations and measurements suitable for making models. This applies

for both sexes.”34 But at the same time, Winser was also making note of the

Museum’s intention to “gather archaeological material whenever practicable. I

beg personally to suggest that the fullest success will be necessary to secure it.”

Winser reminded Lumholtz that he was in the best situation for collecting

“inasmuch as you were now better equipped in experience of the work that you

perform. Let us hope that your success will be greater than you anticipated.”35

The amount of objects collected would probably measure the success of the

expedition.

But Lumholtz was more than a collector of objects. As Winser said to him

in the above-mentioned letter he was “equipped with experience” for the type of

work he was in charge of doing, and this experience was gained not only in the

Mexican land, but also in previous expeditions he had been involved in. He was a

                                                  
33 November 6, 1894, AMNH/Division of Anthropology Acc. # 1894-14.
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traveler, and he approached Mexico with experience from other parts of the globe,

when he was also “near the primitives.” His narrative is a sort of travelogue a

journey through terra virgin.

IN SEARCH OF TERRA VIRGIN

Lumholtz's travels in northern Mexico were characterized by his notion of

a penetration in terra virgin. His book Unknown Mexico is a manifestation of this

idea of participating in the unveiling of an area of Mexico that was not touched by

the explorer. The title of the book conveys the idea that it was the explorer who

had to make visible Mexico. One wonders, to whom was unknown Mexico? The

first two expeditions were devoted to study the Tarahumara Indians in the Sierra

Madre, but in the third expedition he moved to other, more central areas in

Mexico. When he began his third expedition, he wrote a letter from Guerrero “a

region which is practically terra virgin for the archaeological explorer (…) I am

full of enthusiasm of finding something new and interesting for the new scientist

to study and unravel.”36 Lumholtz's impressions among the various Indian groups

in Mexico contrasts with the views Marshall Saville had in his archaeological

expedition. Though Lumholtz viewed himself as part of the Viking traveling

tradition, he appeared to be highly aware of his intrusive presence among peoples

                                                                                                                                          
34 Ibid.
35 Ibid.
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that he pictured as completely virgin, 'untouched' in terms of contact with

foreigners. “The people here have never had a white man in their pueblo before,

so I am the object of general curiosity” he wrote while he was traveling in

Guerrero. 37

Marshall Saville and Carl Lumholtz shared a common culture of traveling

and exploring “unknown” places, they were both interested in Mexico as a source

of collectibles, but they had specific attitudes towards the field. Some of these

specificities had to do with their personal idiosyncrasies, but also with more

structural questions of the nature of explorations themselves. Much literature has

focused on examining the anthropologist’s relation with their “objects” and I do

not intend to contribute in a novel manner to this discussion. What drives my

discussion is the lack of attention in the archaeological literature has paid to the

subject position of the archaeologist in the field (but see,Leone 1995; Franklin

1997; LaRoche and Blakey 1997; Tomáskòva 2000). Archaeology has paid most

attention to the materiality of the encounter in the field, to the collection of

objects from the past, and has not filled this act of collection with human

characters, and human bodies that are marked by gender, race and nationality.

Carl Lumholtz, is partly collector and partly ethnographer, appears as more aware

of his role as an intruder, and he uses objects to establish communication.

                                                                                                                                          
36 May, 23, 1894. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. # 1894-14.
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The fantasy of locating the “pure and untouched Indian” permeated

Lumholtz's narratives of his visits in Mexico. The connection between the

Norwegian explorer and the Indians was one of wonder, distance and curiosity.

For Saville, the Mexican landscape was primarily inhabited by ruins and palaces,

and the Indians were sources of ethnological material, but they were mostly

occupying a space filled with archaeological richness, the Indians were sitting

there in the way of his “ business.” They [the Indians] are located in a landscape

full of ruins, but unable to profit from them.

THE CONSTRAINTS OF TIME IN THE FIELD

The success of Lumholtz's expedition was dependent on the amount and

quality of the objects collected. Therefore time was an expensive resource. During

his letter conversations with Putnam and Jesup, Lumholtz tried to compensate the

slow pace of the expedition with his endless effort to accomplish its goals. In

1895 he wrote to Morris Jesup “I am anxious as anyone can be to accomplish

what will be of real benefit to the museum and I think you do not need to fear in

regard to the results of the expedition, as far as human efforts go.”38 But

Lumholtz's efforts were disturbed by the conditions of fieldwork that he described

as naturally adverse to the work of collecting. Not only transportation from one
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place to another was slow, but also collecting itself was not easy. In this sense

Lumholtz, as Saville did created an image of the explorer as hero that needs to

overcome constant difficulties.

As he wrote to Morris Jesup, against his efforts to collect, there was the

Mexican lifestyle, "it is difficult for you who live in civilization to realize all the

difficulties and obstacles one encounters here in this slow country, where one

week or two count nothing more than a day. Delays here are unavoidable.39”

Lumholtz worded the difficulties confronted in the field as cultural

understandings of time, work, and effort, assuming that the natural reaction of the

natives had to be to respond positively to his presence in Mexico. Perhaps is in

letters where we can see more clearly the difficulties involved in collecting,

something that for the archaeologist seemed a straightforward exercise of

collecting.

Lumholtz seems open to share with Morris Jesup and Frederic Putnam

those aspects of the expedition that bothered him and without doubt interfered in

his movements in Mexico. Lumholtz wrote to Putnam ”in Talayoite for example

nobody could be got for gold to serve as a  guide into Durango, everybody was

occupied with the harvest and the drinking feast attending to it and I had to lose

eight days before I succeeded in securing a guide. Then again, when maize is
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plentiful, nobody wants to work…” 40 This words resemble very much the

opinions Saville had expressed regarding the Indians in Palenque. Both of them

rely on those writing tropes of what it means to be Indigenous, an inherent sense

of lazyness, slow motion, drinking and feasting. Tropes that have inundated the

anthropology of Mexico for a long time.

Some days later, Lumholtz continued with the same tone, still shaping his

image as the explorer as a hero, and picturing the situation in Mexico as that of

danger “since I last wrote you I have gone through privations and hardships and at

one time even dangers.” 41

INTERMEDIATION: INDIANS AND OBJECTS

Examining explorers and travelers in Africa during the first two decades

of the twentieth century, Johannes Fabian argues that we must acknowledge the

“significance of objects in establishing relationships, objects that create (or fail to

create) conditions for communication” (2001:120). By focusing on objects as

mediations, Fabian notes that “objects arouse curiosity in the field as well as at

home, (…) those objects included presents, trade goods, weapons and all sorts of

things from camping equipment to phonographs”(2001:120).

                                                                                                                                          
39 Ibid.
40 Ibid.
41 September 27, 1895. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. # 1895-8.
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Collecting objects was the primary goal of the two expeditions I am

analyzing in this chapter. Yet for Marshall Saville, objects were not conducive to

establishing communication, to the contrary, humans interfered the appropriation

of things. Lumholtz, on the other hand needed to establish a strong relation with

the Indians. Lumholtz used objects to create mediation. Mediation was needed to

fulfill the goals of the expedition. Lumholtz was convinced that he was entering a

terra incognita, a space that was prohibited to non-Indians. The distance that

existed between the Indians and the explorer had to bridge. Lumholtz was not a

white Mexican, and in fact he collaborated as well as competed with Mexicans in

regard to the acquisition of ethnological objects.

He wrote to Morris Jesup about his experiences trying to get closer to the

Indians. First, he was among the Tepehuanan Indians who live “in great seclusion

from the outer world and therefore present considerable interest…”42 Then he

moved to the area of Tepic and Nayarit were he stayed among the Cora Indians “a

courageous intelligent race who was not subdued by the Spaniards until

1722…”43

In both cases Lumholtz made the remoteness and state of seclusion of the

Indians prominent and that condition made the purpose of the exploration more

meaningful. Lumholtz had to show Morris Jesup that despite the fact that those

                                                  
42 May 3, 1895. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc.  # 1895-8.
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Indians “do not allow whites (Mexicans) to settle in this lands” and though “they

are exceedingly distrustful of strangers I have succeeded in establishing the very

best of relations with them.”44  Lumholtz had been able to break into a space that

was prohibited to national foreigners, that is, to Mexicans. He had been able to

procure a Cora Indian who “has been of the greatest service to me as divulging

their secrets in regard to facts about these and the other Indians.”45

In some instances, Lumholtz felt perturbed by the exploration needs to

collect that were interfering with his desires for a longer stay among the Indians.

“I could have been most successful if I could spend some more time among

them,” he told Jesup, “but I understand in accordance with your instructions my

mission to be that of gathering material for the museum, my efforts are all the

time concentrated on this point.46” He had explained to Jesup that collecting was

not an easy task, it was not like collecting archaeological objects that were

scattered around. Collecting material for the museum was difficult “it should be

remembered that these Indians do not want to sell anything, you must first in

some way gain confidence, before any bargains can be made. All takes time.47”

Lumholtz experiences in the field seem to be in opposition to Morris Jesup

desires that were set very clearly at the outset of the expedition “my wishes are

                                                                                                                                          
43 Ibid.
44 Ibid.
45 May 3, 1895. Lumholtz to Jesup.  AMNH/Division of Anthropology. Acc. # 1895-8.
46 Ibid.
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that first efforts are to be directed to the acquisition of material for display for

popular interest and education. Expeditions to Mexico are not frequent occurrence

and therefore every effort should be put forth to make this expedition a most

successful example for your zeal and perseverance.” 48

We see Lumholtz using objects to create a sort of mediation between

himself and the Indians in Guerrero “I showed them my revolvers, shot gun and

camera and they expressed themselves with great shouts of wonder.” 49 But more

than mediation, those objects were tools of power and domination. Yet, Lumholtz

was himself an object in the field, not only was he observing, but he was aware of

how they look at him. “I am the object of general curiosity” he wrote to Putnam,

and yet he was the one who had strict rules to extract not only objects that

belonged to the Indians, but also to measure their skulls, legs, arms, and more.

Every time Lumholtz complained about his hard times in the field, he

received more strict rules about how to collect and the relation between Lumholtz

and the Indians became closer and closer. One time, Frederic Putnam wrote back

to Lumholtz apparently not at all worried or affected by his whining and ordered

him to focus and procure specimens. “I do not know as it will be possible for you

to make moulds of the features and body of any of the Indians you meet," Putnam

wrote “but you can do the next best thing: select a group of Indians in some

                                                                                                                                          
47 Ibid.
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particular occupation, as weaving, basket making, pottery making, etc. and see

that they are dressed as near as possible to their early native costumes.” 50

 GETTING TOO CLOSE

Lumholtz's letters from the field illustrate well how the collecting trip was

clearly organized from New York, and Lumholtz had to follow the plans Putnam

had because “in order to carry out this plan it is necessary that we should have

your cooperation.”51 But collecting ethnological items was far harder than

collecting archaeological objects, and Lumholtz felt very pressured by the desires

of Frederic Putnam was preparing the new arrangement for the Anthropological

Dept of the AMNH, and an exhibit of the “ethnographic groups of different tribes

of America.”52 Thus he had sent Lumholtz  “a copy of the Instructions used during

the preparation of the material for my department of the World’s Fairs.53” Besides

that form, he sent a very detailed set of instructions to proceed in the expedition.

The instructions he gave to Lumholtz were very concise, not only he had

to collect items of typical Indians, he also had to “take a photograph of the group

and then take photographs of the individuals of the group, being careful to have

                                                                                                                                          
48 November 18, 1894. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc.  # 1894-14.
49 May 29, 1894. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Acc. # 1894-14.
50 January 23, 1895. Putnam to Lumholtz. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Accession # 1895-8.
51 Ibid.
52 Ibid.
53 Ibid.
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perfect profile, full front and full back views of each, then make measurements of

the individuals.” 54 In order to fulfill the needs of the exhibition, Putnam ordered

to “make a group of weavers, from one tribe and a group of pottery makers from

another and so on, making as great diversity as you can of allied tribes, rather than

to take three or four groups from another tribe.”55 Putnam responded positively to

Lumholtz's successful findings, and asked for more “I have just read your letter

and by your list I see that you have obtained some good things and I am

particularly pleased with the skulls and skeletons.”

Lumholtz was in a competition with other foreigners who were also in the

area looking for objects. When Lumholtz arrived to the Tepeneca and Cora region

he was entering a “long conversation” that Indians and foreigners were already

having. Those were foreigners arriving from other parts of the country and the

world: merchants, explorers, priests, and scientists.56 The situation in the

mountains of northern Mexico was far from tranquil in this sense, and according

to Lumholtz's letters from the field, the area was not at all terra incognita.

Lumholtz's arrived to a terrain that was already filled with power relations,

                                                  
54 Ibid.
55 Ibid
56 I am using Peter Sullivan’s metaphor here. He describes the encounters between as a long
conversation, because he assigns crucial importance to dialogue and language in each encounter
between Maya and foreigners (being  Mayas and Hispanic Mexicans, Germans, Swedes,
Frenchmen, Englishmen and Americans). Sullivan, P. R. (1989). Unfinished conversations :
Mayas and foreigners between two wars. New York, Knopf : Distributed by Random House.
Though my focus is not language, the metaphor serves me in the sense that in front of the Indians,
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violence, and abuses. The conversation between Indians and others was not

peaceful. According to Lumholtz's reports from the field, the church was very

prominent in the area and controlled the relations between foreigners and Indians.

Lumholtz was required to give the Archbishop a copy of the photograph album

that he was able to compile at the end of the exploration.

One time Lumholtz wrote to Jesup explaining in great detail a sort of

thriller in which he was immersed in during the fieldwork “an intolerant priest

had been advised by two ignorant Indian traders of a person acting very strangely

among the Cora Indians of the Sierra de Nayarit. Being very friendly to the

Indians and giving them several presents. The padre concluded that I must be a

protestant missionary. "57 Lumholtz, probably used his expertise gained during his

times in the seminary, went to a higher level of the religious hierarchy, and talked

with the archbishop trying to resolve the confusion. He did not want to be

mistaken for a missionary priest. The archbishop told the local priest to “put right

the wrong that was done.” But the rumors that spread the idea that Lumholtz was

a missionary had already spread, “reaching up the mountain district of the

Huichol Indians.58” Though according to Lumholtz the Indians did not known

                                                                                                                                          
Lumholtz lost his singular individuality and becomes one more of a long history of foreigners, and
for Lumholtz, the Cora and Tarahumara Indians are one more of those “primitive peoples.”
57 September 27, 1895. AMNH/Division of Anthropology, Accession # 1895-8.
58 Ibid.
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what a protestant was, "they imagine that such a person must be very bad,59" and

he was very concerned that this false identity could interfere with his collecting

activities.

The situation became more stressful, when “in San Andres I was informed

that the Indians did not want me to enter. The father at San Andres tried to

persuade me not to attempt entering the town.60” During his explorations,

Lumholtz was always accompanied by a team, a group of Indians that helped him

with the infrastructure of the expedition, as well as with the relations with other

Indians. In this particular tense situation that Lumholtz was explaining, the

Indians were in the middle, and he had to persuade them to continue to be on his

side. “My men seemed for a while doubtful whether they want to follow me any

longer” he wrote to Jesup,  “but I kept them together and I knew that I should be

able to manage the Indians.61” Lumholtz narrated the ending with great pride and

heroism “I entered San Andres and gradually gained friends among the

Huichols.62”

Besides its importance as a source of information, this narrative is also

significant and evocative of how Lumholtz talks and relates to his supervisors in

the American Museum of Natural History. He writes about his toughness, the

                                                  
59 Ibid.
60 Ibid.
61 Ibid.
62 Ibid.
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dangers and difficulties he confronts during fieldwork, and the narrative leads to a

point that he appears as the heroic man who manages well, and enters the

secluded realm of the Indians. Probably the story had some parts of truth,

probably he had also to demonstrate to Morris Jesup and Frederic Putman his

abilities and mastery of the field. After all, it was about conquest and collecting.

In contrast to the friendly Huichols Lumholtz located the whites, who in

that area are “a miserable lot of revolutionist.”  According to Lumholtz  “the

Mexicans avoided me like the plague…. but I have my business with the Indians.

63”  The Mexicans were the ones that really disturbed him. Lumholtz thought the

Indians were peaceful and manageable, but the Mexicans were mean and

dangerous. When he was involved in the plot in the Huichol Sierra, “three

civilized Indians had even been planning to kill me … but at the end, they treated

me very well in spite of threats and calumnies as something very bad.” 64

THE END: DISTRIBUTION OF THE COLLECTIONS

The distribution of the expedition results was very much shaped by the

formalized relationship between the researcher and the institution that paid for the

expedition, but still Mexico was seen as the owner of the specimens collected. In

the end, the only obligation the Museum had towards Mexico was to “prepare

                                                  
63 Ibid.
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Albums of photographic views illustrating the past work of Dr. Lumholtz in

Mexico, one set of each being bound in Album for presentation to President Diaz,

and one for the Archbishop of Mexico.65” The idea that the Archbishop still had

control over the products of Indians is very revealing. Lumholtz was the ultimate

owner of the photographs and he could publish articles with the material though

he needed to acknowledge the Museum.

This silence in how to deal with the outcome of the expedition, points to

ethnology, which in Mexico was not considered to be a part of the national

patrimony that had to be protected. In 1894 there was not an institution in Mexico

similar to the Inspectorship of Monuments that could monitor and supervise

anthropological research in the nation. And yet one wonders why the Archbishop

of Mexico had to be in contact with scientific results of these particular

ethnological expeditions.

Photographs were of much importance during the expedition, and the

Museum was required to give the Mexican government and the archbishop an

album of all the photographies taken. But the contract established that the

Museum was the owner of all the photographs and negatives, which Lumholtz

had to send to New York “from time to time to have them developed.66”

However, he was able to have “as many prints of the negatives for his own use as

                                                                                                                                          
64 Ibid.
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may be necessary in his preparation of articles for publication, or for his own

works describing his explorations.”67

The anthropological contract signed between Lumholtz and the AMNH

was specific about what to do during and after the trip: about photographs, and

how to take care of specimens “all specimens [are] to be carefully numbered and

catalogued, complete notes and observations relating to the same [are] to be

forwarded at the time the material is sent to the Museum. Extreme care is to be

observed in packing the material, to avoid damage to the same while in transit.68”

The contract also required the researcher to “keep an itinerary relating to

everything connected with his explorations, the collections he may acquire and his

association with the different Indian tribes.69”

If we examine the relationship between the Mexican state and archaeology

through the analysis of the contracts with foreign entities (states, universities,

particular explorers, or museums) a conclusion similar to the one Fernando

Escalante arrives about the paradoxical nature of the Mexican state could be

made. That is, there was a face of the state (one that showed a clear notion of

nationhood, and control over the archaeological richness) that was very present

and intervened in the numerous presences of foreigners in Mexican archaeology.

                                                                                                                                          
65 Ibid.
66 Ibid.
67 Ibid.
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But at the same time, the very fact that the archaeological foreign presence

occurred mostly in the everyday of field practices, mostly outside the realm of the

state’s omnipresent face, left the state in a fussy and less monolithic performance.

In the field, the state had the face of Leopoldo Batres, who had his own agenda in

relation and against the Mexican state. Thus, as Fernando Escalante says, the state

was everywhere and nowhere.

Indeed, through the contracts signed at the turn of the century, and the

bureaucratic and administrative structure organized to mediate, oversee and or

forcefully control the presence of foreigners in the “antique land” the Mexican

State was acquiring its shape. The State was always in the making; it was not a

conclusive and closed entity. In this regard, my reading of the two expeditions I

have examined in this chapter pretends to engage directly with discussions about

archaeological heritage and nationalism.  I resist the idea that states had to protect

their heritage because that was a “natural” and unmediated sentiment that

emerged from national subjects.

In countries like Mexico where there is an abundance of spectacular ruins,

the idea that archaeology is nationalistic is mentioned and considered a natural

historical outcome. That is, the Mexican State had to develop a strong

bureaucracy and administration to protect its ruins from spoilage (mainly foreign).
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Thus, the relation between ruins and nationalism is not examined but reified. In

general, the literature on nationalism takes for granted the state as a a-historical

entity that protects the interests of the elites. As if its existence was justified by

the presence of ruins. In this manner, the state’s patrimonial presence is

undoubtedly viewed to protect ruins, because that was the only means to assure

nationality.

In this chapter however, I have argued that the very notion of “protection”

of ruins was in the center of the shaping of the late-nineteenth century Mexican

liberal state. Thus, Fernando Escalante aforementioned observation about the

paradoxes of the Mexican State could be also extended to archaeology where we

see the presence of the state through the imposition of regional representatives to

control and protect the archaeological sites. Thus, it could be argued that the

materiality of the state occurred conjoined to the materialization of the past

through archaeological discoveries. The very fact of “discovery” and all the

concurrent scientific, social, and cultural ramifications of that was a process of

state building. In short, the link between the state and archaeology in Mexico does

not emanate from a strong state, but it is a mutually edifying process.

In Mexico this was a process that had much to do with its international

presence. The relation the Mexican State established with the ruins was very

much mediated by the relation with the outside world. It could had been different,
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but contrary to what some of the literature on nationalism and archaeology seems

to suggest, I argue that this was not a “natural” phenomena but a cultural,

scientific and political concurrence of events that needs to be historically

explored.
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Chapter 3: The Loubat Expedition in southern Mexico (1897-
1901)

INTRODUCTION
This chapter examines the Loubat Archaeological Expedition in Mexico

organized by the American Museum of Natural History (AMNH) and lead by

Marshall Saville. Central to my argument is a discussion about the relation
between this foreign expedition and the development of the notion of the Mexican

patrimonial state towards its archaeological past. The chapter begins locating the

Loubat expedition in the scientific and political context of late nineteenth century
Mexico, and specifically Mexico’s interest to think scientifically about the nation.

Then I examine the preparations, negotiations and signature of the contract as a
document that framed the relation between the AMNH and Mexico as one

between donors and givers. Finally I look at the actual expedition, and scrutinize

the practices, human interactions, daily activities in the field, and writing
outcomes.

***

NUMBERS AND RUINS

The assumption that in numbers we find the language to talk about

archaeology is relatively new (Poovey 1998). Frequently, numbers more than

stories or poems are used to write about the material culture of the past (measures,

weights, colors, textures). But for a long time, archaeology was closely tied to the

realm of the emotions, feelings, and poetry more than to numbers and graphs. In
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1924 George Simmel wrote an essay entitled “Ruins” and he said “ante la ruina

se siente de modo inmediato…la ruina es la forma actual de la vida pretérita, la

forma presente del pasado, no por sus contenidos o residuos, sino como tal

pasado” (Simmel 1924:315). 70

Ruins brought to the present the unmediated past, that transfer from past to

present was located in the realm of the senses, the emotions, not in the side of

scientific interpretations. And yet, two decades before Simmel wrote that

beautiful essay, Mexico invested previously unseen efforts to make the study of

the past a scientific pursuit. The first step was to count and describe all the

remains of the past. That is, to move the ruins from the realm of wonder and

mystery to the realm of knowledge. It was during the Porfiriato when institutions

and scientific associations such as the Sociedad Mexicana de Geografia y

Estadistica, the Consejo General de Salubridad, the Sociedad Científica Antonio

Alzate, and the Dirección General de Estadística, founded in the mid to late

1800’s, published statistics of all sorts: hygiene, crime, agricultural and industrial

production, geography, anthropology, etc. Stones, ruins, mounds, and ceramics

were among the things counted by the state. Statistics were seen a testimony of

                                                  
70 In front of the ruin we immediately feel…the ruin is the actual form of the preterit life, the
present of the past, not because of the content or residuals but because of the ruin embodies the
past itself.
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modernization, and they composed an important if not fundamental aspect of

Mexican turn of the century “scientific politics”(Hale 1989). 71

The Porfiriato is the period in Mexican history that began with Porfirio

Diaz’ coup d’etat in 1876 and ended with the Revolution of 1910. It is also

viewed as an era of “order and progress” that ended a long period of “political

instability, economic depression and social degeneration” (Buffington 2000). In

politics there was an intense influence of positivist thought, and science and big

state projects, such as the railroad, system of public drainage in Mexico City,

urban developments, structure of higher education, etc. Porfirio Diaz ruled with

the aid of a group of technocratic advisors, called “los científicos” who were

inspired by scientific sociologies and European thinkers such as Herbert Spencer

and Auguste Comte (Cosío Villegas 1963; Hale 1989; Garciadiego Dantan 1996;

Tenorio-Trillo 1996; Buffington 2000).

In terms of economics, Edward Beatty explored the Porfirian political

environment that lead to the “developmentalist impulse” of the 1890´s. According

                                                  
71 See  Picatto, P. (2001). City of Suspects. Crime in Mexico. 1900-1931. Durham, Duke
University Press.;Tenorio-Trillo, M. (1996). Mexico at the World's Fairs. Crafting a Modern
Nation. Berkeley, University of Califronia Press. They offer  different though complementary
views of the role of statistics in the creation of a national image of modernity. While Picatto
examines the impact of crime statistics in notions of urban social reform, social control, policing,
and resistance among the inhabitants of Mexico City at the turn of the nineteenth century. Tenorio
Trillo analyses the production of statistics in a larger context of international and national forces.
He focuses on the statistical series exhibited at the turn of the century international fairs (Paris
1889). He claims that the exhibition of statistics was a means to show to the other western nations
that Mexico dominated the language of science of the time, at the same time that they were
opportunities to learn the language.
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to this author, during Porfirio Diaz government, the state adopted liberal and

positivist prescriptions of material progress that brought to legal reforms that

restructured property rights and the limits of governmental interference in those

rights (Beatty 2001). Charles Hale’s unique study of Mexican liberalism in late

nineteenth century shows how the doctrine of scientific politics that infused

Mexican liberalism after 1867 considered that “science and policies must be built

upon observation, experiment, and facts, not upon dogmas and abstractions”

(Hale 1989:245). This ideology was transferred to the state administrative body

where offices had to be occupied by scientifically educated experts. It is in this

context of liberal and positivist thought that I locate the practice of archaeology.

As a sign of modernization and progress, the Porfirian political elites showed an

unprecedented love for numbers and statistics.

One of the motivations for the state’s quantification and classification of

the past was clearly associated with governability, with the state’s interest to

know and control the national patrimony. In 1885 the Mexican government

created the Inspección General de Monumentos Arqueológicos.  One of its goals

was to draw a Carta Arqueológica, a map of the nation representing all the

archaeological sites and monuments that had been identified. This interest to map

and catalogue archaeological ruins was not fully accomplished until the mid-

1910’s when Manuel Gamio was in charge of it and divided in four
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archaeological/cultural zones the country.72 But before this map was drawn, the

Mexican State had a strongly organized spatial network of regional inspectors and

site gatekeepers, all of them dependent of Leopoldo Batres, the Inspector of

Monuments.

There was indeed a clear desire to systematize the archaeological

understanding of the past. Since that period, Mexico has rigorously counted and

registered all archaeological discoveries within its territory. The process of

naming those discoveries was itself a scientific practice that enabled to think,

visualize and count the past of the nation. This very centralized structure

transformed Leopoldo Batres in the most powerful person concerning

archaeological affairs. Since 1897 foreigners who desired to undertake

archaeological research in Mexico had to communicate with the top of a highly

pyramidal structure of scientific and administrative power. This was not an

uncomplicated communication, but a relationship between a State whose ability to

govern was always at stake and North American institutions that were expecting

effortless and easy incursions into Mexico’s antique land. In this encounter

between the present, the past, science and the nation, the notion of national

patrimony came to exist.

                                                  
72 June 26, 1913, AGN/IPBA, Vol. 113. Exp. l3.
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EXPEDITIONS AND THE PATRIMONIAL STATE.

The process by which Mexico fashioned a sense of archaeological

patrimony and transformed the countryside used to plant magueys, maize and

chiles, in a landscape full of ruins and pyramids was a slow process that

encountered several hindrances. This is a process that to use Anderson’s popular

concept, required the building of a “imagined community” (Anderson 1983). The

popular sentimental attachment with the ruins was probably not as unmediated as

Simmel suggests, it was engineered and prepared from the state.

The adoption of a scientific and national rhetoric to talk about the

archaeological ruins could be examined as an issue of nationalism, as an internal

process of shaping imagined communities attached to a shared sense of the past

(Anderson 1983).  In other words, this was for Mexico an important moment in

the process of modern national building, of creating national subjects with

national sentiments towards the archaeological heritage. That tension between the

state that decides to declare all the stones and ruins part of the national patrimony,

and the people that inhabit those areas, is an interesting topic to explore, but what

interests me more about expeditions is how the state’s idea of national patrimony

was constructed in relation to the scientific interventions in Mexico from the

outside. In other words, what could be seen as an internal tension/struggle

between the “nation and its subjects” to define what was going to be the historical
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and material patrimony, was very much mediated by Mexico’s archaeological

interactions with outsiders. Regardless of how Mexicans viewed their past or

regardless of how they felt in front of the ruins, the State had to care about its

ruins. And this caring was both in the realm of the feelings as well as in the realm

of graphs, numbers and maps.

EXPEDITIONS AND NATIONALISM IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Bruce Trigger has noted that most of the studies of the intellectual history of

archaeology are highly critical of nationalism, (Trigger 1995) and he recommends

a closer examination of nationalism and archaeology. He says that “the

heterogeneous nature and origins of nationalism, suggests that that archaeology

influenced by it is not likely to be a unitary phenomenon and that the relations

between this type of archaeology and political phenomena are extremely

complex” (Trigger 1995:270). However, in most case studies the underlying

theme has been to examine how archaeology or archaeologists have worked and

produced knowledge under the interests of the State. Thus, the analysis of

nationalist archaeologies remains spatially focused within the limits of the nation.

My intention is to broad our understanding of nationalism in archaeology by

examining the particular interaction between the late nineteenth century Mexican

State (which was undoubtedly forging the nation) and foreigners.
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It is in the very moment of interaction with outsiders when the state most

broadly and precisely used a language of nationess, as if its subjects already

sensed the love for the nation’s past. Thus, to turn to Simmel’s words (Simmel

1924), perhaps ruins produced this unmediated connection between the past and

the present, but this was not necessary a connection between a national past and a

national present. Perhaps the ruins roused feelings and emotions of all sorts

among those who lived and inhabited areas surrounding them, but those did not

necessarily have to be national feelings.

THE LOUBAT EXPEDITION IN SOUTHERN MEXICO 1897-1901

Preliminary visits to Mexico.

Marshall Saville visited Mexico (Yucatan) for the first time in 1890 as

director of a collecting trip under the auspices of the Peabody Museum when its

director was Frederic Putnam. In 1891 and 1892 Saville made a second trip to

Central America, this time to Honduras to collect archaeological items and

information for the World’s Columbian Exhibition to be held in Chicago in 1893.

He was in charge of the installation of the Mexican and Central American

archaeological exhibitions.

In 1894 Saville moved to New York and began his work for the American

Museum of Natural History, and returned to Mexico in 1895 as a representative
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for this museum in the Congress of Americanists celebrated in Mexico City. This

was the first time one of these congresses was going to be celebrated in an

American nation.  And undoubtedly, this was a crucial moment in the history of

Mexico’s archaeology and its international image.

According to a report from the AMNH during the celebration of the

congress  “Mexico made an extraordinary effort to entertain her visitors. Private

and public collections of archaeological specimens were brought together to

augment the collections for the Mexican national museums.”73 The 1895

Congress of Americanists was a big moment in the process of making

archaeology a national issue, “special excavations were previously made in the

ruins of San Juan Teotihuacan, in order to bring the attention of the delegates

something of novelty. An excursion was made to the famous ruins of

Mitla….there was an awakened interest in the subject of Mexican archaeology, an

interest stronger than ever before.”74

When Saville left Mexico in November of 1895 after the congress, he sent

a letter addressed to the President Porfirio Diaz “Dear Sir, as I leave Mexico this

evening I wish to express to you my sincere gratitude in behalf of the American

Museum of Natural History of New York for the kindly interest you have

manifested in behalf of the science of archaeology. You may rest assured that

                                                  
73 Nd. AMNH/Division of Anthropology; Acc. number 1898-30.
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every effort will be made on our part to open up a new era concerning the ancient

history of Mexico.”75 The language of the letter parallels the contractual relation

established between the AMNH and the Mexican government for the explorations

in Chiapas. There is an implicit idea of effort on the North American side

(measured in the instruments that the AMNH brought to the explorations) that

corresponds with the idea of natural resources (ruins) that Mexico has. Both of

those would merge on behalf of science.

This idea of effort was clearly verbalized by the museum administrators

when they began to think about the archaeological exploration and wrote a letter

to the president of Mexico to explain the museum’s plans to “make an effort to

bring about the co-operation of the Mexican government to grant permission to

carry on systematic explorations of the antiquities discovered.”76 After this

informal letter, Marshall Saville was in charge of preparing a more formal

document that will establish the parameters of scientific exploration in Mexico.

                                                                                                                                          
74 Ibid.
75 November 16 1895. AMNH/Manuscript Collection. Marshall Saville. (S28).
76 Ibid.
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THE CONTRACT

The parameters of the interaction: science and discovery.

In April of 1896 Marshall Saville, representative of the American Museum of

Natural History, prepared a draft of an archaeological contract and sent it to

Mexico. The document said “el expresado Museo desea llevar a cabo obras

arqueológicas en la república de México, con el objeto de descubrir importantes

monumentos, que en su recinto deben encontrarse y cuyo descubrimiento

significaría un gran adelanto para el estudio de la historia Antigua de México.” 77

The contract is a narrative about discovery, where Mexico is identified as full of

unknown wonders, and the museum is categorized as the discoverer.

The contract also asserted Mexico’s need for the foreign intervention of

science in order to bring to light those wonders. Thus, not only would these

explorers unearth the unknown ruins, but also in doing so, they promised

scientific progress in the field of Mexican ancient history. The exploration would

then please both a national and an international audience. The wording of this

contract presumed that the relation to be established between Mexico and the

                                                  
77 April 13, 1896. “The Museum desires to carry archaeological work in Mexico with the goal of
discover important monuments that are located within its borders and which discovery would
mean a great advance for the study of the Ancient History of Mexico.” AMNH Manuscript
Collection. Marshall Saville
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American Museum of Natural History would be a material one, neither an

exchange of scientific ideas, nor an exchange between scientific communities.

The contract did not acknowledge the existence of a local scientific

community in Mexico that could enrich the intervention of the American Museum

of Natural History. Thus, in the last instance, it could be argued that it was the

materiality of the past that entered and sustained the nature of the contract. What

seems an easy and straightforward relation between donors and givers was on the

ground a much-complicated set of relations that had ramifications not foresee in

the contract.

The contract in perspective: Mexican liberalism, science and the past.

The scientific contract opens up a space to understand the State as a multifaceted

entity that can be historically and ethnographically dissected. In the particular

case of the Mexican Porfirian state, there is a tendency among historians to see

the State as an all-empowering entity, whose ability to control and maintain the

famous “peace and order” of the late nineteenth century was dependent on the

powerful figure of President Porfirio Diaz (Buffington 2000; Beatty 2001).

Scholars who have examined the political ideology during those years point to the

need to examine more closely the rich political discussions concerning the nature

of Mexican liberalism that were taking part in Mexico during the last decades of
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the nineteenth century, in particular among the group known as “los científicos.”

(Cosío Villegas 1963; Hale 1989; Escalante Gonzalbo 1992)

Though I did not have access to the political discussions in the congress

about the signing of this contract, I locate this contract between the AMNH within

a broader political debate about the national patrimony. Marshall Saville’s

contract did not arrive in a political void. By 1896 the Mexican State had already

engaged in discussions concerning the ownership of archaeological remains, and

had infused that discussion with the language of national identity.

Fifteen years before the contract for the Loubat expedition was signed,

there was an intense political confrontation in the Mexican congress around the

issue of Desire Charnay’s explorations In that moment two important political

figures in Mexico, Riva Palacio and Justo Sierra, debated how good for Mexico it

was to allow the export of the archaeological items to Europe in the name of

progress in universal science (Diaz y de Ovando 1990)78. At this moment, the

central concern of the discussion was the destination of archaeological items

                                                  
78 In the debates during the 1880’s when the Frenchman Desire Charnay was doing explorations in
Mexico, there was an open and intense debate among politicians and intellectuals such as Justo
Sierra and Riva Palacio who discussed publicly the issue of the exportation of archaeological
specimens. The debate was set around the discussion if science could be a good or a bad thing for
Mexico. Thus Justo Sierra gave weight to Europeans who had began research in the antiquities of
Mexico and argued that the government had to sign the contract with Charnay. The exportation of
archaeological pieces would bring Mexico fame in the books. On the other hand Riva Palacio was
against the contract and claimed “no vengo atacando a estas civilizaciones que nos van a traer la
luz a Mexico, es verdad que esas grandes sociedades estan haciendo profundos estudios sobre
nosotros, pero estos estudios no los hacen solo por amor a la ciencia porque tambien en esto entra
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Charnay found. While some voices said that they had to remain in Mexico, others

said that Charnay had to give the Mexican State some, and others said that all the

ruins and stones unearthed had to remain in Mexico.

Clementina Ovando (1990), who has examined this debate concludes that

it could be seen as an opposition between two perspectives about archaeology: a

universalist one that favored the scientific and global nature of scientific

knowledge, (authored by Justo Sierra) and the more patriotic view of archaeology,

authored by Riva Palacio. In that discussion it was also mentioned that Charnay

was obliged to give Mexico photographs and casts of his findings. But the actual

practices of fieldwork were not even included as part of the debate. All eyes were

on to the outcome of field practices, the process of scientific incursion was

undermined by the results.

Very similar issues were being taken into consideration in the case of the

Loubat expedition and the approval of the contract. But in this case there was an

unprecedented interest in monitoring the movement of the explorers themselves.

The outcome of the exploration was a source of concern for Mexicans, however,

we see in the contract a clear concern with supervising the field practices

themselves.

                                                                                                                                          
la especulacion que unas veces tiene buen exito y otras malo.” Riva Palacio confess that his love
for science was not so great, and he preferred his ignorance tied to the freedom of his patria.
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Negotiations

The contract between the Museum of Natural History and the Mexican

government was signed, after all the conditions of the relationship between

Mexico and the museum were cleared in 1897. And a final version of it appeared

in the official bulletin of the Mexican State. However, before the contract was

signed, there was a long negotiation that focused on the discussion of four

aspects: the money invested in the expedition, the duration of the contract, the

conditions of appropriation of the ruins, and the election of a Mexican bureaucrat

to oversee the Museum’s intervention in Mexico. The contract also established

how the two parties were going to split the “booty.” Among all the aspects

involved in the expedition, perhaps the election of a Mexican bureaucrat to

accompany the North Americans was the one issue that had more ramifications

during the exploration.

The contract signed for the Loubat expedition fulfilled a twofold function.

On the one hand it was a document that established the limits and conditions of

foreign scientific involvement in Mexican archaeology. The contract declared the

number of years the archaeological intervention would last, it also determined the

future of archaeological data, and it dictated how to treat archaeological data. The

contract also fulfilled a more general concern about national identity, and about

the role archaeology played in that identity. Moreover, it was in this particular
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interaction between insiders and outsiders that Mexico was successfully

transforming foreign intervention and making it national.

During the negotiations Saville wrote a long letter in which he stated very

clearly that Mexico was a space full of archaeological wealth that needed the state

to discover and study. At the same time, he equated Mexico with other nations

who had also opened their spaces to foreign research. Thus, by signing the

contract with the American Museum of Natural History, Mexico would be like

other colonial spaces such as Turkey, Persia, Egypt, Honduras, and where the

United States resembled France or England. “France has obtained from Persia the

right to explore with the undisputed ownership of half the objects in clay and

stone, and when the objects are made of metal, France has the possibility to buy

half of them, at its intrinsic value......it is also known that Egypt is promoting the

exploration of its ruins and therefore the Museums in England and America are

being enriched... Turkey has accepted a very liberal contract to the University of

Pennsylvania to explore the ruins at Nineveh and Babylon...all of these examples

show that we have not asked anything irrational by asking for half of the objects

found.”79 In sum, Saville concluded that “the concession for ten years would be

not only of great advantage for the National Museum in Mexico but would enable

                                                  
79 N.d. 1896. AMNH. Manuscript Collection. Marshall Saville. S28
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the metropolis of the continent to manifest the world the magnificent character of

the antiquities that exist in Mexico.” 80

Saville, expecting for the liberal interpretation to occur continued using

the rhetoric of how good the expedition would be for Mexico. The work of the

explorers was portrayed as indispensable for Mexico, since its forests, he wrote,

“ocultan muchas esculturas que si no se conservan en un Museo siempre llegaran

a destrozarse por accion del tiempo.81” Saville was also very direct to tell Mexico

that the Museum of Natural History was investing a lot in this expedition and

therefore “no es mucho pedir que recibamos alguna compensación por nuestros

esfuerzos en sacar todas las reliquias de tiempos pasados a la luz del día .....la

condición de dos o mas originales iguales puede interpretarse en un sentido tan

limitado que en practica no habra nada para nosotros,” and then he asked “me

permito solicitar que en el contrato experimental que yo deseo celebrar se de una

interpretación liberal a esta clausula, pues de lo contrario sería una empresa

descabellada comenzar el trabajo.”82

When he wrote those words, Marshall Seville was indeed well acquainted

with Mexico’s political interests and agendas and presumed that at least some of

                                                  
80 Ibid.
81 “hide many sculptures that if not preserved in a museum would be destroyed by the passing of
time” Ibid.
82 “is not a lot to ask that we receive a compensation for our effort in removing all the relics from
past times in such limited way that there is not going to be anything left for us” “I allow myself to
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the senators would be willing to accept the conditions he had offered. Saville had

visited Mexico City six years earlier, and began talks and conversations about

possible archaeological work.

Donors and givers.

The contract positioned the relationship between Mexico and the Museum

as a relation between a donor and a giver. The United States was giving science in

exchange for Mexico’s ruins. But when we look closely to the expedition itself,

the notions of donor and giver as two distinct entities are less clear. While science

was probably equated with certain technology brought from the United States, the

expedition was not particularly a moment of investment of new archaeological

technology or equipment in Mexico. As we will see later, the expedition did not

require sophisticated equipment or technology. And yet the wording of this

contract assumed that the Museum brought something new and lacking in

Mexico.

Immediately after expressing the great advantages this expedition would

bring to Mexico, Marshall Saville began to use a language of investment and

business, and positioned the Museum as a donor and therefore asked for

something in return. His message was clear:

                                                                                                                                          
solicit that the experimental contract that I wish to sign has a liberal interpretation because if not, it
will be fully insane to began the work.” Ibid.
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“Como dichas obras arqueológicas causaran el desembolso de cuantiosos

gastos a la corporación que representó, desea esta por vía de compensación

algunas ventajas otorgadas por el gobierno de este país, que no dudo serán

concedidas en consideración del fin meramente científico de los trabajos que se

tratan de emprender y en su atención al beneficio que obtendría México, así como

los descubrimientos que arrojarán nueva luz sobre la historia nacional y abrirán

horizontes al estudio de la antigüedad de la República como el auge que recibirá

el museo.”83

Marshall Saville set the terms to do archaeological explorations in Mexico

under the following circumstances:

A) The concession would last ten years.
B) The Museum of Natural History would be the only institution in charge

of the explorations and the expenses related to them.
C) The Museum of Natural History will decide where to do explorations.
D) The Mexican government will choose a person to distribute the objects

found during the explorations.
E) The objects that are going to be exported will exit the country free of

taxes.
F) The Mexican government grants free from import taxes to all scientific

instruments that the Museum of Natural History requires for doing the
explorations.

                                                  
83 “since those archaeological works demand the investment of large amounts of money to the
corporation I represent, it asks in compensation some benefits from the government of Mexico
which I have no doubt that will be given considering the high and solely scientific goals that our
works have and the benefits Mexico would obtain. In addition, the discoveries will bring light to
the national history of Mexico and will open new horizons about the antiquity of this Republic,
finally the Mexican Museum will also obtain great fame” Ibid.
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Marshall Saville had to travel to Mexico to finish the last wordings of the contract

and to negotiate crucial aspects of the document. For the AMNH the most

important aspects were those associated to the distribution of the findings. The

Mexican government hoped to resolve those issues by talking about duplicates

and casts, but it seems that for Mexico it was more important to arrange the

presence of a bureaucrat in the field.

During those negotiations, Mr. Winser, secretary of the Museum of

Natural History was anxiously waiting to receive news from Saville. Both of them

knew that the contract could be interpreted in many different ways, and Saville’s

presence in Mexico was crucial to assure the signature of a benefiting contract for

the Museum. To calm Wisner, Saville wrote to him “Dear Mr. Winser, unless

something unforeseen happens I shall make my contract Monday with minister

Baranda… I will sail for New York as soon as contract is arranged. (Batres 1910)

and Baranda are very friendly and without their friendship and that of the

president, I could do nothing under the terms of the bill as passed. The concession

was reformed to give us duplicates only. Batres has promised to give as liberal

interpretation to this clause as possible. He wishes very much to visit the ruins.

The senators only passed the bill after receiving word from the President, …the

president talked with me as being friendly towards our working here and I think

that perhaps we shall be able to get as many duplicates as would amount to one
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half. The only person likely to make trouble would have been Batres, whom I

know will help us all in his power.”84

The Mexican Department of Public Instruction made some comments to

the draft proposed by Saville, and changed what they thought was putting the

archaeological patrimony in a vulnerable position. Thus in a document sent some

months later to the American Museum of Natural History, the Mexican Senate

stated that the concession would NEVER exceed ten years. In addition, they

accepted that the explorations would be directed by the AMNH but “always under

the vigilance and inspection of a special delegate from the Mexican

government.”85 The Mexican government made a distinction between national

and private spaces, and stated that if the exploration site was of national

ownership “the delegate of the govern will procure that the monuments are not

destroyed,” but when the site is of private property, they will have to wait for the

permit. Finally, the government also made clear that all the objects found were

property of the Mexican nation, but the Museum of Natural History could make

moulds of them, and only “when two or more originals were found, the Museum

could have one of them.”86

                                                  
84 June 6 1896. Ibid.
85 Oficial Document. Congreso de la Union, Noviembre 1897. Ibid.
86 Ibid.
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FROM THE CONTRACT TO THE FIELD.

The contract between Marshall Saville and the Mexican State was materialized in

a set of specific field interactions between the North American explorer and the

Inspector of Monuments. Thus, instead of seeing the American Museum of

Natural history expedition to Mexico as just one more of the colonial-scientific

expansions into Mexico that occurred since colonial times, I aim to highlight how

specific sectors or persons of the Porfirian state also strengthen their presence in

the nation, in a moment when the liberal nature of Mexico’s state was at stake.

That is, the contract to do archaeological work was as much a scientific document

as it was a document to discuss Mexico’s control over its national heritage.

The terms of the contract were, at least on paper very vague. It did not

mention who was to participate in fieldwork removing soil and cleaning the ruins

from vegetation, nor did it designate the specific sites or areas to be explored.

Neither did it specify which objects could be collected, or which monuments will

be molded or casted. Thus, apart from general issues of how to split the findings

between the American Museum of Natural History and the Mexican government,

the expedition was an open and in some respects an uncontainable project.

My concern here is to describe what were the dimensions and

consequences of a scientific intervention (as a process that had a spatial

dimension) where events were not always very predicable. One could imagine the
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expedition as a moment when Marshall Saville freely moved in Mexico,

collecting and making molds of the monuments. On the other hand we can

imagine it as an instance of the power of the Mexican state to control foreign

archaeological incursions. Marshall Saville’s reports and letters from the field

indicate that his presence in Mexico was limited by the presence of Leopoldo

Batres.

Leopoldo Batres, the guardian/cacique.

The Mexican officer who was chosen to oversee the expeditions was

Leopoldo Batres, who had been elected Chief Inspector of Monuments in 1885,

when Porfirio Diaz created the Inspectorship of Monuments. Scholars in Mexico

have examined the crucial role he had in the consolidation of the patrimonial

character of Mexican archaeology (Vázquez León 1993; 1996). Batres position in

Mexican archaeological politics goes along the Mexican tradition of caciquismo

in which “caciques are seen as key figures in the functioning of a highly

authoritarian and personalistic culture of power”(De Vries 2002:902).

It is often mentioned that Batres was an ambitious man that accumulated a

tremendous power in relation to the research and protection of antiquities in

Mexico. He was also a man with a moody character, and holding strong opinions

about his friends and enemies (Vázquez León 1993). This image fits very well the

culturalist depiction of a political cacique.  According to this view “caciques are
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charismatic individuals enacting a culturally defined role that can be traced to pre-

Hispanic and colonial times”(De Vries 2002:902). This figure would also have an

intermediary role, connecting political processes and the functioning of the state

bureacracy. However, a closer look to Batres role as a mediator with foreign

archaeologists is needed, and more specifically, I see Batres’s brokerage as

occurring in the field, an space that was not defined a priory, but negotiated

between national and foreigners.

When we look back in history it seems easy to conclude that Mexican

archaeology had a patrimonial character because Leopoldo Batres was amassing

power in the circles of the Porfirian administration. But besides Batres

idiosyncratic personality and his closeness to Porfirio Diaz, I argue that Leopoldo

Batres was also privileged and took advantage of the relations with foreign

archaeologists. And these relations were not just at the state and bureaucratic level

but also occurred in the field.

Not only was Batres present during the negotiation of the contract, he

physically accompanied Saville on his trips and become a spokesman that

reported the expedition's scientific achievements. His presence offers a more

nuance perspective to understand the relations between insiders and outsiders than

relying on categories such as “the Mexican state” or “the American Museum of

Natural History.” Leopoldo Batres was not only overseeing Saville’s work from
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Mexico City, he physically accompanied him on his trips and became a clear

intermediary between outsiders and insiders in the practice of archaeology.

When the AMNH signed the contract to do explorations, they probably

never imagined that the presence of Leopoldo Batres was going to be as

disturbing for the members of the expedition as it was. But just after his arrival to

Mexico City, Saville expressed his exasperation with the situation he encountered.

All the good intentions and hospitable treatment the Mexican government had

given to Marshall Saville during his previous visits to Mexico City seemed to

vanish. This time, “we were obliged to wait for Mr. Batres until November 25,

when we left Mexico City for the State of Chiapas,” he wrote to the secretary of

the American Museum.87

MOVING DOWN TO MEXICO

“We finally left New York.”

As we have seen, the details of the contract and differences between the

Mexican representatives and the American Museum of Natural History were

somehow solved, at least in the official spheres, and Marshall Saville began his

trip to Mexico. He was relieved to have left New York, and be in Mexico from

where he wrote to Mr. Winser, “we left New York for the City of Mexico

                                                  
87 AMNH Division of Anthropology,  Acc. # 1898-30.
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October, 21, 1897, where we expected to be joined by Mr. Leopoldo Batres,

Inspector of Monuments.”88

Saville did not view Batres presence in the expedition positively. In fact,

Batres’ presence was against Saville’s desire; he was expecting to move freely

through Mexican lands. Saville had previously written to the Museum expressing

his desire to explore the ruins of Menche and Piedras Negras, both close to the

Mexican border with Guatemala, because that area was “practically unexplored,”

and  also because that region was “distant from the capital city, and [therefore] we

should be less likely to encounter disturbance from government officials or be

annoyed by individuals, from prying individuals” 89 Who were those individuals?

Was Saville trying to escape from the presence of regional and local bureaucrats

who were supposed to supervise Saville’s expeditions? Contrary to Saville’s

wishes, Leopoldo Batres always accompanied him during his trips around

Mexico.

A year before the contract was signed; Saville had considered Leopoldo

Batres a possible ally and an undeniable broker between him and the Mexican

government. “Mr. Batres, the government inspector, is very friendly to me and

has great influence on the Minister” Saville reported to Mr. Wisner, secretary of

the AMNH. And continued, “he has already been designated by the minister as

                                                  
88 AMNH Division of Anthropology, Acc. #.1897-1898
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the representative of the government in this matter, and as he is not on good terms

with the archaeologists here, he wishes to help me all in his power.” 90

 Batres readiness to help the development of the exploration calmed

Saville who promptly communicated to Mr. Wisner “I was with him yesterday

afternoon and he assured me that he would see that we make a good collection for

New York.”91 Apparently, Batres had complained to Saville how badly he was

treated in Mexico, and Saville thought that this feeling of ostracism among

Mexican scientists and politicians could benefit the unfolding of the expedition.

Thus, he communicated Winser how the internal politics in Mexico were working

to their advantage, “the government is not giving him any money to carry on

work, and he (Batres 1910) is glad to have a chance to go into the field and will

do more for us than for the Museum here, where his work is not appreciated.”92

 At that moment, it is clear that Marshall Saville had a high opinion of his

interlocutor in Mexico. He knew that Batres' position of power in the realm of

Mexican antiquities, was going to benefit the AMNH and he expressed that very

clearly “I think that our chances of making large collections are exceedingly

good.”93 In fact, Saville complemented Batres by saying, “ (Batres 1910) is more

of a Frenchmen than a Mexican.” This complement would probably have

                                                                                                                                          
89 AMNH/Division of Anthropology. Acc. 1897-1898
90 May 11, 1896. AMNH/Division of Anthropology. Acc. # 1897-1898.
91 Ibid.
92 Ibid.
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captivated Leopoldo Batres who was educated in France. But it was an opinion

that changed dramatically during the course of the expedition. All the positive

aspects Saville saw in Batres disappeared after the two men shared the field

during the months the expedition took place.

Preparations for fieldwork.

While still in New York, Marshall Saville prepared the details of the expedition.

Saville knew before leaving for Mexico that the government was going to ease the

entrance of equipment necessary for the exploration. Limantour, who was the

Mexican secretary of Public Finances at that time had written to Saville

expressing the state’s philosophy “con mucho gusto me ocuparé de allanar las

dificultades que puedan presentarse para permitir la libre introducción de los

instrumentos y utiles que necesite la comisión.” 94 But in reality this expedition

did not require much technical equipment. It was a very austere exploration.

People and equipment to explore in Mexico.

Whereas the contract dealt with the equipment necessary for the

exploration, and it was understood that Mexico would facilitate the entrance of

equipment without taxes, a discussion about labor during fieldwork was

                                                                                                                                          
93 Ibid.
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completely avoided. Indeed the contract evaded an important and necessary

aspect of the exploration, the need of workforce. Who was responsible for finding

workers to clean and remove the vegetation from the ruins? Were the workers

going to be paid? Those issues could not be resolved from the offices of the

Museum in New York. Neither bureaucracy in Mexico seemed to have the power

or competence to find workers in the areas surrounding the ruins in Chiapas.

Those aspects were unpredictable and had to be resolved in the field.

According to the records, two people from the United States composed the

expedition: Marshall Saville and Mr. Humphray, an engineer from New York.

Three individuals from Mexico were alos part of the expedition: Leopoldo Batres,

his son Salvador Batres, and Aristides Martel, who was “a cultural collector, who

availed himself with the opportunity to visit the state with the expedition.”95

Indeed, the expedition paid by the Duc de Loubat and directed by Marshall

Saville as a collecting trip was becoming to be a more complicated trip that

opened opportunities for local interests.

 But none of those people seemed prone to work clearing the vegetation

from the ruins or removing dirt to unearth archaeological remains. They were in

the field as “experts.” As we will see later, the procurement of labor force for the

                                                                                                                                          
94 July 12, 1897. Limantour to Winser. “with great pleasure I will easy the difficulties that could
emerge and will facilitate the free introduction of tools and equipment necessary for the
exploration.” Ibid.
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exploration was an upsetting issue during fieldwork, and also a matter of tension

between the members of the expedition. But before talking about the workforce,

let’s examine the equipment needed during the collecting trip.

Before leaving New York, Saville expressed concerns with two aspects of

fieldwork that required equipment. First, he tried to prepare the living conditions

during fieldwork. And secondly, he wanted to find the products necessary for the

preparation of molds and casts of the sculptured monuments and facades of

temples and palaces. Molding was a technique that had been used in other

instances, and Saville had asked Prof. Putnam how to find the best type of paper

for molding, knowing that he had used that in Honduras. Putnam recommended

Saville to use a special paper fabricated in Valencia, Spain. In order to lower the

costs of transportation, Saville decided to order a large amount of paper that could

be used for five years. However, it is not clear whether the paper arrived to

Mexico on time, because when the expedition began, Saville was still

complaining about the delay in the delivery of paper. Apart from the molding

paper, Saville also prepared three tents and undetermined special clothing;

nothing else was mentioned as equipment for the expeditions. Photographic

material was also bought in New York and all of the equipment was sent to the

US/Mexico border.

                                                                                                                                          
95 Marshall Saville, Report of Archaeological Expedition to Mexico 1897-1898. AMNH Division
of Anthropology Acc. # 1898-30.
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Mr. Humphray was the civil engineer member of the expedition. His role

during fieldwork was neither defined in the contract, nor in the correspondence

with Saville. But considering that the expedition was designed as one to discover

large ancient constructions, the knowledge of an engineer would be very suitable.

Mr. Humphray was the only one on the team that talked very explicitly about the

pragmatics, and his needs for fieldwork. Three months before the expedition

started Humphrey told Saville  “if it is positive that I am to go with you this fall

there are many little details I would begin to look after.” 96

He immediately sent a list of items he needed for the expedition, among

them, an aneroid barometer, Smithsonian rain gauge, maximum and minimum

registering thermometers, flexible leveling rod, two ranging rods, a dozen transit

books for notes, metallic tape, pencils and rubber. All of those items would cost

US$128.15. Saville told Mr. Humphray about the economic restrictions of the

expedition but agreed with his list. Since at that point the contract had not been

signed, the engineer told Saville “I take my chance in everything to the extent of

being brought back to New York in case the interpretation of the contract is too

severe to permit the continuation of the work.” 97  But as we have seen, the

contract was approved, and the exploration began without more inconveniences.

The most important problem Saville encountered after the contract was signed

                                                  
96 August 9, 1897. AMNH Manuscript Collection, Saville Files, Call number S28.
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was the presence of Leopoldo Batres in the field, and particularly the Inspector’s

unwillingness to help the archaeological exploration.

GOING TO THE FIELD

Labor

Whereas the acquisition of equipment in New York and its transportation in

Mexico was relatively easy, finding laborers to work during fieldwork was very

difficult, and a source of exasperation for the head of the expedition. Marshall

Saville expected that at least Leopoldo Batres could help the North American

expedition with the recruitment of labor force. But this was not the case. As soon

as they arrived to Palenque, Saville pointed to the difficulty in finding laborers.

Though he wanted to “to obtain a force of 20 Indians or more [he] was unable to

secure more than 4-5 men who came out in the morning and went back to their

homes at nights, literally wading through miles of muddy road.”98  But Leopoldo

Batres desisted in helping Saville, and according to the latter, “[we] were obliged

to remain in the village until December 13 owing to the non-arrival of a part of

our cargo, and owing to the difficulty in securing laborers and mules.”99 They had

to wait for about ten days to begin the exploration of the ruins.

                                                                                                                                          
97 August 20, 1897. Ibid.
98 Marshall Saville, Report of Archaeological Expedition to Mexico 1897-1898. AMNH Division
of Anthropology Acc. # 1898-30
99 Ibid.
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Marshall Saville found himself in Southern Mexico without the help of a

field assistant. Moreover, the letters Saville wrote from the field express

sentiments of discomfort, of being there without wanting to be, and more willing

to escape. He detested being in Palenque, a place that he saw as a “miserable

village entirely populated by poor Indians who many times have barely sufficient

food to last from one day to another.” 100  Saville’s narrative from the field reveals

a growing exasperation with the experience of fieldwork and travel. As soon as

they arrived in Palenque, Batres' presence began to disgust Saville. The cultural

and human environment appeared miserable to Saville, and Leopoldo Batres was

every moment less interested in making things easier or even to collaborate with

the American archaeologist.

Discomfort with the living conditions

Once in the field, the expedition split into two groups. Saville reported how

“Batres made arrangements to stay in the village, so Mr. Humphray and myself

were obliged to spend the time in the ruins alone […] and he did not offer a

helping hand and all the work of getting the Indians off develop [sic] upon us.”101

While Batres stayed in the village, Saville made a journey to the ruins in order to

                                                  
100 Ibid.
101 Ibid.
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give directions for clearing the dense forest from part of the palace “so as to

render it habitable.” 102

Once they arrived to the palace, Saville asked the Indians to clean the

“rooms we were to occupy as living quarters, clear the brush from directly in front

of the rooms.”103 With this action, Saville was very conscientiously prolonging a

tradition of foreign presence in the ruins that previous archaeologists had begun

earlier. Other archaeologists had used this sacred space as living quarters during

fieldwork. Saville wanted a particular section of the palace to be cleaned for him

to live. Some rooms were used to sleep, and as previous visitors had done before

Saville, “the chamber in the rear used by Maudselay as kitchen was appropriated

for the same purpose.”104

Just a few days after they finally cleaned the rooms and prepared the

living quarters, Saville began to complain about mosquitoes, rain, bugs, lack of

sleep, until life “became too severe for Mr. Humphray and he became ill and it

became imperative for him to return to the United States.” Finally, on New Years

day he wrote to Mr. Winser “without laborers, the loss of my assistant and

companion, the dangerous climatic conditions and incessant state of humidity

made it impossible to remain.”105

                                                  
102 Ibid.
103 Ibid.
104 Ibid.
105 Ibid.
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However, while his archaeological adventure was not being very

successful, Saville reported with satisfaction how he “photographed many Indians

and a group of the newly appointed Indian authorities. Also photographed the two

oldest women in Palenque.”106 He had also bought ethnological specimens from

those women who “live in a hut which is an Indian curiosity shop that had

specimens which I had not observed in the few other huts which I had entered.”107

Apparently Saville’s collection of ethnological items was not a problem for

Leopoldo Batres, who never reported to the Mexican government that Saville was

doing research on aspects of Mexican culture that were not specified in the

contract. Thus, while Mexican bureaucracy was closely monitoring the

archaeological expedition, Saville was freely collecting ethnological materials.

INTERMEDIARIES

Bureaucrats and other state intermediaries

The Loubat expedition required intermediaries both at the state and at the local

level. While politicians such as Joaquin Baranda, secretary of Justice and Public

Instruction and Leopoldo Batres were acting as intermediaries during the drafting

of the contract, Jose Yves Limantour had helped with the entrance of equipment.

Saville needed also an assistant for the field. Before the expedition began,

                                                  
106 Ibid.
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Frederic Putnam had written to Morris Jesup, president of the AMNH, suggesting

the need to locate a person in Mexico to help them in the field. “In order to carry

out the exploration in a proper manner Mr. Saville would require at least one

principal assistant and a number of laborers.” 108

During his visit to Mexico, Saville had met Mr. Rodriguez, a person who

according to Frederic Putnam could be of much help due to “his knowledge of the

Indian language,” as well as  “being a surveyor he would make good plans of the

temple.”109 In addition, Putnam had references for him and told Jesup that

Rodriguez was a man “of considerable importance for us as general agent. If we

get the concession we shall need one to look after things, and I think the colonel

would do it very well. He is a man of some influence and as I understand he is

just now in need of a position we might perhaps secure his services at a moderate

salary. He had charge of the Mexican exhibit at the World’s Fair and I knew him

there.” 110

The correlation among archaeology, military administration and

explorations is apparent here 111. Luis Vázquez has already noticed that Leopoldo

                                                                                                                                          
107 Ibid.
108 May 13th, 1896. Putnam to Jesup. AMNH/Manuscript Collection S28
109 Ibid.
110 Ibid.
111 Gulliermo Goñi (1999) mentions that  it was in the 1890’s when archaeologists began to visit
the archaeological ruins in Yucatan, an area that was until then visited only by militars.
That area was visited by Stephens and Catherwood earlier, but their incursions were not
technically archaeological. In the decade of the 1890’s an array of archaeologists, mostly North
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Batres who was himself trained in military career, and who was a former military

officer, ran his archaeological excavations as military camps (Vázquez León

1993). But the relation between the military and archaeology went beyond Batres'

particular biography, and permeated many aspects of archaeological work in

Mexico. Foreign archaeologists who worked in Mexico needed always the

protection of the Mexican military, and therefore had to obtain a permit from the

president Diaz to be protected. Especially during the years of the revolution,

archaeologists who worked in rural areas in Mexico had to be protected by

soldiers, because the rural areas were far from peaceful. However more work has

needs to be done to document those moments when the relations between

archaeologists and the people who lived in areas that were visited engaged in

violent fights.112

The presence of the state

In one of the few articles that analyze the interactions between patrons and

archaeologists at the turn of the century, James Snead makes an insightful

                                                                                                                                          
Americans visited Yucatan in expeditions. Holmes, Teoberto Maler, Alfred Tozzer in 1902,
George Howe in 1911, in 1913 and 1914 expeditions organized by the Peabody Museum, and the
Carnegie Insititution with an expedition lead by Morley in the mid 1910’s. See also Sullivan, P. R.
(1989). Unfinished conversations : Mayas and foreigners between two wars. New York, Knopf :
Distributed by Random House.
112 There are a couple of references of the violent relations and warlike relations between
archaeologists and Indians in Yucatan, see Goñi, G. (1999). De cómo los Mayas perdieron Tulum.
Mexico DF, Insitituto Nacional de Antropología e Historia.; Sullivan, P. R. (1989). Unfinished
conversations : Mayas and foreigners between two wars. New York, Knopf : Distributed by
Random House.
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contribution to understanding how archaeological practice developed in a

particular context of cultural politics. He argues for the examination of patterns of

archaeological collection as they took place within the realm of commercial

transaction (Snead 1999). He notes “while acquiring collections through

intermediaries was a traditional practice, it was incongruent for a discipline with

increasingly high scientific standards” (Snead 1999:257). Snead in particular

examines the Hyde Expedition in Chaco Canyon, and locates its collecting

practices in the realm of the mid 1890’s interactions between archaeologists,

patrons and entrepreneurs. For entrepreneurs, the artifacts were resources similar

to other natural resources extracted from the environment; for the archaeologists,

artifacts were a “necessity for a scholarly production and for the prestige of their

institution” (1999:257).

The AMNH expeditions to Mexico functioned also within this culture of

relations among entrepreneurs, collectors, patrons and archaeologists, with the

difference that these relations crossed national boundaries. Thus it is worthwhile

to explore Snead’s insightful avenue of research to see if and how those patterns

of interactions, that so clearly influenced the practices of collecting in the turn of

the century American archaeology, were also in place in Mexico. At first sight

one could see obvious differences between the two nations, while in the United

States the state was removed from those scientific and commercial interactions
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that Snead depicts, in Mexico the state was present and intervened very forcefully

in archaeological matters.

And yet, the Mexican state could not be considered a pre-existing entity,

but as taking shape through the presence of people like Leopoldo Batres in the

field. A better understanding of the late nineteenth century Mexican state is

clearly needed. To that effect I now turn my eyes to specific aspects of state

formation in Mexico that could help us locate the relations between politics and

collection practices, and between foreigners and locals as they were weaved in

Mexico at the turn of the century.

In his analysis of the nineteenth century Mexican State, Fernando

Escalante points to the role of the local and regional intermediaries in a

centralized state (Escalante Gonzalbo 1992). For him, as for other scholars the

contradiction of the liberal project in Mexico was that it wanted a limited state, at

the same time that it needed a strong presence of the state (see also, Hale 1989).

Though he pays specific attention to the role of local and regional forces (los jefes

politicos) which he sees as remnants of a colonial and traditional structure of

power, I would argue that the concept of political intermediary was also at place

in many other spheres. I am particularly interested in the notion of the

intermediary both as a scientific figure and as a cultural and political figure.

Leopoldo Batres embodied the intermediary figure who negotiated the
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relationship between the centralized state and foreigners.113 He was also a

mediator between the local collectors and governors, or regional “jefes políticos”

and the Mexican state, as well as between those local figures and foreign

explorers. And finally, he was also a translator of scientific knowledge between

the field and the government elite.

Leopoldo Batres functioned as a gatekeeper of the past to the foreigners,

as a result of his privileged location due to his interaction with the foreign

archaeologists. This position in the field enabled him to report the scientific

knowledge about the past to the Mexican state, and in doing that he made that

knowledge his property. It was this face-to-face relation in the field between

Batres and Saville that allows the state to become visible in the scientific

explorations. At the same time, Leopoldo Batres gained internal, both personal

and national, power as a participant observer in this particular exploration.

Besides Leopoldo Batres, other people served as mediators or

intermediaries. Those were the local collectors or amateurs from different parts of

the country who had private collections, and who viewed with approval the

entrance of foreigners in the study of archaeology. Collectors in Mexico saw in

                                                  
113 Goñi explains that in 1922 in the context of the Carnegie expedition in Yucatan, Goni explains
that once the Direccion the Antropologia was funded and having as director Manuel Gamio there
was a better control of the research done by foreigners. In this case Miguel A. Carral a “forestry
bureaucrat” was chosen to accompany the expedition and assure that the North American
archaeologists were only taking pictures, casts and drawings but not removing any archaeological
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the Loubat expedition the possibility to sell their archaeological objects at a good

price. Since earlier discussions that Mexico had about nationalization of

archaeological patrimony, local collectors had to interact with the state, either to

sell collections, to donate antiquities, or to hide them.

Collectors and local amateurs

Many types of collectors existed, from peasants who found pots in their fields, to

famous and respectable scholars such as Antonio Peñafiel who in 1897 had

written to the secretary of Public Instruction to tell him that he had sold his

private collection to a foreign exhibition. This collection, which was the was the

basis of Peñafiel´s famous work Monumentos Mexicanos, was made of  “piezas

de barro y de metal, ídolos de piedra y objetos de madera moldeados y vaciados

en bronce.”114 But while the state did not challenge Peñafiel´s individual

amassment of pots, idols and bronze items, other, less important collectors were

viewed as unpatriotic.

Some collectors were local bureaucrats like Teodoro Dehesa, governor of

Veracruz who generously donated his particular collection to be exhibited during

the 11th Congress of Americanists in Mexico City115. Foreign explorers had to

                                                                                                                                          
item. Goñi, G. (1999). De cómo los Mayas perdieron Tulum. Mexico DF, Insitituto Nacional de
Antropología e Historia.,  p. 117.
114 January 21, 1897. AGN/IPBA. Box 148, Exp. 29. “Pieces of clay and metal, stone idols and
wood objects molded and casted in bronze.”
115 January 16th 1897. AGN/IPBA. Box. 148, Exp. 27.
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converse also with those collectors in order to procure archaeological items. In

this sense, part of their work in Mexico was to contact those collectors and

procure archaeological objects that were no longer in the field, among the ruins.

For example in Palenque, Saville met Dr. Campos who had “collected many

fragments of human skeletons and he has quite a little museum of natural history

and archaeology.”116 Saville was amazed at this collection “I have never seen in

any other collection or in any museum objects of this nature. Dr. Campos is an

eccentric person and although he knows little of scientific value which these

specimens poses, he will not dispose of a single objects from his collections.” 117

Regional governors in Mexico were also enthusiastic collectors, and had

an easy and privileged access to discoveries made in the states they governed. At

the same time that they were political chiefs, they were also “jefes culturales.”

Saville had met in Xalapa the governor of Vera Cruz who had the “most

extraordinary collection of Totonecan art of which I doubt there is a single

specimen in the United States.118” For the governor, selling the collection to a

museum in New York was undoubtedly an opportunity and Saville was going to

offer him “500 of our money.”

Though these relations between Saville and local collectors constituted a

very important part of the expeditions in Mexico and were important steps to

                                                  
116 n.d. AMNH/Division of Anthropology Acc. 1898-30



134

accomplish the expedition’s goals, those relations were not monitored by the

contract. As I explained earlier, the contract used the language of scientific effort,

of donors and givers, but it did not specify interactions that occurred outside the

realm of fieldwork.

Some of these collections could not leave the country easily, others, such

as the one procured by Saville in Xalapa or Palenque, were easier to remove from

Mexico because they were unknown to the custom agencies at the border. Saville,

as well as Frederic Putnam, Morris Jesup or Mr. Winser seemed well aware of the

control the Mexican government over the export of archaeological objects, and

when he obtained the collection from the governor of Veracruz, he told Jesup “I

can get it out of the country without difficulty as I find the existence of the

collection is unknown even to Mr. Batres. It is a great chance for us as being

unknown I think we run very little chance of trouble in getting it out a little at a

time.”119 But the Solgueren collection in Oaxaca was more difficult to procure

because it has “been pretty thoroughly advertised and it might be difficult to sent

it out of the country.” 120

                                                                                                                                          
117 ibid.
118 Saville to Jesup January 28 1899 (Acc. 1898-30)
119 28 January 1899.
120 Idem
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WRITING IN THE EXPEDITION

Talking about writing and ethnography James Clifford suggests that there was a

moment in the history of anthropology when modes of scientific writing helped

anthropology to separate itself from its “disciplinary others” (Clifford, Marcus et

al. 1986). That historical moment represented emergence of professional

anthropology. In this particular moment anthropologists distinguished themselves

from travelers who were also observing and reporting the life and customs of

peoples. Clifford turns to travelogues and travel writers to see how anthropology

shaped a specific field habitus (the fieldwork practices that became characteristic

of anthropology). But we could also see in this historical moment a process by

which the diverse fields of anthropology are generated. That is, archaeological

scientific writing also helped anthropology to make divisions “within” the

discipline, and it made “others” within the discipline.

In addition to modes of writing as relevant for the development of the

discipline as a scientific practice, a field report had a role in relation to the nation.

Scientific reports transformed a common sense or implicit knowledge about

landscape, ruins, and ancient sites, into a narrative about the nation’s past. As we

will see, the letters Saville wrote from the field were full of anthropological

information, but that information was not considered as relevant. It was not a part

of the final reports of the expedition. Moreover, the expedition itself produced
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multiple texts depending on who wrote them, and also depending on the audience.

The Loubat expedition did not produced a final scientific text. In this sense it

failed to accomplish one of the main goals Saville had proposed in the contract: it

was not a breakthrough contribution to the field of Mexican ancient history. The

letters are good examples of the incidents of doing archaeological travel writing.

I look to the pieces produced in the context of archaeological expeditions

as a complete set of writings; that is, considered in relation to each other, they

make sense. The letters that Marshall Saville wrote to the secretary of the

Museum in New York are not more or less true accounts of the expedition than

the reports Leopoldo Batres wrote for the Mexican government. All of them are

partial accounts of the same events. Thus while those writings were not

experimental, they give us a better understanding of how the archaeologists

experienced the fieldwork, how this experience might have affected the past that

was conceived, and most importantly, they open the possibility to see how similar

archaeological experiences could be narrated in different voices.

The voice of Marshall Saville.

The academic articles Marshall Saville wrote for the American Museum of

Natural History were written with a scientific voice that is not personal at all. In

the text, Saville’s presence in Mexico is concealed behind the noun expedition

that becomes the main author of the scientific enterprise. The articles, although
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signed by Marshall Saville, tell how “the expedition made excavations,” and that

“in January and February of 1900 an expedition was in the field…”121.  An

anonymous “expedition” is the subject of the scientific travels and discoveries in

Mexico. This mode of writing contrasts with the tone Saville adopted in the letters

he wrote from Mexico, in which he conveyed strong opinions regarding the

development of the expedition, his negative feelings about the natives of the area,

as well as his disappointment with Leopoldo Batres’ lack of assistance. In his

scientific writings, however, he chose not to be present, and left the expedition as

the main voice or protagonist of the incursion in Mexico.

Marshall Saville’s letters and reports to the Museum of Natural History

from the field constitute a narrative where the anthropological eye is always

present, but never made subject of scientific knowledge. As we have seen earlier,

the contract signed between the American Museum of Natural History and the

Mexican government dealt specifically with how to manage archaeological

findings; but anthropological findings, in the sense of ethnographic facts, were

never mentioned in the contract. As if culture was an aspect that Mexico did not

care to protect, neither it was seen as an issue that could become object of

scientific knowledge for the members of the expedition.

                                                  
121 Cruciform….p. 201
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Though the expedition was not anthropological in its goals, Marshall

Saville’s narrative from the field was full of anthropological descriptions. His

letters and reports describe a landscape where the Indians, the environment, and

the ruins constitute a whole entity. It is remarkable that most of Saville's writing is

a complaint towards the human environment he was inhabiting. As we have seen

earlier, Saville complained about the Leopoldo Batres’ attitude, which was not

helping the expedition members. But a similar attitude is also found in the

descriptions he wrote about the people and environment that surrounded the ruins.

Those letters are a combination of exotic descriptions of the natural landscape,

that turned out to be unlivable, and a general complaint about the Mexican Indian

way of life.

When the expedition began, Marshall Saville wrote a letter to the Museum

in New York recounting his entry into the jungle through the river Usumacinta

which “is most beautiful. Near the banks of the river are dense tropical forests.

The country on both sides was inundated and all the Indian huts were flooded.”122

After two days and two nights, the group arrived to Monte Cristo, a small village

where “villagers are a mean and disreputable lot. Not that they are apt to rob one,

but they will use every effort to cheat, and throw obstacles in the way to

                                                  
122 December 1898. AMNH/Division of Anthropology. Acc. # 1898-30
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business.”123 His tone shows a blend of fear, disgust and fascination. He saw the

Indians as possible obstacles in his way to business. In the field Saville quickly

equated archaeology with a notion of profit that was already set in the contract.

For him, as a representative of the Loubat expedition, the entrance in the jungle

was a commercial enterprise. As he saw the Indians not especially interested in

helping the North American expedition to uncover ruins, he viewed them not only

as miserable, poor, and cheaters, but also lazy. “They are too lazy to milk the

cows that feed in the Plaza, too lazy to shoot the game which abounds in the

woods,”124 he wrote. Thus, he parallels the lack of interest the Indians had in

milking the cows, or shooting the game, with the lack of interest they show in

unearthing the archaeological ruins, as if “discovering” them was the only way to

relate to ancient remains.

The narrative in Saville’s letters sometimes looks like a template, empty of

real and detailed observation. It is like a standard narrative about what was

supposed to be an Indian in the Mexican jungle. This cultural landscape seems

like a backdrop for archaeology, a human scenario in which the splendorous ruins

were situated. In sum, while the ruins were entities subject to scientific

observation, which could be described in a report, all the other observations

Saville was making in his expedition were left for the footnotes. The

                                                  
123 Ibid.
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archaeological text is a document about the stones, the pots, or the old building,

without any reference to people’s relation to them. In this sense, Marshall

Saville’s writings could be seen as an emergent trend in science writing in

archaeology.

Leopoldo Batres’ voice

In contrast with Saville’s scientific reports that are narrated with the

anonymous voice of “the expedition,” Leopoldo Batres wrote a couple of

administrative reports addressed to the Secretary of Public Instruction in Mexico

that describe his presence in the field. In those documents he is not a passive

observer but the main eye of a scientific discovery. In that very act of writing,

Batres made the foreign intervention in Mexico his own endeavor. In this sense,

Saville's and Batres' narratives are very different in form and content. I am

interested in highlighting those differences of texts and narrative voices as the

result of such a complex and multilayered enterprise as was the Loubat expedition

in Mexico. Those disparate voices are marked by the nature of the expedition. For

Batres, the expedition was a foreign incursion in Mexican land. Clearly perceived

national identities, or strong distinctions between national and foreigners, shaped

the writing style.

                                                                                                                                          
124 Ibid.
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While Marshall Saville wrote to the American Museum of Natural History

how unhelpful Leopoldo Batres was in the field, and how disturbing was his

presence, Leopoldo Batres wrote a long 20 page document to the Mexican

Secretary of Public Instruction in which, after alluding to Saville’s presence in the

field as if it were insignificant, he narrated his visit to Palenque as a great

scientific moment that he had authored.125

Leopoldo Batres began the document with three pages that very succinctly

described Saville's unsuccessful trip to Palenque. According to the Inspector of

Monuments, from December the 5th to January the 4rd, Marshall Saville opened

tomb after tomb without any result until the moment when “convencido este señor

del poco éxito que alcanzaba en sus exploraciones, debido a la multitud de

circunstancias adversas a su propósito y sobre todo por la convicción que se

había formado de que no encontraría los objetos que buscaba, pues estos se

hallaban totalmente destruidos por la humedad, dio término a sus trabajos” 126

While in this text Marshall Saville is portrayed basically as a grave robber,

Leopoldo Batres becomes the main authoritative voice that communicates

scientific reports in Mexico to Mexican authorities.127 Not only is Batres

                                                  
125 January 28, 1898. Leopoldo Batres,  AGN/ IPBA
126 “convinced the man of the lack of success of the explorations due to a multiple circumstances
contrary to his goals and due to the realization that he was not going to find objects because they
were all destroyed by the humidity, he decided to terminate the work.” Ibid. pg. 2
127 As we will see in the last chapter, Zelia Nuttall used the relation between Leopoldo Batres and
Marshall Saville for her own purposes, to criticize Batres’ control of Mexican archaeology and his
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fashioning himself as “the discoverer,” in writing he is also the introducer of

scientific measurements in archaeological work. For example, in the document he

presented to the Secretary, Batres described some of the ruins that he visited in

Palenque, and to give scientific validity to his presence in the site he wrote “las

ruinas se hallan a 120 metros del mar y a 75 metros sobre el nivel de la plaza del

pueblo…observaciones que hice a las 12 del mediodía con un barómetro

aneroide de la casa de Negrete y Cambra. Temperatura del aire libre 27 grados

centígrados a la hora de la observación.”128 It was the use of a barometer and the

temperature measurement that gave a special credit to Batres presence in the field.

If he was only monitoring Saville´s trip, why was he taking measurements?

Indirectly, those measurements were also disestablishing the entire

purpose of the Loubat expedition, which presumably was bringing science to

Mexico. If Mexicans manufactured aneroid barometers and were able to use them,

what was the purpose of Saville’s expedition? As we saw earlier in this chapter,

the contract used the rhetoric of “bringing science to Mexico” and that was

consolidated with the few scientific tools that Saville and the engineer brought

                                                                                                                                          
constant boycott to foreign work in Mexico. But when we look at the exploration practices
themselves they point to a more complex relationship between Batres and Saville. But for Zelia
Nuttall that was a moment of aligning herself with the “foreigners” who were doing work in
Mexico.
128 “The ruins are located at 120 meters above the sea level and at 75 meter above the level of the
village plaza…I made those observations at noon with an aneroid barometer from the house
Negrete and Cambra. The temperature was of 27 degrees Celsius at the time of the observation”
January 28, 1898. AGN/IPBA
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with them. But nothing tells us that without the help of Saville and his team,

archaeological research in Palenque could not have been done.

While Saville was portrayed as the scientist, Batres is identified as the

bureaucrat. Among the bureaucratic documents that were produced during the

expeditions, I found a couple of reports written by Leopoldo Batres whose ability

to attach himself to the expedition made him a reporter of scientific data to the

Mexican expedition, as if the discoveries were his own. So he turned a foreign

expedition into his own enterprise.

Batres’ narrative of Palenque included measurements of the walls,

doorways and columns, detailed descriptions of the drawings in the floor, and of

stone carvings. He also included a comprehensive description of the state of

destruction of the monuments. At the end of the expedition, Batres suggested the

government to take some improvement measures for the conservation of the

Mexican monuments. “Me permito proponer al Supremo Gobierno, en calidad

urgente y de pronta resolución que se nombre a un conserje que cuide los

monumentos así como una cuadrilla de peones que se ocupe cotidianamente de

limpiar las ruinas y mantener rozado el monte en el perímetro que se hallan.129”

In this particular instance we see how he used Saville’s presence in Mexico to

make a personal intervention in the national patrimony. It was through the
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entrance of the Loubat expedition in Mexico that Batres appealed to the

government to take care of a national patrimony that was in ruins.

Reporting scientific discoveries: voices and silences

After his trips to Mexico, Marshall Saville published two academic

articles in the Bulletin of the American Museum of Natural History, and another

about archaeological material from Mexico that was stored at the Museum.130

Saville’s articles about the Mexican expedition were among the first ones the

Bulletin of the Museum of Natural History published in archaeology. In Mexico,

as in the United States, archaeology found a scientific niche within the larger field

of natural history.  It was therefore common to publish the result of archaeological

expeditions in the journals where botanists, zoologists and geologists also wrote.

But Saville, in contrast to other scientists at the time, never published in Mexican

scientific journals, even though the number of scientific journals that included

archaeological reports and notes was considerably high in this country. 131

                                                                                                                                          
129 “I  propose to the Government in a very urgent manner the appointment of a custodian  to take
care of the monuments as well as a team of workers that clean the ruins and cut the vegetation
around them.” January 28th , 1898. AGN/ IPBA. Vol 148 Exp.18.
130 Saville: The Temple of Tepoztlan, Mexico, BAMNH, Vol VIII, 1896, pp 221-226;  Cruciform
Structures near Mitla, BAMNH, Vol XIII, July 1900, pp.201-218;  A Shell Gorget from the
Huasteca, Vol XIII, July 1900, pp 99-103
131 According to a survey of authors who published archaeological articles in Mexican journals at
the turn of the century, the only foreigners who published in Mexico were Zelia Nuttall and
Eduard Seler. See  Brambila Paz, R. a. R. d. G. (1997). La Arqueología Mexicana en las Revistas
Científicas del Porfiriato. Ciencia en los Márgenes. Ensayos en la historia de las ciencias en
México. M. a. C. S. S. Rutsch. Mexico City, UNAM, IIA: 103-125.
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If we consider only the academic journals in which Saville published as

the unique voice to narrate archaeological research, we loose the multiplicity of

voices and sentiments that emerged from the expedition. Thus, more than finding

an alternative mode of writing in archaeology, I seek to understand why the

scientific, detached and authoritative voice becomes the primary one to talk about

the past.

 My intention here is not to recover the voices of the inhabitants of ancient

Mexico that do not appear in Marshall Saville’s writings, neither do I have the

information necessary to restore the voices of the people that inhabited the

villages Saville visited in his trips. While thinking about the letters they give us a

sense, though very inconclusive, of that voice, more like a murmur, but most

often as a silenced voice that nevertheless is not absent.132 Since my entry into

this discussion of silences and absences in writing is inspired by ethnography, I do

need to point to archaeology’s own specificities. They have to do with how

archaeology interrogates and interprets the material record from the past, and thus

the relationship between the archaeologist and the past.

Writing about the countryside, and expressing a sense of the place where

the ruins are located are some of the ways in which experimental modes of

                                                  
132 I take the distinction between silence and absence from Addrianne Rich’s poem which is
quoted in Kamala Visweswaran’s book Feminist Ethnography. “Silence can be a plan/rigurously
executed/the blueprint to a life/it is a presence/it has a history  a form/Do not confuse it with any
kind of absence.”
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writing are converging (Fowler 1995).  We should recuperate what Peter Fowler

views as the “premodern” archaeological moment (Foucault 1970), when texts

about ruins were also about other things, about the location of those items in the

landscape, and about the relation between rural landscapes as inhabited spaces,

and the ruins that share those spaces with people.  Fowler proposes to combine

two writing genres: rural writing that talks about perceptions of the landscape and

archaeological writing. However, I also suggest we turn our attention to writing

that was produced in the context of archaeological expeditions. Those are

narratives that convey a sense of the countryside where the ruins are located, and

they tend to be an account of an experience of those ruins and of their location in

the landscape constrained by different circumstances in the life of the

archaeologist.

CONCLUSIONS

While the idea of Mexico’s national patrimony was historically shaped

within the borders of the nation, and with the aid of a bureaucratic, scientific,

intellectual and academic structure, in this chapter I have given weight to the

relation between foreign intervention and the state as protector of the past. I have

seen the relation between th American Museum of Natural History and Mexico as

materialized in the signature of a contract that established the terms of the

scientific intervention, and in the election of Mexican Chief Inspector of

Monuments as a state representative that oversaw the archaeological practices in
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the field during the expedition. It could be argued that Mexico was able to benefit

and reinforce an existent trend towards state protection of archaeological

resources, and in doing that it also infused the state protection with a notion of

nationalism.
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Chapter 4: The International School of American Archaeology
and Ethnology. An experiment in international scientific

collaboration. (1910-1914)

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the relations between North American and Mexican
archaeologies as they took place in the International School of American

Archaeology and Ethnology (1910-1914). In examining the school I am inspired
by studies that used ethnographic eyes to see science and have paid close attention

to how human interaction and networking of scientists shape the construction of

scientific facts. In this chapter I describe the functioning of the School as a
scientific institution, at the same time that I frame it in larger issues concerning

how gender and nation permeated the scientific and human interactions among
scholars that worked in the School.

AN EXPERIMENTAL INSTITUTION.

In the inaugural presentation of the International School of American

Archaeology and Ethnology, the German archaeologist Eduard Seler (1849-1922),

the first director of the School, mentioned two aspects that this institution was

bringing to Mexico which were absent from Mexican archaeology: fieldwork, and

the study of archaeological objects not as aesthetic objects on museum display but

as scientific items that needed to be studied, described, drawn even if they were

only fragments or broken pieces (Seler 1912).
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Seler compared American and European archaeological traditions in order

to claim that European archaeology was more advanced because fieldwork was

employed. ”Fieldwork,” he mentioned “resultó ser la cosa más necesaria para el

progreso de la ciencia, bajo la tierra yacen los documentos que leemos como

testigos fidedignos de la cultura…. Falta solo desenterrarlos” (Seler 1912).133 In

addition he envisioned archaeology as a collective scientific practice “para

trabajar no basta la fuerza de un solo hombre, por hábil, por aplicado que sea,

por sabio que sea, ni alcanzan los medios de un sencillo trabajador científico.”134

In contrast to the notion of the “single man” uncovering ruins, Seler was

advocating for a science practiced in teams. His idea of uncovering information

about the past was directed not so much at the big monuments but to “descubrir

de una manera más completa los domicilios, los sepulcros, los utensilios, las

armas, las alhajas y vestidos, los restos de los cuerpos.”135  Seler was probably

closer to what contemporary archaeologists are doing with material culture

(narrating the everyday life of past human societies and paying close attention to

the small detail) than he could imagine. However, the International School did not

carry out Seler’s proposals. It was an unfortunate scientific failure, though in

                                                  
133 “emerged as the most necessary aspect for the progress of science, underneath the soil we find
documents that we read as veridic witness of our culture, we just need to unearth them.”
134 “to work in this way, it is not enough with the strength of a single man, even if he is very
talented and capable, even if he is wise, it is not enough with the means of a single scientist.”
135 “uncover in a more complete manner the houses, tombs, tools, weapons, jewelry and dresses,
and the remains of bodies.” Ibid.
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other aspects, the School was a complete triumph for archaeology, as it was then

that the first stratigraphic excavation was done in the Americas (Adams 1960;

Patterson 1995).

The International School was a unique experiment of intellectual

cooperation in research and funding at the time, which could not be repeated or

duplicated in other nations. At the turn of the century, Mexico more than other

spaces “rich” in archaeological ruins (Egypt, Palestine, Greece) had specific

conditions that made it suitable to establish an International School of

Archaeology. Mexico, together with Peru, was one of the “archaeological

paradises” in the Americas.136 But during the so-called “Porfirian peace” Mexico

counted with a political and economic stability that was unique for Latin America.

Porfirian elites were avid for foreign recognition. During those years Mexico also

counted on an intellectual atmosphere that was indeed experimenting with

pedagogical and scientific ideas (Cano 1996; Deacon 1997).

The School ended in the midst of the Mexican Revolution, in an intense

anti-American atmosphere, when North American troops landed in Veracruz, and

Alfred Tozzer the director of the School at the time had to escape from Mexico,

leaving the School in a complete state of chaos. Thus, it would be easy to explain

                                                  
136 For a comparative analysis of the relations between the State and archaeology in Peru and
Mexico see Patterson, T. C. (1995). Archaeology, History, Indigenismo, and the State in Peru and
Mexico. Making Alternative Histories. The Practice of Archaeology and History in Non-Western
Settings. R. a. T. C. P. Schmidt. Santa Fe, School of American Research Press: 69-85.
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the closing of the School as a consequence of Mexico’s unstable political

atmosphere, and the lack of foreign interest in those moments.

The history of the International School of American Archaeology and

Ethnology could be narrated in a straightforward manner: the birth of the school

in 1911, its functioning for three years, and its death in 1914. It could be seen as

one of the institutions that better fitted the model of American anthropological

expansionism at the turn of the century, perhaps the most international moment

for American Anthropology (Vincent 1990). It also suits very well the Mexican

historiography of these years. The school was designed during the last period of

the Porfirian regime, when foreign investment was most welcomed (and therefore

foreign archaeological explorations were encouraged) and it ended with hatred

sentiments towards Americans. Within this narrative, the school is just a passive

entity and most of its interest lies in the symbolism either for nationalist impulses

or for its imperialist-expansionist needs of science and politics. Mexico, once

more, becomes the archaeological backyard for foreigners to practice

archaeology, a landscape to establish a school, organize archaeological digs, and

apply scientific methods.

Though the School is nowadays erased from the memory of Mexican

archaeologists, the historiography of the discipline has assigned to this institution

a major archaeological success: the use of stratigraphic methods (Browman
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1998). The School did not make great discoveries in Mexican archaeology, and

apparently did not provide its patrons with glorious treasures, and yet it is

remembered by the introduction of a breathtaking method in archaeology. As

Gordon Willey mentions “one of the most interesting questions in the history of

American archaeology has concerned the rise and deployment of stratigraphic

methods. Where did primary credit lie?”(quoted in Browman 1998:80).

Manuel Gamio, who then became the founding father of Mexican

archaeology and anthropology, was in charge of excavations in Azcapotzalco, and

under the directions of Franz Boas, used the methods of stratigraphy to describe

the three-culture sequence in the Valley of Mexico. That vision furnished Mexico

with a clear national narrative of origins: the indigenous cultures of central

Mexico had evolved from the simplest to more sophisticated.

There are some other studies about the School. Luis Vázquez, a Mexican

scholar, has written about it mostly for its relevance within the process of

institutionalization of Mexican archaeology at the turn of the twentieth century.

(Vázquez León 1993). Ricardo Godoy (1977) wrote an insightful article about this

institution, though he views its relevance within the North American academic

realm, and particularly recreates Franz Boas as the main architect of the school.

Ross Parmenter also mentions the International School, though more than the

School itself, Parmenter’s intellectual concern is to reconstruct the friendship
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between Zelia Nuttall and Franz Boas and its role in the foundation of the School

(Parmenter 1966).

Metchling Rutsch studies the International School as an example of the

influence of the German intellectual tradition in Mexico, and more specifically

she writes about the role of Eduard Seler in Mexican archaeology (Rutsch 2000). I

found Rutsch’s work very insightful and inspirational for my own research, as she

takes a small lens to examine larger processes of scientific and intellectual

influence between national traditions. Along her lines, I also see the school as a

moment of great scientific experimentation that needs to be closely dissected.

Probably as one of those trials in science that shows that there was “scientific

excellence” in the periphery (Cueto 1989).

Perhaps the most fascinating aspect of the International School is the

amount of preparation it required, both in the part of Mexico and the United

States. For almost a year before the inauguration, Franz Boas, Ezequiel Chávez137

and Eduard Seler prepared the statutes for the International School. The school

had a very strict and complex bureaucratic organization to encompass the multiple

powers and visions about archaeology and anthropology at that moment. It could

                                                  
137 Ezequiel Chávez (1868-1946) was a lawyer and Secretary of Public Instruction from 1905 to
1911. He was sent by the government to observe the functioning of Stanford University and
Berkeley, and then was founder and president of the National University of Mexico. See, Chavez,
A. E. A. (1968). Breves Notas acerca de la vida de Ezequiel A. Chávez 1868-1946. Mexico.;
Chávez, L. (1967). Recordando a mi padre. México,, Asociación Civil: "Ezequiel A. Chávez".;
Rutsch, M. and C. Serrano (1997). Ciencia en los márgenes : ensayos de historia de las ciencias en
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be argued that bureaucratically, the institution was designed to satisfy multiple

national and scientific interests, and, at least theoretically, decision-making power

was well distributed.

In 1908 there was a sense of urgency, both on the part of Mexicans and

foreigners, to inaugurate the School at the same time that Mexico City witnessed

the great festivities to celebrate the Centenary of Mexico’s Independence in

September 1910. The Congress of Americanists that met in 1908 in Mexico City

was a perfect moment for various scholars to meet with representatives of the

Mexican government, and the plans began to be tied. However, it was not until

September of 1910, in the year and month of the First Centenary of the

Independence of Mexico, when various individuals, representatives of the

Governments, Universities and Scientific Institutions agreed to form the School.

Those individuals were: Dr. Seler, as delegated by the Minister of Public

Instruction of Prussia, L. Capitain, delegate of the Minister of Public Instruction

of France, G.B. Gordon, delegate of the University of Pennsylvania; Franz Boas

as delegate of Columbia University; Ezequiel A. Chávez, delegate of the

Secretary of Public Instruction and Fine Arts, and Ronald Dixon as delegate of

Harvard University.

                                                                                                                                          
México. México, D.F., Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México Instituto de Investigaciones
Antropológicas.
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PATRONS AND PROTECTORS

The School’s statutes described with precision the goals of the School.138

The general objective was the advancement of American Archaeology, Ethnology

and Anthropology, particularly in reference to the archaeology, ethnology and

anthropology of Mexico and its relations with neighboring countries.  The training

of young men and the publication, instruction, and other means, which are

considered adequate, would attain these goals.

At this inaugural moment the School had as funding patrons governments

and universities: the United States of Mexico, the Government of Prussia,

Columbia University, Harvard University, the University of Pennsylvania.

Besides patrons the School had also protectors who had the “obligation to

appropriate funds for fellowships, or scientific investigations or publications.”139

Patrons and protectors were to name a delegate to represent them, and these

delegates would constitute a body called the Committee of Delegates of the

Patrons and Protectors of the International School (CDPP). The School was

inaugurated having only as a protector the Hispanic Society of America.

According to the statutes, every year a different patron had the

responsibility to choose a person to fill the position of director. The statutes

                                                  
138 See Appendix 1
139 Statutes of the International School of American Archaeology and Ethnology. September
1910. FBPP. For a distribution of funds see Appendix 2.
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described with detail the profile and the qualities the director had to have.

According to article 10, “the director of the School shall be men well known by

their knowledge of American ethnology and archaeology, who have shown by

their work and their publications that they have good methods of scientific

research and good judgment in their investigation.”140 That is, it had to be a

renown and well-established scholar.

Each patron was supposed to pay for the salary of the person they sent as

president from their institution, and according to the statutes this salary “will be at

least the same as he receives for his services in the country in which he renders

his services.”141 However, this rule was never maintained and the expenses of the

director came from other sources. For example the first academic year (1911-

1912) though the director was Eduard Seler delegate from Prussia, it was the

Hispanic American Society that paid his salary of US$ 2,208.84.

 The committee of the delegates of the patrons and protectors composed

the Managing Committee of the School that elected among its members a

president and a secretary, and a treasurer that must not be a member of the

Committee, and who must reside in Mexico City. The treasurer was thus the only

person who actually represented the School in Mexico City, because the members

of the CDPP and the Managing Committee were all from other countries, and

                                                  
140 Statutes of the International School of American Archaeology and Ethnology. September
1910. FBPP.
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most of them did not live in Mexico City. The Managing Committee also elected

the professors that gave classes at the School.

The director and faculty were responsible for making decisions about

research, publications, and classes. The statutes also mentioned that the

archaeological explorations undertaken by the school had to be strictly subjected

to the laws of Mexico, and all the objects found in explorations and investigations

become the property of the National Museum. However, the article 20 of the

Statues mentioned that “in case of several specimens of the same object, and

whenever the government considers it possible to relinquish one or several of

t h e s e  s p e c i m e n s  t o  t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  S c h o o l . ”142

The School did not count on regular funds and therefore every year the

director had to find new protectors. This task required an important amount of

diplomacy to make the School as appealing research institution to invest money.

The government of Mexico however, adopted the compromise to always support

economically the School with an annual subsidy of six thousand dollars (three

thousand American dollars at the time).

Mexico welcomed the establishment of the School, not only with an

annual investment but also offered a room in the National Museum to be used for

instruction. The government also gave access to the fellows and patrons to enter

                                                                                                                                          
141 Ibid.
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and use the libraries, museum and university. While Mexico welcomed the

establishment of the School, in the United States, the government did not see this

institution as having any particular scientific benefit.

REJECTIONS AND NATIONAL INTERVENTIONS

There are two major absences from the School: the government of the

United States and the University of Chicago, Frederick Starr who was the

Mexicanist at the University of Chicago refused to collaborate with the School

because he thought the Mexican State was creating obstacles to archaeological

explorations. A couple of months after the School was inaugurate, Franz Boas

tried to persuade Frederick Starr to join his “experiment” in Mexico. But Starr

was not easy to convince and wrote back to Boas: “If you really desire the

cooperation of the University of Chicago, please write to me a formal letter of

invitation with full statements and particulars.”143

Starr explained his doubts regarding the school  “I should say frankly that

I do not believe the school will have a long career. I know Mexico pretty well. I

should be surprised if the second year is carried through and my surprise will be

great indeed if a third year is ever begun. With the certainty of change in officials,

in policies, in expenditures radical economics of a pronounced anti-foreign (an

                                                                                                                                          
142 Ibid.
143 March 1911. FBPP.
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especially anti-American) sentiment. I believe the fate of the school is certain. I

shall be only too glad of my impressions relative to the matter prove false.”144

Indeed Starr was not wrong in his predictions.

Franz Boas responded decisively assuring Frederick Starr of the stability

of the project in Mexico, and his long-term plans to maintain an institution in

Mexico that could sustain its scientific goals despite political changes or national

instability. “My idea of the organization is” he told Starr “that the School should

gradually become independent of the financial support of any one of the

contributing parties; so that if Mexico, for instance, should temporarily withdraw

their support, we could go on without hindrance” and lastly he ended ”This

information is, of course, not for public use.”145

But Frederick Starr repeatedly mentioned his distrust of the Mexican

political situation “from my own experience of Mexico I doubt whether anything

will come of your plans.”146 Finally with great sharpness, Starr predicted the

immediate future in Mexico “two characteristics may pre-eminently mark any

new party that comes into power: a) an economy that will cut to the bone and

prevent any financial support from Mexico, and b) an anti-foreign and especially

anti-American feeling which will absolutely work against any such

                                                  
144 Ibid
145 April 28, 1911. FBPP.
146 May 18, 1911. FBPP.
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organization.”147 In contrast to Starr, Franz Boas’ believed that science could exist

beyond political circumstances.

Franz Boas tried for a long time to convince the US government to get

involved in this Mexican adventure, and he used his scientific as well as political

influences to accomplish the goal but failed. However, the International School

was perceived in Mexico as an American institution, and that is particularly clear

during the events of 1914, when almost at the same time that the American troops

landed in Veracruz, Alfred Tozzer left Mexico. The School was a multi-national

space, and though the North American government never supported the

institution, in the eyes of Mexico, it was subjected to anti-foreign sentiments.

NATIONALIST ARCHAEOLOGIES AND MULTINATIONAL SCIENCE

In the midst of a nationalist anti-foreign moment in the mid 1910’s, the

School was seen with suspicious eyes in Mexico. For the United States, the

School did not seem a convincing enterprise for investment. What for Mexico was

a clear moment of imperialist politics, for the United States was no part of the

nationalist/expansionist scientific agenda. A close look to the International School

lead us to rethink the link between nationalism, imperialism and science. Bruce

Trigger who divided national archaeologies into three types: nationalist,

imperialist and colonialist, said  “American archaeology remained colonialist until

                                                  
147 Ibid.
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the advent of the New Archaeology.” After that, he continues “American

archaeology is an example of post-War American imperialism (Trigger

1984:360). In turn, Trigger views Mexican archaeology after the revolution as an

example of nationalist archaeology, because “it has been official policy to

encourage archaeologists to increase knowledge and public awareness of the pre-

hispanic civilizations of that country. This is done to promote national unity.”

(Trigger 1984)

However, the International School does not fit clearly this model. As an

institution it was not only accepted but also completely supported by the pre-

revolutionary state that also stimulated the study of the Mexican pre-Hispanic past

to encourage national unity. In Mexico, the archaeological interest in the pre-

Hispanic past was not an outcome of the 1910 Revolution. In addition, although

the United States was not involved in the School, the presence of the United

States was perceived in Mexico as an imperialist act. The differences between

nationalist, colonialist and imperialist archaeologies are not always very clear.

Though Trigger’s ideal types have been useful and stimulating to think about the

involvement of politics and archaeology, the relations between science,

imperialist expansions and nationalism needs to be studied better in local contexts

(MacLeod 2000).
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 DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS IN TIMES OF TENSION

Franz Boas was never able to convince the US government of the

importance of directing its attention to Mexican archaeology. The decade of the

1910’s was socially very tense not only in Mexico but also in the United States,

where internally the “problem of immigration”, and externally the position of the

United States in the world posed a problem for national identity. Franz Boas and

other anthropologists and intellectuals had stakes in these political discussions.

In this context, the project for the International School could have been

used in many different forms, and Franz Boas knew how to make the best of it.

Franz Boas used his personal charisma as a scientist and also presented the School

as an institution that could ameliorate or help the diplomatic relations between the

United States and Latin America, and Mexico in particular.

Among all the senators in the Government, Franz Boas chose to write to

Boston Senator Henry Cabot Lodge (1850-1924) to advocate for the International

School. During Wilson’s government, Senator Cabot Lodge was very supportive

of United States’ interventionist policies and made efforts to legislate the

exclusion of particular immigrants on the basis of race, ethnicity, or national

origin (Brown 1999) 148. Although from different perspectives, Franz Boas and

                                                  
148 Senator Henry Cabot Lodge sustained strong anti-immigration views, and specially during the
1910’s he pressured the Congress several times to pass various anti-immigration laws, arguing that
immigration would push down wages for the American worker. For his views in the debate about
immigration during Wilson’s government see Brown, M. E. (1999). Shapers of the Great Debate
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Cabot Lodge shared an interest in immigrants in the United States, and the

anthropologist had done some research about the topic that Cabot was familiar

with. Thus, when Boas turned to Cabot Lodge advocating for the School, it was

not the first time that they had met.

When Boas wrote to Cabot in 1910, he shaped his image as a scientist

with good reputation in particular sectors of the government. “A little less than a

year ago I had the honor to speak to you in regard to my work for the Immigration

Commission” Boas wrote, “I pointed out to you at that time that the investigation

on the changes in bodily form of the descendants of immigrants, which has been

in my charge has given results of such importance… you were kind enough to

express an interest in this matter.”149 And then in the same letter Franz Boas

moved directly to the issue of the International School by telling the senator “I

also take the liberty of enclosing in this letter the Statutes of the International

School of American Archaeology and Ethnology, which after a good deal of

work, I succeeded in getting established in the City of Mexico.”150

Boas persuaded the senator of the importance of the School and the

benefits for the United States to join this institution, if not for scientific reasons, at

least for political reasons. “I wish very much that it might be possible for the

                                                                                                                                          
on Immigration. A biographical dictionary. Westport, Grenwood Press. Nasaw, D. (2000). The
Chief. The Life of William Randolph Hearst. Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company.
149 November 29, 1910. FBPP.
150 Ibid.
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United States Government to participate in this work too; and I believe that it

would not be an unimportant means of maintaining kindly relations between

Mexico and ourselves.”151

Aware of the resistance of the government to participate in this type of

institution Boas wrote to senator Lodge telling him about the diplomatic

importance of the School: “I appreciate of course the difficulty of such an

understanding, owing to the fact that Government officers cannot very well work

legally for an institution of this type. On the other hand, it seemed to me that the

importance of co-operation between the United States and Spanish American

countries is so great that it might be possible to interest the State Department of

this matter and to arrange co-operation in this manner.”152

Franz Boas was planning to ask the United States government to donate

$1,000 towards the support of the School, but he received a negative response. In

December 1910 he received a letter from the acting secretary of State saying

“your letter was received too late” the Department considers that “it will not be

feasible to include in the estimates for foreign intercourse an item for $1,000 for

the purposes of enabling the United States to become a contributing member of

the International School of Archaeology and Ethnology.”153 

                                                  
151 Ibid.
152 Ibid.
153 December 13, 1910. FBPP.
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While Boas was trying to convince sectors of the US Government, he was

also in contact with the supra-state organizations such as the International Bureau

of American Republics. This time, however, Boas wanted John Barrett, director

of this institution, to talk with the Mexican government about the plans for the

School. Barrett represented a voice that, though coming from the North, was not

associated directly with the United States government, and represented the

ambiguous ideals of Americanism.

John Barrett wrote to the Mexican minister of Public Instruction in 1908

expressing the plans for the School, “tengo el honor de someter a la

consideración de vuestra excelencia el asunto del establecimiento de una escuela

para el estudio de la arqueología Americana”.154 Barrett  portrayed the

international side of the School “la proposición consiste en que las principales

instituciones docentes de todo el mundo que en la actualidad estudian las

antigüedades americanas, así como los gobiernos que desean tomar parte en

dicha iniciativa en obsequio de sus departamentos de instrucción, cooperen”155.

And he compared the institution with similar institutions “se trata,” he said, “de

                                                  
154 May 29, 1908. AGN/IPBA, Vol. 367, exp. 8. “I have the honor to put into consideration the
issue regarding the establishment of an School for the study of American archaeology.”
155 Ibid. “the proposition entails the cooperation of all the teaching institutions around the world
that study American antiquities, and the governments that desire to take place in this initiative.”
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que dicha Escuela sea dirigida lo mismo que las escuela de índole semejante que

hay en Grecia, Roma, Palestina y Egipto.”156

 Barrett was using the same strategy that others, like the Museum of

Natural History, had used earlier to launch archaeological expeditions in México.

This country was the perfect place to settle the School “se ha creído que ninguna

parte del Continente Americano ofrece un campo tan rico para el estudio y los

descubrimientos arqueológicos como México y la América Central. Por esta

razón y también por existir en México un excelente Museo cuya sección

arqueológica entendemos que fue enriquecida recientemente, se ha resuelto que

la Capital de vuestro país sea el asiento de dicha Escuela”.157

The plan contemplated that “todas las excavaciones y otras

investigaciones que se emprendan se llevaran a cabo en conformidad con las

leyes de México, y las antigüedades que se descubran serán exclusiva propiedad

de la Republica Mexicana”.158 The Minister responded promptly to this initiative,

and reiterated the need to work according to the Mexican laws. But more than a

research institution that would involve major digging of archaeological sites in

                                                  
156 Ibid. “the School would be organized in the same way that the ones that exist in Greece, Rome,
Palestine and Egypt.”
157 Ibid.  “it is believed that not other area of the Americas offers such a rich field to study and
discover archaeological findings as Mexico and Central America. In addition in Mexico there is a
an excellent Museum which archaeological has been enhanced lately. And it has been recently
decided that capital of Mexico would be the place to establish the School.”
158 Ibid. “all the excavations and other investigations would be carried out under the conformity of
the Mexican laws, and all the antiquities discovered would be exclusive property of Mexico.”
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Mexico, the idea was to create a school with focus on the dissemination of

archaeological knowledge.

COMMUNICATING WITH THE PUBLIC

The School did not published documents related to the research that was

done there. I found information about the different projects done under the

auspices of the School in unpublished documents and letters. However, as it was

written in the statutes of the School there was a clear intention to publish the

information. It was stated that there would be two different publications, Informs

and Annals. Research could be published in various languages: Castilian, French,

German, Italian or Portuguese.

Though the Reports and Annals were never published, the School

prepared an exhibition of archaeological objects as a means to popularize their

research. That was organized during Engerrand’s directorship, and apparently it

was a success. Besides its scientific interest, the exhibition was also a means to

gain acceptance in Mexico City. George Engerrand send a letter to Franz Boas in

New York, telling him about the results of the exhibition “le mando un ejemplar

de un periódico que le dará una idea del éxito que tuvo la exposición. Gustó

mucho y está muy visitada. Se hizo constar tanto en el discurso de Chávez como

en el mío que no habíamos hecho otra cosa que seguir el método de Ud. Y que

Ud. había tenido el merito de empezar... me alegro de que la Escuela sea ya
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popular y espero que la conferencia que daré acentuara el movimiento de

simpatía en su favor.”159

The archaeological exhibition showed the cultural evolution of the Valley

of Mexico, and apparently the Geological Institute, impressed by the findings,

offered Engerrand a collaborative project “to study with great detail the Valley of

Mexico from the geological, archaeological and paleontological point of view.”

160 Engerrand accepted the offer and was able to use all the equipment the

Institute of Geology had to do soil perforations and samples.

Scientifically speaking, the International School became an institution

highly admired in Mexico. As we can see from Engerrand´s comments to Boas,

the School was a successful experiment in scientific collaboration that trespassed

national boundaries. For Franz Boas it became a place to communicate and spread

out  his scientific ideas and methods in Mexico. For George Engerrand it was also

a guarantee for his future work in Mexico. In addition to Engerrand and Boas,

who were both foreigners in Mexico, the International School permitted Mexicans

to be involved in archaeological research in a moment when the National Museum

was the only institution in charge of archaeological research.

                                                  
159 "I am sending an issue of the newspaper that will give you and idea of the success the
exhibition had. People liked it a lot and was widely visited. In the presentation Chavez and I did
we both said that we were using your method, and that you were the one that started. I am very
happy that the School is so popular already and I hope that the talk I am going to do will increase
the sympathies towards you." June 29, 1913. FBP/APS Folder # 3.
160 July 10, 1913.  Ibid.
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THE MULTIPLE FACES OF THE INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL.

It would be very difficult to describe the School as a single-man project,

because during the four years that the School functioned there were multiple

parallel, and sometimes conflicting, ideas of what the School was supposed to be

doing. Despite the important role Franz Boas played in this institution, it could be

seen as a space of multifarious personalities that for a period of four or five years

worked together in a very changing political and social atmosphere. The School

was not a homogeneous entity; it involved complex and multilateral relationships.

According to the documents and correspondence, Franz Boas was probably at the

top of a pyramid-like structure. He was a symbolic character who managed the

communication between the different individuals in the school. However the

School drew together people with diverse notions about archaeology, politics and

the role of science in nation building.

Franz Boas: disseminating science in Mexico

According to the literature Franz Boas arrival to Mexico was related to the

archaeological politics and struggles in the United States at the turn of the

century. In particular, it is argued that the nomination of Edgar Hewett as director

of the School of American Archaeology was a defeat of Franz Boas, and more

specifically to Boas' intervention in North American archaeology, which at that

time was mostly concentrated in the study of the Southwest (Stocking 1982). In
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those lines, Ricardo Godoy argues that “Boas was unhappy with the course and

pace of the professionalization of American archaeology (…) Largely dominated

by local-amateur societies, much of it was done by former butterfly-collecting,

arrow-gathering frontier boys turned archaeologists”, and he desired to form

independent research independent.fully devoted to scientific study (Godoy

1977:233).

From this perspective Boas’ incident with Hewett led him to move his

archaeological interests solely to Mexico, and leave archaeological research in

North America to other institutions: American School in Santa Fe and the

American Institute of Archaeology (Godoy 1977; Stocking 1982; Fowler 2000).

However, Franz Boas’ intervention in Mexico, particularly through the

International School, was not so much devoted to archaeological research. He

desired to initiate a study of cultural contacts in Mexico based on language and

folklore.161

Nevertheless, it is true that Franz Boas had a confrontation with Edgar

Hewett regarding how archaeology should develop in North America. It was

mostly a confrontation about different ways of understanding archaeology’s

                                                  
161 Boas' particular interests in linguistics and folklore did not fully develop in the context of the
International School, but continued later with the arrival of Elsie Clews Parsons and her work in
Mitla, and the collaborative research she did with Aurelio Espinosa tracing the Spanish influences
in Mexican songs and narratives Deacon, D. (1997). Elsie Clews Parsons. Inventing Modern Life.
Chicago, Chicago University Press..
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scientific status. After his resignation from the American Committee of the

Archaeological Institute, Boas wrote to Professor Kelsey in Ann Arbor expressing

his disappointment with Hewett. His criticism was very concise, and addressed

Hewett’s “lack of appreciation of what constitutes scientific work… I consider his

method of work highly objectionable from the point of view of thoroughness.

Instead of husbanding his forces, he covers so much ground, from a purely

geographical point of view, that thoroughness is impossible. No man can conduct

a school in Santa Fe, excavations in the same region, in Guatemala, in Mexico,

and work in Guatemala, Dakota and so on”162

Franz Boas had also specific ideas regarding the methods to make

archaeology a professional science, outside the realm of collectors, local amateurs

or non-trained observers. Boas considered Hewett’s style as not effective in

professionalization, in particular Boas rejected the relations and cooperation

between scientists and amateurs, between trained and non-trained observers

because “the progress of science requires a slow and steady work by well-trained

observers, and forbids work by local talent that requires supervision. The artificial

stimulation of local interests, without the possibility of insisting on and providing

for scientific work appears to me little short of criminal, because the remains are

much safer where they are, under ground, where they may await the time when

                                                  
162 n.d, 1910. FBPP.



173

competent men will save them.”163  He ended his letter with a frontal attack upon

the methodology of the Archaeological Institute of America, stating: “the

necessary subservience to local interests for which the Archaeological Institute

has to thank Mr. Hewett first of all, is, in my opinion, opposed to the best interest

of science.”164

In part, it is possible that Boas considered Mexico a place where he could

establish a school to train professional archaeologists on his own terms, without

having to deal with people like Hewett. This was an interest that benefited science

in general; it was an action towards the professionalization of archaeology

regardless of national boundaries. Boas was also looking to Mexico with the

expansionist idea of North American science. He did not think that anyone in

Mexico would oppose him. Institutions such as the American Institute of

Archaeology or the Museum of Pennsylvania had Greece, the Middle East and

Egypt as areas for research (Kuklick 1996) but Mexico was still an unclaimed

land. Except for the expeditions of the Museum of Natural History in the 1890’s,

it was left to the entrance of particular collectors. The entrance of the Carnegie

institution was not until the 1920’s.

Before going to Mexico in 1911, Franz Boas had already moved outside

the United States to undertake anthropological research. In a long letter he wrote

                                                  
163 Ibid.
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to Zelia Nuttall in May of 1901, Boas shared his intentions to establish a

discipline that covered as many geographical areas as possible, “the Jesup

Expedition gave me the first foothold outside of our continent. This is now being

followed out by our Chinese enterprise, and plans have been laid for the

successive steps also.”165

But Boas' first intervention in Mexico was not to do research but as a

teacher in the School of Higher Education in the National University in Mexico

(Cano 1996; Garciadiego Dantan 1996; Tenorio-Trillo 1999). On September 20

1910, the year of the Centenary, the Secretary of Public Instruction and Arts

signed a contract with Boas to teach at the University. The contract established

very detailed conditions of Boas' work at the university “tendrá la obligación de

dar en ese establecimiento un curso de etnología general, otro curso de seminario

sobre “estadística en materia de antropometría,” y otro seminario sobre metidos

de estudio de las lenguas indias.”166

The contract established also that Franz Boas was required to publish a

book “resultado de los cursos dados en la Universidad de Mexico. Los originales

correspondientes al curso general de etnología deberán ser entregados por el

mismo profesor a la Secretaria de Instrucción Publica y Bellas Artes, para que la

                                                                                                                                          
164 Ibid.
165 May 16,1901. FBPP.
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misma secretaria los publique en castellano.”167 The contract discontinued

because Boas was required to teach in Spanish and he couldn’t do it. 168

Franz Boas’ involvement in Mexico went beyond archaeological research

in the International School. His interest in Mexico was not as an area for

anthropological or archaeological fieldwork as other areas of the world would

have been. Boas' entry to Mexico was to be involved in its educational system. In

September 1910, six months before the International School was inaugurated, and

just some weeks after the Mexican Revolution started, the National School of

Higher Education opened its doors. Franz Boas, together with another North

American, the psychologist James Mark Baldwin169 were the only two professors

at that institution for the first two years of existence. Franz Boas taught

Anthropometrics, Anthropology, “Anthropology of Individual Growth,”

Biometry, and Linguistics.170

                                                                                                                                          
166 Contrato celebrado entre la Secretaria de Instrucción Pública y el Sr. Franz Boas; September,
20 1910. FBPP. “He would be required to teach a course on general ethnology, a seminar  about
statistics and anthropometry and another course on methods to study Indian languages.”
167 Ibid. “The results from the courses taught at the University of Mexico. The original materials
for those courses should remain at the Secretary of Public Instruction and Arts with the purpose to
be published in Spanish.”
168 July 31, 1910.  Notification made by the  Secretaria del Despacho de Instrucción Púiblica y
Bellas Artes. FBPP.
169 Baldwin, Chair of the Department of Pshychology at John Hopkins University traveled to
Mexico City several times between 1908 and 1913. On James M. Baldwin see: Deacon, D. (1997).
Elsie Clews Parsons. Inventing Modern Life. Chicago, Chicago University Press.; Tenorio-Trillo,
M. (1999). "Stereophonic Scientific Modernisms: Social Science between Mexico and the United
States, 1880's-1930's." The Journal of American History 86(3): 1156-1187.
170 September 20, 1910.Contrato celebrado entre la Secretaria de Instrucción Pública y el Sr.
Franz Boas. Contract between Franz Boas and the Secretary of Public Instruction. FBPP.
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Franz Boas had a clear idea of what his role in Mexican higher education

and particularly anthropology could be. As a scientific goal, he had in mind the

“Handbook of American Indian Languages” that had been published in the United

States. “I am very desirous that my work at the University and at the International

School should result in a similar work for Mexico. I have now trained so many

men in the United States, that the completion of this work four our country is

assured no matter what may happen to me,”171 Boas wrote to Chávez.

After a couple of teaching seasons in the School of Higher Studies in

Mexico City, Boas wrote to Ezequiel Chávez his thoughts about the state of

Mexican higher education and in particular how he viewed the role of the School

of Higher Studies in transforming anthropology in a scientific discipline. Boas

had been observing how Mexican students responded to his lectures and classes at

the University and told Chávez “a mi modo de ver las observaciones muestran

que la enseñanza se debe fundamentar en lo que sea posible no sobre

conferencias y discursos sino sobre investigaciones por los alumnos sobre

problemas limitados escogidos con cuidado.”172

                                                  
171 April 10, 1911. FBPP. About Franz Boas and Chavez and their views on education and science
see Rutsch, M. (1997). "...Escribirle cuando siento mi corazón cerca de estallar." La concepción de
Ciencia, Etica y Educación en la Correspondencia de Ezequiel A. Chavez y Franz Boas. Ciencia
en los Márgenes. Ensayos de historia de las ciencias en México. M. a. C. S. S. Rutsch. Mexico
City, UNAM-IIA: 127-166.
172 "in my opinion the observations show that teaching needs to be based not in conferences and
discourses but in research on limited and concise topics chosen by students" January 24, 1911.
FBPP.
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Boas thought that Mexican students were too theoretically oriented and

needed training to understand that all theories “tienen que probarse por

observación y deducción.”173. Since his arrival to Mexico, Boas had been

conversing with Chávez about anthropology´s need to have laboratories “which

do not need to contain such costly apparatus. For the study of ethnology the

library and the Museum serve in place of a laboratory, although the study of

technology requires materials of foreign origin, which are not found in the

National Museum. Instead of costly purchases a moderate sum might be used for

excursions to Indian villages.”174 For the study of linguistics, he suggested a few

pieces of instruments “needed for the analysis of the movements of articulation,

most of which can be constructed here, except of one. A cost of 300 pesos could

be sufficient for the preliminary organization of such a laboratory.”175 Boas

thought also that the Department of School Hygiene could lend its

anthropometrical apparatus.

After sharing his concern about the needs of Mexican anthropological

profession, Boas told Chávez “I foresee that instruction by a foreign professor

will not be sufficient for the development of anthropology in the School of Higher

Studies, and the sooner a Mexican of good preparation can be found, the better

will be the development of this branch of instruction. Therefore it seems that we

                                                  
173 "have to be tested by observation and deduction." Ibid.
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should select the most intelligent, industrious youths of independence of mind,

and as soon as one is found, we must give him the opportunity to advance….” 176

Thus, the International School of Archaeology was indeed thought as a School

that could train students in the practices of anthropology, archaeology, linguistics.

It was a sort of field methods school, and with this purpose in mind, the location

of such institution “close to the field” has full meaning.

Two weeks after the International School was inaugurated in January 20,

1911, Franz Boas abandoned his previous involvement with the Mexican School

of Higher Education. In February 1911 he sent a letter to President Butler from

the Escuela de Altos Estudios at the Universidad Nacional de Mexico, where he

had been teaching for several seasons announcing his decision,  “a week from

Friday” Boas told his supervisor “I am going to close my work here and shall

come right home to New York.”177

Thus, for Boas, Mexico was not just a space to extract data. It was a field

of intellectual exchange. The Mexico of the turn of the century also attracted other

people like George Engerrand, a French scientist who arrived to Mexico in 1907

and participated very closely with the International School. He developed a close

relation with Franz Boas, that lasted after the International School disappeared in

                                                                                                                                          
174 October 25, 1910. FBPP.
175 Ibid.
176 January 24, 1911. FBPP.
177 February 1911. FBPP.
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1914. They had a similar idea about how science and politics should not be

mixed, and according to their correspondence, perhaps because they were both

Europeans, they seem to have similar experiences as newcomers to the Americas.

George Engerrand. Nationalisms against science

George Engerrand moved to Mexico in 1907 and considered Mexico an

adopted homeland, though when he left, he felt very disappointed with how

nationalist feelings were making his life impossible. There is no much scholarly

work about George Engerrand, though a couple of articles were published in the

year of his death (Campbell 1962; Graham 1962). When Engerrand arrived in

Mexico he was affiliated with the Institute of Geology. He was responsible for

combining a geological and archaeological study of the Valley of Mexico. It was

through his contacts with the Institute of Geology in Mexico City that the

International School was able to do a deep stratigraphic study of the Valley of

Mexico, using some of the instruments from the Instituto de Geología.

Engerrand had a very humanist training. Before his arrival to Mexico, he

worked very closely to Belgian geographer Élisée Reclus. 178 Since his arrival to

                                                  
178 In the summer of 2001 I interviewed Prof. Campbell, who was Engerrand’s colleague at
Austin. He was a little hesitant to talk about Engerrand and told me that all what he knew about
the French archaeologists was written in the obituary. Though after few minutes it was abvious
that that Campbell was very fond of Engerrand and though he was a very special character, with
passionate ideas about teaching and politics. Though I was very interested in knowing more about
Engerrand´s attitudes towards science and politics with his proximity to anarchist E. Reclus,
Campbell did not mention me anything about it. Since 1894 Elisée Reclús taught at the Free
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Mexico he demonstrated a great interest in the study of Mexico’s indigenous

peoples. He expressed this very clearly to Ezequiel Chávez in a letter he wrote in

1908. “Je suis en train de préparer deux projets qui sont inspires par l’énorme

désir que j’ai de voir une nouvelle patrie étudier, d’une façon rigueurs, ses

territoires origines préhistoriques, les populations indigènes pures que l’habitent

encore et enfin les richesses animales de ses mers.”179

Engerrand admired greatly Mexico, as a place of great intellectual

diversity, and shared his respectful views with Ezequiel A. Chávez “Le Mexique

grâce a votre haute impulsion a fait une ouvre colossale et sublime dans

l’organisation de son enseignement primaire (...) Ce pays se trouve a la tête des

nations latines d’ Amérique. Il faut que Mexico devienne une capitale

intellectuelle latine.”180  But his views of Mexico changed dramatically few years

later.

                                                                                                                                          
University of Brussels, an institution that later developed into the Nouvelle University, a
university with a “pronounced socialist bias and with avowed adherence to Comtian positivism.”
Dunbar, G. (1978). Elisee Reclus. Historian of Nature. Hamden, Connecticut, Archon Book. In
1898 Elisée Reclús founded the Institute Geographique at this university and recruited George
Engerrand, “a versatile young naturalist from Bordeaux” to teach biology, physical geography and
anthropology.
179 August 26, 1908. FBPP. “I am about to prepare two projects which are inspired by my great
desire to study a new nation, in a rigorous manner, its territories, prehistoric origins, its pure
indigenous populations that still inhabit it, and the animal richness of its seas. ”
180 September 3, 1908. FBPP. “Thanks to your great stimulus Mexico has done a colossal and
sublime oeuvre in terms of the organization of its primary education (…) this country is now
located at the head of the Latin nations in America. Mexico has become the intellectual capital of
Latin America.”
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Early in 1915 while he was still in Mexico Engerrand wrote to Boas

asking for help “la situación es indescriptible y nuestra vida esta ahora en

continuo peligro.  Es muy probable que tenga que emigrar, ¿pero dónde?.” 181

Some months later, still in Mexico Engerrand wrote a second letter to Boas, this

time in French, picturing a worse scenario in Mexico “Je crois que l´on peut

considérer le Mexique comme fini pour de longues anées, surtout au point de vue

des ressources matérielles que voudraient en tirer des hommes de science. Je me

vois forcé puisque je ne possè de rien qu´une nombreuse famille a nourrir de

chercher quelque chose au dehors et je pense qu´actuellement, seuls les Etats

Unis et le Canada peuvent m’offrire quelque chance de succès.” 182 Engerrand

asked for help “Connaissez-vous quelque chose pour moi?  ... J´ajoute que je

n´aurais aucune répugnance á me  naturaliser américain.”183

Engerrand was not at all convinced by leaving México as he wrote to

Boas: “Acuérdese de mis ardientes simpatías por esta Revolución, las tengo

todavía porque amo la justicia!!”184  Moreover, Engerrand was not at all content

with the idea of living in the United States, but he did not have other options to

                                                  
181 February 9, 1915. FBP/APS Folder #14. “The situation here is cannot be described and our
lives are in continuous danger. Is very probable that I have to emigrate. But where?”
182 August, 7 1915. Ibid. “I think that we could consider Mexico as ruined for some years,
specially in terms of its material resources that men of science would like to use. I feel forced to
move out, I just have a big family to feed, and I have to look for something abroad. I think that at
this moment, only the United States or Canada offer me a possibility to succeed.”
183 Ibid. “ Do you know of any thing for me? I will not have any repulsion to naturalize as an
American.”
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find a job. Boas responded to Engerrand by sharing his own perspective about the

situation in the United States “The inclination to jingoism and to

hypernationalism is as strong here as anywhere, and people who like yourself and

myself feel that it is nonsense to believe that millions of people here and millions

of people there are either criminals or angels have a pretty hard time.”185

In 1917 Engerrand was already in the United States, and had a job at the

State University of Missouri, though he was very disappointed with the

environment in the United States. He had left Mexico with disillusion, and arrived

to the United States where he found more intolerance. Boas shared with him also

his sense of isolation and deception “your conception of the United states is about

the same as the one I had when I came here thirty years ago, and I only wish you

may not have the same disillusionment that I have had. You are mistaken if you

think my view is due to personal rebuffs. Of course I have had these too, but I

know also that there are considerable number of people who agree with my views.

The disillusionment consists rather in the fact that the ideals for which I thought

the United States stands do not exist here. It is the same or perhaps a worse spirit

of intolerance and aggression that sways the people in Europe.”186  To that,

                                                                                                                                          
184 October 24, 1915. FBP/APS. Folder # 14. “Don’t forget my passionate sympathy towards this
Revolution. I still have it, because I love justice!”
185 February 28, 1915. FBP/APS. Folder #14.
186 March 24, 1917. FBP/APS. Folder #15.
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Engerrand responded “le podría decir muchas cosas que le gustarían acerca de lo

que pensaba Elisée Reclús del imperialismo americano.”187

Engerrand experienced nationality in a very particular mode. For him

nationality was more a question of adopting a culture or a country as a personal

choice, because one feels well in a place. Thus, nationality for Engerrand was an

inclusive identity, not a matter of exclusion. and he expressed his disgust with

how people in Mexico reacted against foreigners “que ciertas personas llevadas

por los celos me ataquen en nombre de mis orígenes extranjeros es muy natural y

era de esperarse pero es necesario luchar contra tales sentimientos.” 188

Engerrand arrived to México in 1907 with the intention to settle and

contribute to the development of science in México. It was a humanitarian

mission for the fair progress of all nations: “quiero ir a mezclarme entre los

hombres de un pueblo más joven para  vivir una vida nueva. Hay en eso una

aplicación personal es decir de importancia ínfima pero real de mis ideas acerca

del fortalecimiento de las naciones latinoamericanas pues es indispensable que

en la humanidad futura no hay exceso de influencia de ningún grupo sino que

cada uno contribuya en la obra común con todas sus características”189

                                                  
187 April 2, 1917. Ibid. “I could tell you many things that Elisée Reclús though about American
imperialism.”
188 Ibid. “that some people moved by jealousy attack me in the name of my foreign origin is very
natural and it had to be expected, but is necessary to fight against those sentiments.”
189 February 23, 1914. FBP/APS. Folder #13. “I want to merge among men from a younger
nation, in order to live a new life. I have my personal reasons to desire that, because I believe that
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In that action of scientific solidarity, Engerrand was renouncing his

French nationality. Though is not clear how he could have renounced French

nationality, his feeling were those of a Mexican “me he mexicanizado hasta pasar

por hijo del país, y le aseguro que he logrado algo de popularidad entre algunos

centros. Si no soy mexicano que soy pues!... Mi firme voluntad desde mi llegada

aquí ha sido contribuir a implantar en este país el concepto aceptado por muchas

naciones civilizadas de que un extranjero naturalizado debe ser considerado

como compatriota.” 190 In this exchange between Boas and Engerrand both share

a similar idea about nationalism, a feeling they thought was problematic for the

practice of good science.

In 1914, Engerrand also felt that the social and political atmosphere in

Mexico was not calm and felt that his nationality was becoming a source of attack

in the scientific community. He was a good friend of Franz Boas, and wrote to

him expressing his disappointment with how the political situation affected the

work of the School. In February 1914 Boas wrote to Engerrand “although you are

a Mexican citizen, the feeling still prevails that you are not exactly one of them.  I

do not think I need to tell you how much I value your work, and how much I

                                                                                                                                          
the strength of Latin American countries will came not from the power of any particular group but
from the common effort of all the different groups’ characteristics.”
190 Ibid. “I have become mexicanized until the point that I even pass for a son of the nation, and I
even obtained popularity among some people. If I am not Mexican, then what am I? My strong
aspiration since I arrived here has been to contribute to the acceptance of the idea that exists in
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appreciate what you have done and what you are doing. An example like yours

can only help promote international scientific good feeling and assist in

overcoming the unfortunate rivalries that still exist. If our Archaeological School

in Mexico develops at all, I know that much will be due to your enthusiastic work,

and I also feel that you are bound to take an important part in its future growth.”

191

Franz Boas and George Engerrand viewed themselves as primary

architects of the International School. They had a similar understanding of what it

meant to be a foreigner in the Mexico of the mid 1910s. While scholars have

associated Boas and Engerrand to the International School (Graham 1962;

Stocking 1968; Godoy 1977; Vázquez León 1993; Rutsch 2000) the involvement

of other people with the School is less known. I am particularly thinking about

Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramírez Castañeda.

They are the only two women who, as far as I know, had some connection

to the School. Their involvement with it, and in general with Mexican

archaeology, was very different.  Zelia Nuttall, was a North American who settled

in Mexico, while Isabel Ramírez was a Mexican who worked closely with foreign

archaeologists. This dissimilarity, I argue, illustrates how unique and nationally

specific the experiences of women practicing archaeology were.

                                                                                                                                          
other civilized countries: that a foreigner who becomes naturalized needs to be considered as a
fellow citizen.”
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Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramírez Castañeda

The information I have about these two women is rather imbalanced,

making it very difficult to compare their experiences. While Zelia Nuttall has left

personal letters and papers that convey her voice, what we know about Isabel

Ramírez is always through the voices of others, people who worked with her. But

both were women who participated in archaeology, and yet their experiences

seem so distant.  Let me picture now two crucial moments for the life of the

International School: its foundation and its closing.  In both moments the voices

of Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramírez Castañeda were heard.

Zelia Nuttall: negotiator between two nations

Zelia Nuttall´s role as an intermediary in the history of the International

School was probably crafted between Franz Boas and Murray Butler. When in

1909 the International School was taking its final shape, Franz Boas expressed to

Murray Butler the need to have somebody to work for their interests in Mexico.

At that time J.M Baldwin was going to Mexico City “as a head of their Higher

Education System,” and Boas told Butler “I think that Mrs. Nuttall would be the

best mediator. I will write to her in regard of the situation, and see if she can get

the Mexican government to appoint a member. (…) She is quite familiar with the

                                                                                                                                          
191 February 5, 1914. APS/ FBP, Folder #3.
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condition of archaeology in Mexico. She is taking a very active interest in our

endeavors.”192 Butler supported Boas’ thoughts about Nuttall, telling him “I hope

she will be able to stir up the Mexican government to action.” 193

It is important to note that Zelia Nuttall’s image in this exchange between

the two North American anthropologists is that of a woman who had a privileged

location in the Mexican archaeological and political spheres. But this position was

ambiguous. It was her power to interact with the Mexicans that attracted Boas and

Butler. They expected her to represent them, thus she was imagined as the ideal

mediator between two national traditions. Both as a defender of North American

interests in Mexico but also an unbiased, non-aligned subject, who probably was

going to be seen among Mexican politicians as less invested with “hidden plans.”

Boas predicted that Nuttall would represent North American scientific

interests in Mexico, because professionally she had been associated with scholars

in the United States (Frederic Putnam, in particular). Before Boas wrote to her,

Zelia had been involved in archaeological collecting at the Museum of the

University of Philadelphia. At the same time, Boas acknowledged Nuttall’s strong

ties with Mexican scientific institutions, which made her a better candidate as a

mediator. Perhaps it was exactly the link between the International School and

North American anthropology that Nuttall saw with uneasiness.

                                                  
192 October 9, 1909. CU/CF Franz Boas Folder 318/2
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The beginnings of the International School

In October of 1909 Zelia Nuttall was in Coyoacan, when she received a

letter from Franz Boas. He told her, “excuse me if I trouble you again with our

affairs; but your interest in American archaeology is such that I know I can

always rely upon your help when matters pertaining to the advancement of

science are concerned. You know that our negotiations with the Mexican

Government in regard to the establishment of a School of American Archaeology

in the City of Mexico have advanced so far that the Government has agreed to

appropriate the sum of six thousand dollars annually towards the assistance of the

school (…) President Butler has written to Mexico. I believe to Mr. Sierra asking

for the appointment of a member of this Committee, but we have not heard

anything from Mexico. You know so well the conditions of affairs in Mexico that

you are certainly able to suggest the right man, and you may perhaps be able to

induce the Minister to act in this matter.”194

Zelia Nuttall responded with clarity,  “I spoke to M. Chávez, the

subsecretary about it the other day. He had not heard of it, I asked whether

President Butler’s letter to Minister Sierra had been received. Two secretaries

brought all their files down and made a through search for the letter before Mr.

Chávez and me. It was not there. Mr. Chávez said that probably it had gone to the

                                                                                                                                          
193 Ibid.
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Minister of Foreign Affairs and had got ‘stuck’ somewhere.“195 Regarding the

other request Boas had made, Nuttall responded, “I am at a loss, will you write

and tell me what he is expected to do and exactly what duties the position entails.

(…) You can count on me for doing all I can do to further the cause of our

beloved science.”196 In this letter, Zelia Nuttall uses the idea of a shared

transnational science to converse with Franz Boas, a language that later in her

career, she abandons when dealing with North American involvement in Mexico.

Zelia Nuttall stopped her communication and involvement with the

International School at that moment. During the next few years, though she

remained in Mexico, and was associated with Mexican archaeological institutions

such as the Museo Nacional and the Sociedad Cientifica Antonio Alzate, she did

not participate in any of the School’s archaeological projects. Though Zelia

Nuttall took part very closely in its founding moments, she was never a member

of the board, neither a professor nor affiliated researcher. She was an independent

scholar for most of her life and while in Mexico she always undertook

archaeological research alone. Though she lived in Mexico City at the time when

the School functioned, her archaeological activities were completely separated

from the International School. It was not until 1928 when her voice was heard

again in relationship with the School and Franz Boas.
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A polemic institution

After a long silence in correspondence between Zelia Nuttall and Franz

Boas, in October of 1928 Zelia responded to a letter Boas had written to her.

Apparently Franz Boas had asked Zelia Nuttall to use Casa Alvarado for the

reestablishment of the International School of Archaeology and Ethnology. She

had strong feelings towards that building, which she had put a lot of emotional

involvement to transform it in her home.

Zelia was very clear with Boas, telling him about her feelings towards the

house:  “I love the old place, its garden that I have worked for over 26 years

makes it a show place” she told Boas.197 It was only five years before Nuttall died

in Casa Alvarado, but she had still some plans to do in her beloved space. She

shared them with Boas “I wish to have it a public building after my death so that

my library and collections can remain in it and it can be enjoyed by my colleagues

and countrymen. Therefore I am going to establish in it an institution for the

promotion of science in Mexico, in which many of my friends are now

interested.”198 With this assertiveness, Nuttall was responding to Boas’ last

intentions to reestablish the International School of American Archeology and

Ethnology in Mexico City.
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It is remarkable that the issue of housing had produced a previous incident

in 1909, when according to Metchild Rutsch, Walter Lehman, disciple of Eduard

Seler accused Nuttall of wanting to privatize the school by offering a section of

her house in Coyoacan. Lehman though that if the International School was in her

house, Zelia Nuttall could use the protection of the institution in her personal

fights with Leopoldo Batres (Rutsch 2000).

Though it is true that Zelia Nuttall had fights with Leopoldo Batres, and

that she probably felt more protected if she was not an independent scholar and

had protection from a scientific institution, more so if that was International, I

also think that Zelia Nuttall disagreed with Boas in larger issues concerning the

involvement of Americans in Mexican archaeology.

Zelia explained to Franz Boas her intention to found a public institution

for archaeological research. “I have spoken to many influential persons about the

plan I have in mind” she wrote “including Mr. Morrow whom I shall again see in

a short time.”199 Zelia had been always interested in popularizing archaeology by

means of education. She came from a family of American diplomats in Mexico,

her grandfather was ambassador in Mazatlán, and as a foreigner who had lived for

a long period of time in Mexico, she had a privileged position to understand the
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internal politics in this country, “(Mr. Morrow) thinks that I know more about the

attitude of Mexicans towards foreigners than he does and knows.” 200

At the end of this exchange, Zelia did not offer her house to host the

School, but she also disapproved of Boas’ plans to reestablish the International

School in Mexico. She told him “as a member of leading Mexican scientific

societies I am in close touch with the Mexican intellectuals. While they are

sympathetic with my project I know they would oppose yours.”201  Franz Boas

had asked her to deliver a letter to Ambassador Morrow and use the long-lasting

influences Zelia Nuttall had in Mexico. But Zelia responded without hesitation “it

is useless to ask Mr. Morrow at this critical time to direct his attention to affairs

non-political. (…) Dear Dr. Boas, I cannot deliver your letter or endorse your

views which seem based in a misunderstanding not only of my project but also of

the attitude of Mexicans at the present day”202

In contrast to the willingness she showed in 1909 to begin a collaborative

project, in 1928 she was not very happy with Franz Boas intentions to open again

the School in Mexico. And without giving too many explanations, Nuttall told

Boas that “contrary to what you write, I do not believe that a reestablishment of

                                                  
200 Ibid.
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the school in the former basis will ever again be acceptable in Mexico. Nor do I

share your optimism that international cooperation could be attained”.203

Nevertheless, Zelia Nuttall was not resigned to leave aside her plan to

establish an educational institution in Mexico. And she expressed her particular

vision of that institution to Franz Boas. The school should have a “broad basis

that will include all scientific branches and also be cosmopolitan, extending aid to

foreign students thought not based on international organization”.204

Nuttall never founded a public institution for the promotion of science,

and Casa Alvarado was never transformed into a school, archaeological library or

museum. But Zelia Nuttall remained in Mexico, and she was very involved in the

popularization of archaeology. What seems interesting to me is the charged nature

of the International School, and also the fact that there were different and

conflicting attitudes within the community of foreigners towards the idea of

funding a School of Archaeology.

Zelia Nuttall made a distinction in her letter to Boas between

cosmopolitanism and international organization, which I think, deserves to be

explored. Perhaps Zelia Nuttall was less optimistic about the idea of a maintaining

a School of Archaeology in Mexico that would not turn to be a place that was

educating or creating a new generation of anthropologists. The School was not
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forming Mexican or foreign students. It was indeed a space of international

cooperation but not an educational institution for an international body of

students.

Leaving Mexico and the School in a complete state of chaos

1914 was the last year for the International School. When the American

troops invaded Mexico in the spring of that year, the School suspended its

activities, and Alfred Tozzer, its director at the time had to leave the country in

May. One of the last words we know about the fate of the School were

pronounced by Isabel Ramírez Castañeda, one of the Mexican students in the

School, who wrote to the Secretary of Public Instruction, Ezequiel Chávez,

complaining about the chaotic situation of the International School. The letter was

also forwarded to Franz Boas and to Alfred Tozzer who was already in the United

States. In it Isabel Ramírez said “en vista del estado actual del país que obligo al

director a salir violentamente de la capital dejando abandonados importantes

objetos de procedencia mexicana en dos piezas de los bajos de la casa del Sr.

Manuel Meneses, y en la 3a de la Academia numero 30, se permitió asegurar
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dichos objetos y recoger la llave que envía a usted par que sirva disponer lo que

convenga.”205

When Tozzer received the news, he defended himself and told Boas “I am

very indignant with Miss. Castañeda. I did not abandon the collections. Before I

left I made arrangements with Gamio about the collections. They were to remain

in the rooms and I have paid the rent until September 25th.”206 As we will see

later, the destiny of the School collections was the subject of long discussions

until the mid 1930’s among Franz Boas, Alfred Tozzer and the new Mexican

archaeological bureaucracy.

During the period when Tozzer was director, the political situation in

Mexico had been deteriorating, and it had become difficult for foreigners to live

there. In January 1913 while he was still in the United States preparing to move to

Mexico, Alfred Tozzer wrote a letter to Franz Boas commenting on the situation

in Mexico. Alfred Tozzer had received a letter from Nadine, Zelia Nuttal´s

daughter who was in Mexico City. Nadine explained to Alfred Tozzer her view of

the situation “I only wish we were safely out of it. There seems to be no chance

                                                  
205 “In view of the current situation in this country that forced the director to violently leave the
capital and abandon very important objects of Mexican precedence in two rooms in the house, I
have taken the key and I sending it to you so you can do whatever you think needs to be done.”
May 9, 1914. FBPP
206 June 30, 1914. FBPP.



196

for improvement for a long time to come. You can’t forget the revolution. Not if

you try to.” 207

Despite this desperate picture, Tozzer assured Boas that he was not “an

alarmist, and I shall not worry. I am going to Mexico. I want to go next year. I

should be disappointed to have to postpone the trip.”208 Eight months later, the

situation was still worse in Mexico; Zelia Nuttall’s son-in-law, Nadine´s husband

who was an American mine engineer, was murdered and President Wilson had

ordered all Americans out of the country. But Alfred Tozzer still went to Mexico,

and was the director of the School until mid May 1914 when he had to leave.

The departure of Tozzer in 1914 left the school and all that it represented

in a chaotic state. The uncertainty regarding the future of archaeological materials

from the School was a matter of intense transnational debates. Just after his arrival

in Galveston, Tozzer wrote to Ezequiel A. Chávez “No one regrets more than I do

the trouble caused Mexico by my country. We left very suddenly on the 20th April

with only a few hours notice. I tried to arrange as many of the affairs of the

School as possible. I have all my notes, plans and drawings with me. Will send

you all my accounts and my reports. The collections still remain to be divided.

We have to send objects to Austria, Prussia and Bavaria.” 209 Though the School

was designed as a multinational scientific institution with the goal to benefit a
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universal project: the scientific study of Mexican history, at the end the scientific

outcome (the archaeological collections) was to be split according to national

lines.

CONCLUSIONS

The end of the school was an unfortunate loss for Mexico, as it left most

of the archaeological research in the hands of the State, with the two entities that

managed archaeological research in this country: the National Museum and the

Inspectorship of Monuments. This administrative organization also changed soon

after the “triumph” of the Revolution, and the creation of the Departamento de

Estudios Arqueológicos y Etnográficos210 in 1917 with Manuel Gamio as the

director. We would never know if the International School could have survived

after the Revolution and the establishment of the Cardenista project in the 1930’s.

Despite its short life, the interest of the International School relies in the

multiplicity of scientific agendas that it brought together within a single

institution (archaeology, linguistics, ethnology and folklore). It is also a clear

example of how the consolidation of academic trajectories and scientific agendas

are not separated from a national and cultural context.
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Chapter 5: The intermediary and “the girl that collected sherds”:
Two women and two nations at the International School.

INTRODUCTION

By examining the relation Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramírez Castañeda had

with the International School, this chapter addresses how gender and nationality
mediate in the practice of archaeology. The close links between the International

School and the professionalization of Mexican archaeology have made of this

institution an icon of how professionalization occurs in different national
contexts. Some of the people involved in the School have become central figures

in the history of archaeology. This chapter I addresses absences and silences
related to the School because I think they are revealing of how gender dynamics,

nationality, and class idenitity mediated the inclusion and exclusion of people in

this international institution.

ZELIA NUTTALL THE INTERMEDIARY

In September of 1909 Zelia Nuttall wrote a letter to Franz Boas from her

house in Coyoacan, Mexico City telling him that Manuel Gamio, a Mexican

student, was about to leave for New York where he was going to study under

Boas’ supervision. Nuttall informed Boas that Manuel Gamio was ready to sail to

New York to begin his studies in the Anthropology Department at Columbia

University, where Franz Boas was a professor and founder. A couple of years

before, Franz Boas had asked Zelia Nuttall to find a student in Mexico who could

be sent to New York, and be trained at a North American university. Zelia knew
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Manuel Gamio who, at the time, was working as assistant researcher in history at

the National Museum in Mexico where she was also an associated researcher.

The choice of Manuel Gamio had to be approved by the Mexican

government, and Zelia Nuttall knew the Mexican political intricacies far better

than Franz Boas. She had been in negotiations with her friends in the government.

“I went to see the sub-secretary of Public Instruction, Ezequiel Chavez” she told

Boas, “who had, as you remember, approved of my choice and promised to help

in the matter (…) the government is going to behave very handsomely towards

Mr. Gamio. He is given an indefinite leave of absence, with the same salary that

he received here as assistant. This cooperation can but give you satisfaction as it

proves the good will of the Government towards your plan of giving young

Mexican men of promise the advantages of higher education.”211

Once Manuel Gamio left Mexico on November 3rd of the same year Zelia

Nuttall wrote to Boas again, and enthusiastically told him “I think you will find

him a nice young fellow socially as well as an earnest student. Let us hope that

this, our joint experiment will give us the satisfaction we anticipate.”212

When the “joint experiment” was accomplished and Manuel Gamio sailed

from Veracruz to New York, the conversation between Zelia Nuttall and Franz

Boas came to an end. Another conversation, which was going to last for a couple
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of decades, between Manuel Gamio and Franz Boas commenced. While these

conversations were taking place, the International School of American

Archaeology and Ethnology was inaugurated in Mexico City in September 1910

in coordination with the festivities organized by Porfirio Diaz to celebrate the

centennial of Mexico’s Independence. For almost three more decades after this

interaction occurred, Zelia Nuttall remained in Mexico City, and Franz Boas

commuted for three or four years between New York, Europe and a house in

Mexico City until the International School vanished in 1914.

Manuel Gamio moved to New York in 1909 to undertake studies in

anthropology and archaeology. According to some scholars, the arrival of Manuel

Gamio to the United States motivated American anthropological work in Mexico,

continued later by people like Robert Redfield, Sylvanus Morley, Alfred Tozzer,

Frans Blom and Oliver La Farge (Sullivan 1989; Castañeda 1996; de la Peña

1996; Deacon 1997; Goñi 1999).  However, the role of Zelia Nuttall in this

episode that was part of a larger bi-national scientific, political and cultural

interaction has not been well understood, as most of the research has focused on

the relation between the two “fathers of anthropology” (Manuel Gamio and Franz

Boas). Ross Parmenter who writes about Zelia Nuttall’s friendship with Franz

Boas, does highlight her commitment with Manuel Gamio’s education as well as
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her interest in building a research and teaching institution for archaeology in

Mexico (Parmenter 1966).

Zelia Nuttall interests in education went beyond her involvement in

Mexico. Few years before Butler and Boas contacted Nuttall about the

International School, she was involved in a project, with her friend and patron

Phoebe A. Heart to bring girls from Puerto Rico to the United States. According

to her correspondence with Phoebe Heart, Zelia Nuttall had been in contact with

“various authorities including President Hadley of Yale, and President Eliot”213.

Zelia planned that a group of Puerto Rican girls could be placed in a college

“where they would meet girls from different parts of the country not exclusively

New Englanders”214. It is not clear to me what happened with Nuttall’s project to

educate girls from Puerto Rico in an American environment.  However, I think

that knowing that aspect of Nuttall, as a woman who participated with Phoebe A.

Hearst in a sort of educational philantropism for women and girls, furnishes us

with a more insightful perspective to locate her marginal participation in the

International School in Mexico 215.

                                                  
213 May 27, 1901. PHAH. Eliot was the president of Radcliffe College.
214 Ibid. Nuttall to Phoebe A. Heart.
215 Phoebe A. Hearst donated about 21 million dollars to free libraries, the kindergarten
movement, orphanates and other educational philanthropic entities. See,  Peterson, R. (1985).
"Philantropic Phoebe. The Educational Charity of Phoebe Apperson Hearst." California History
Fall 1985: 284-315.
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SETTLING IN COYOACAN

When Zelia Nuttall wrote to Franz Boas in 1909 telling him about Manuel

Gamio’s departure to New York, she was living in Casa Alvarado, the mansion

she had bought with a “loan” from her friend Phoebe A. Hearst. In 1903 Nuttall

received US$ 1,000 from Phoebe Hearst to buy and remodel the house.  Money

continued to be the theme of many letters she wrote to Mrs. Hearst. Zelia always

felt the need to return the money, and in 1905 two years after she received the

money, she wrote to Phoebe Hearst  “I now see the prospect of being able to send

it to you within the next year. I need not add what a relief it will be for me to do

so, nor how eagerly I look forward to the day when I shall be freed from what has

been and still is a heavy burden to me.” 216

Casa Alvarado was Zelia Nuttall’s house from 1904 to her death in 1933,

and it was indeed a major site for Mexican archaeology during the first decades of

the twentieth century. It was however an unusual site that does not appear in

archaeological guides. When one thinks about Mexican archaeology, names such

as Teotihuacan, Palenque, Monte Alban, or Xochicalco come to mind. Casa

Alvarado was not a prehispanic site; it was a colonial building located in

Coyoacan, one of the most distinguished and attractive neighborhoods for

                                                  
216 Zelia Nuttall to Phoebe A. Hearst. October  1st 1905. ZNP/PM. Zelia decided to rent her house
in Coyoacan, and she had found friends that were willing to rent the house for a year paying  $250
per month. “The years’ rent will be yours and will be paid to you in installments” she told Mrs.
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foreigners who visited Mexico since the Revolution. As seen in the previous

chapter, Casa Alvarado became an important space for the production of

archaeological knowledge, a space where Zelia Nuttall worked and where she

hosted scholars, amateurs, travelers and others interested in ancient Mexico who

met and conversed with her.

Coyoacan, was a neighborhood where during the 1920’s people like Frida

Kahlo, Nahui Olin, Alma Reed, Leon Trotsky, Tina Modotti, John Reed,

Katherine Porter, Bertram Wolfe, Ernest Gruening, Frances Toor, and others who

had an intense social, cultural and political activity in Mexico City settled during

the post-revolutionary years. 217 But at the time when Zelia Nuttall settled in this

part of the city, it was still a very remote and separate area from Mexico City. The

decade of the 1920’s in Mexico has become the focus of novel and insightful

scholarship that has examined the presence of Americans in Mexico City (Britton

1987; Delpar 1992; Walsh 1992; Deacon 1997; Tenorio-Trillo 1997; Glusker and

Brenner 1998). These studies highlight the role the Mexican Revolution played in

                                                                                                                                          
Hearst “I shall have an apartment meanwhile in the vivienda adjacent to the garden and shall visit
some parts of Mexico and perhaps to Europe to attend the archaeological congress. Ibid.
217 Gruening was editor of The Nation in 1920. Frances Toor was a graduate of the University of
California who moved to Mexico in 1922 and then became editor of a bilingual periodical devoted
to Mexican folklore named Mexican Folkways. Alma Reed was an American who went to
Yucatan to observe the Revolution,  she was lover of Yucatan’s governor Felipe Carrillo Puerto
and also was a promoter of muralist Orozco in New York. Carlos  Monsivais notes that many of
the group of “bohemians” who move to Mexico City during the 1920’s were women, and he notes
that the city offered a space of freedom for women. See forward to Glusker, S. J. (1998). Anita
Brenner. A mind of Her Own. Austin, University of Texas Press. About Alma Reed see,  May, A.
(1992). Passionate Pilgrim. The Extraordinary Life of Alma Reed. New York, Paragon House.
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the emergence of pro-indigenous cultural environment during the 1920’s. The so-

called Mexican renaissance, brought the attention of disillusioned North

American anthropologists and artists, who viewed in the southern nation a

“laboratory of political and cultural change” (Deacon 1997).  Undoubtedly, in her

later years Zelia Nuttall was immersed in the cultural politics of the twenties,

when archaeology became in Mexico an icon to represent, exhibit, and research

the nation’s identity. This was a period that in the United States has been named

the “tribal twenties,” and in Mexico is seen as the most radical moment in terms

of cultural politics and the arts, with a clear turning to the indigenous peoples. 218

AMERICANS IN MEXICO

Though the lives of North Americans who moved to Mexico during the

1920’s has been researched, their presence before the Revolution has not been

well examined. When it has been, it has very negative connotations. Due to

Porfirio Diaz’s links with American investment during the late nineteenth century

the North American colony in Mexico City prior to the Revolution constitute what

Schell names the “black legend” of that period (Schell 2001).

                                                  
218 For cultural and intellectual environment in the United States during those years, with special
relevance to the development of anthropological ideas see: Tuleja, T. (1997). Looking south :
framing Mexico in the tribal twenties: ix, 428 leaves. Hinsley, C. M. (1989). Zunis and Brahmins:
Cultural Ambivalence in the Gilded Age. Romantic Motives: Essays on Anthropological
Sensibility. G. W. Stocking. Madison, University of Wisconsin Press. 6: 168-207. Delpar, H.
(1992). The Enormous Vogue of Things Mexican. Cultural Relations between the United States
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From the point of view of post-revolutionary historiography that has seen

in the Porfiriato the causes of the decline of Mexican society, in the sense that it is

argued that the economic policies during the Porfiriato and the American

investment drove Mexico to a condition of structural underdevelopment by

squeezing out local entrepreneurs. (Beatty 2001; Schell 2001)219  In a similar

manner, the explorers, archaeologists, and anthropologists I have examined in the

previous chapters would fit the image of foreigners who arrived to Mexico to

extract archaeological resources.

Zelia Nuttal appears to suit the profile of other Americans who constituted

the American colony in Mexico during the Porfiriato (Schell 1992). She came

from an elite family with close ties to Mexico. Her grandfather, Parrot was the

American ambassador in Mazatlan. In this sense, her establishment in Coyoacan

prior to the Revolution was a clear departure from other anthropologists, writers

and artists who arrived to the city with a passion and commitment to help the pro-

indigenist revolutionary policies. She also arrived to Mexico City with a

passionate interest and commitment to studying Mexican indigenous cultures, yet

with personal biographical ties to Mexico. Nevertheless, Nuttall’s experience in

                                                                                                                                          
and Mexico 1920-1935. Tuscaloosa, The University of Alabama Press, Sheridan, G. (1993). Los
contemporaneos ayer. Mexico City, Fondo de Cultura Economica.
219 William Schell (2001) studies the American colony in Mexico during the Porfiriato and names
them “integral outsiders” arguing that Mexico’s Indo-Iberian political and economic culture made
outsiders integral to the very structure of the Porfirian system. Schell’s work builds upon a wide
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Mexico seems different from the rest of the colony of bankers, entrepreneurs and

industrialists that composed the large American colony in Mexico City.220

ZELIA NUTTALL IN MEXICO

Zelia Nuttall was inevitably associated with the larger American

investment interests in Mexico. She was the grand daugther of American consul

in Mazatlan and her mother was Mexican. When Nuttall went to Mexico in 1902

to settle in Coyoacan her house was remodeled with money from Phoebe Hearst,

who had one of the big American fortunes, owners of large estates in Mexico.

Since the 1880’s the Hearst family owned several estates in Mexico, and their

interests, as those of other American businessmen and landowners were well

protected by President Porfirio Diaz. The links with Mexico were also political.

William Hearst, son of Phoebe, who was a congressman during Woodrow

Wilson’s presidency was clearly in favor of the US intervention in Mexico

(Nasaw 2000).

Paradoxically, while Phoebe A. Hearst helped Zelia Nuttall to settle in

Mexico City, few years’ later papers owned by the Hearst family were fomenting

war between Mexico and the United States. Surely Zelia Nuttall was aware of

                                                                                                                                          
line of scholarship that has examined political and economic relations between US and Mexico,
see among others: in economics
220 According to Schell, in 1886 the number of Americans in Mexico City was of 600-800, in
1898 it was of 1,300. After that, the number of Americans grow very fast. In 1901 it was of of
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William Hearst animosity against Mexico. From her personal papers, it is not

clear how she reacted to the United States military intervention in Mexico. In this

way, Zelia Nuttall was more linked to the Porfirian cultural elites than to the new

revolutionary voices that called the attention of other North Americans. But her

presence in Mexico has yet to be properly examined, as she was a woman who

lived “in between” two epochs, linking the Porfiriato and the Revolution.

Zelia Nuttall was very well connected among the intellectual elites in

Mexico during the Porfiriato. She was a very good friend of Ezequiel A. Chavez,

the Subsecretary of Public Education in 1910 and founder of the Universidad

Nacional, who was also a very good friend of Franz Boas. (Chávez 1967; Rutsch

1997) Though there is no correspondence between Ezequiel. A Chávez and Zelia

Nuttall, her friendship with Chávez was well known among other

anthropologists.221

I see Nutall as both an insider and an outsider. Probably her ambiguous

position in Mexico (as an American, but also as a woman, and as an

archaeologist) clarifies her hesitation to participate in the International School

Zelia Nuttall was also a crucial person in the earlier moments in the scientific

career of Manuel Gamio, one of the most famous anthropologists of modern

Mexico. Zellia Nuttall´s role as the mother of the father of Mexican archaeology

                                                                                                                                          
3,600; and at the outbreak of the Revolution in 1910 the colony numbered 10,000, making the
largest American colony in Latin America. (2001: xviii)
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falls into a gendered narrative. A female, Zelia Nuttall, North American is viewed

as the mother and protector of a young Mexican scholar (the child), who then

became the father of Mexican anthropology. And yet, Zelia Nuttall does not seem

to have communicated or established relations with Mexican women either as

students or as colleagues.

ISABEL RAMÍREZ CASTAÑEDA

Isabel Ramírez Castañeda was involved in the International School as an

anthropologist and as a folklorist. Her biographical details remain a mystery.  I do

not know when or where she was born. Nor do I know if she was married or

single, or if she had children. Her racial-ethnic background, or her class origins

are also unknown to me. I know however that she attended the School of Higher

Education in Mexico City, and she also accompanied Eduard Seler on his

archaeological trips while he worked in the International School (Rutsch 2000).

She was one of the few women who attended that institution in its first

year of classes in 1910 (Cano 1996).222 According to Gabriela Cano, who has

                                                                                                                                          
221 Alden Mason to Ross Parmenter. January 20, 1964. AMP/APS.
222 Gabriela Cano who has written about women in Higher Education in Mexico at the turn of the
century mentions Isabel Ramírez as one of the women who attended classes there the first year.
From a total of 200 students, 30 were women. The School of Higher Education was designed
before the Revolution as an institution for the teaching of specialized knowledge, but it was
transformed later in a School to train teachers. (Teachers’s College) In 1929 it was transformed in
the School of Liberal Arts. The proportion of women in this institution was important, growing
from a 15% in 1910 to a 78% in 1924. Cano, G. (1996). De la Escuela Nacional de Altos Estudios



209

written about the feminization of Higher Education in Mexico at the turn of the

century, Isabel Ramírez Castañeda attended with Eulalia Guzmán the courses on

Anthropology taught by Franz Boas in 1910-1911, and linguistics at the School of

Higher Studies (Cano 1996).

Despite the fact that Isabel Ramírez had all the academic credentials

necessary for her job, her presence in the International School seems to have been

always an issue of concern and worries for the different directors. According to

the letters between George Engerrand and Franz Boas, she was always on

probation.

George Engerrand, who worked at the School and was director in 1913,

disliked her personality, but he also complained about Isabel’s writing abilities.

One time he wrote to Franz Boas complaining about her ortography,  “L a

encuentro muy dispuesta” he said, “pero no puedo menos que hacerle observar

que su español no es muy bueno y que hace falta de ortografias.”223 However,

from my reading of Ramírez’s writing I did not obtain an idea of her as being

unable to write correctly in Spanish.

Much of what I know about Isabel Ramírez is from her colleagues who

wrote about her in their correspondence about the School. Anthropologists and

                                                                                                                                          
a la Facultad de Filosofia y Letras, 1910-1929. Un proceso de feminizacion. Facultad de Filosofia
y Letras. Mexico City, Universidad Autonoma de Mexico.
223 I found her ready, but I cannot help to observe that her Spanish is not very good and she makes
orthographical errors.” April 21, 1913. FBPP.
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archaeologists who worked in the School like Alden Mason, George Engerrand,

Franz Boas, Alfred Tozzer or Eduard Seler wrote about Isabel Ramírez,

sometimes with negative opinions concerning her character. Franz Boas however

seemed to like her work since he recommended her as a fellow of the

International School, and also invited her to at Columbia University. However, as

we will see the entire episode of her trip to the United States remains a mystery. 

Isabel Ramírez Castañeda was the first woman working in archaeology in

Mexico. Though she did not have a formal education as an archaeologist, she was

trained at the National Museum in Mexico City, which was the only institution

that offered archaeology classes in Mexico before the establishment of the

International School. Before joining the International School as a fellow, Isabel

Ramírez worked at the museum as an assistant researcher. In 1908 she worked at

the Museum with the German archaeologist Eduard Seler, and probably he was

very pleased with her work because when Seler joined the International School,

she frequently accompanied him and his wife Cäcilie Seler-Sachs on fieldtrips.

(Rutsch 2000)

In 1908 Isabel Ramírez was, in collaboration with “el maestro,” as she

called Eduard Seler, in charge of a student’s archaeological fieldtrip to

Tlanepantla, and she had the role to write the final report for the Museum. This is

indeed one of the few writing documents we have from her, and it is fascinating to
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see her apologetic tone in the report. She begins the scientific report by asking for

forgiveness for her writing,  “muy penoso es para mi hacer estos ligerísimos

apuntes, pero tengo que llenar una obligación y debo pretender descifrar lo que

probablemente pudieron significar los monumentos allí existentes.”224

It is remarkable that a woman such as Isabel Ramírez, who was seen by

Eduard Seler as a competent archaeologist, and was assigned positions of

scientific responsibility, wrote in such an apologetic tone. Though the

International School was conceived as an institution to encourage and facilitate

archaeological research done by very diverse scientists, it seems very clear that

Isabel Ramírez was inscribed in a position marked by her gender, national and

probably class origins. Though Isabel Ramírez seems to have been considered a

skillful archaeologist, she never obtained the public recognition and appreciation

that others like Zelia Nuttall, George Engerrand, Eduard Seler or Manuel Gamio,

who also were connected to Mexican archaeological institutions.

While Isabel Ramírez worked in the Museum, Zelia Nuttall was also a

research assistant there. However, in her personal letters, she never mentioned

Isabel Ramírez Castañeda. Perhaps they did not know each other. But considering

how small the circle of archaeologists in Mexico City was, Zelia’s lack of

acknowledgment of Isabel Ramírez points to the fact that despite the fact that both

                                                  
224 “It is very shameful for me to write these very loose notes, but I have to fulfill an obligation
and pretend what those monuments probably meant” 1908, Unpublished manuscript.
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were women, and therefore somehow marginalized from mainstream archaeology,

national origins and probably class position functioned as a dividing line among

them.

NATIONS AND FEMINIST ARCHAEOLOGY

A point of interest for feminist archaeologists has been to find women in

the history of the discipline. As Margaret Rossiter demonstrated it is important to

move away from the false mythology that views science as an almost exclusively

male enterprise (Rossiter 1982).  Rossiter’s work and that of other scholars have

confirmed that women have been present in American science during the

nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Kohlstedt 1978; Haraway 1989; Kehoe 1992;

Cordell 1993; Kohlstedt 1995) As Oreskes has also said “the invisibility of

women’s contributions is enmeshed with the question of why some kinds of

scientific work are more valued than others”(1996:87).

I want to add another element to the idea of women’s invisibility in

archaeology, and that is the question of the nation. Much of the work has been

done to discover women in the archaeologies of nations such as the United States,

or Britain (Claassen 1994) (Irwin-Williams 1990; Díaz-Andreu and Sørensen

1998). But other areas of the world have been less researched. The reasons behind

this double invisibility could be that it is believed to be more difficult for women

outside the United States and Western Europe to practice science or participate in
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spaces seen as masculine. The assumption is that women were/are more oppressed

in other countries.

In a recent article about women in African archaeology, Katheryn

Weedman, argues that western historiography by neglecting the presence of

women in the archaeology of Africa still “colonizes the African past” (Weedman

2001). Weedman writes a historical narrative that begins with the work of pioneer

women that arrived to Africa immersed in clear colonialist projects, and then the

experiences of female archaeologists who worked at African universities and

research institutions.

The experiences of the pioneer women archaeologists who arrived to

Africa in the early 1910’s seem very similar to that of other scientists in other

parts of the world, who had to confront ideological imperatives and expectations

about their ability to engage in fieldwork, or participate in tasks that were seen as

masculine (Irwin-Williams 1990; Marcus 1993; Parezo 1993; Soojung-Kim Pang

1996; Picazo 1998; Visweswaran 1998; Reyman 1999; Stein 2001) On the other

hand, the very experience of being far away from home was liberating for them.

That is, for those women being far away from home was an experience that

facilitated their involvement with science. However, there is still a need to

investigate how the work of those women that engaged in fieldwork in societies

different from their own was seen in those national contexts. Were foreign women
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subjected to the same rules than national women? Were foreign female scientists

seen as less of a danger to the gender status quo in those societies? 225

There is not much historical research about female scientists in Mexico (or

Latin America). There are now few works published about the work of North

American women doing research in Latin American countries, and they are

mostly concerned with understanding how fieldwork itself impacted the lives of

women (Henson 2002). In similar lines, Mary Ann Levine mentions how diverse

were the styles of archaeological work among females that worked in Americanist

archaeology (Levine 1994; Levine 1999). For those archaeologists, Mexico or

Guatemala were regions that enabled them to “create their own scientific niche”

back home, in the north American archaeological community (Levine 1994). We

need more research that examines interactions between North American women

and local (female) scientific communities, instead of assuming that women were

invisible outside the United States. If there was no conversation between national

and foreign women working in archaeology and anthropology in Mexico, we

should wonder why. In the case of Zelia Nuttall and Isabel Ramírez, language was

not an issue that divided them. Zelia was able to communicate in Spanish well

enough. Though it is very clear that Zelia Nuttall saw herself as being a member

of a community of women scientists (and patrons), from who she draw resources

                                                  
225 See Ann Stoler on women in colonial contexts Stoler, A. L. (1995). Race and the education of
desire : Foucault's History of sexuality and the colonial order of things. Durham, Duke University
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to do her work, while living in Mexico she does not seem to have been involved

in nourishing relationships or communicating with Mexican women. 226 Probably

there was a class, ethnic-racial, national divide between her and Isabel Ramírez.

Levine mentions that Nuttall “may have sympathized with the cause of

women’s suffrage and may have considerer herself a feminist as well”

(1999:146). According to this author, Nuttall viewed archaeology as a promising

field for women, and she “appears to have been conscious of her role in the small

but growing worldwide trend toward feminizing the profession of

archaeology”(Levine 1999:146). Within this group, Zelia pointed to the Countess

Pauline Overoff (president of the Imperial Archaeological Society of Moscow),

Alice Le Plongeon, Sara Yorke Stevenson, Mary Hemenwey, and Alice Fletcher.

And yet, when Zelia Nuttall lived in Mexico, she did not establish relationships

neither with women that were part of a growing community of professionals and

scientists, neither with suffragists and other feminists that became very active in

the 1910’s (Cano 1991; Cano 2000).

In her study of women in education in Mexico, Gabriela Cano suggests

that in Mexico, archaeology was not an unwelcoming field for women at the turn

                                                                                                                                          
Press.
226 Zelia Nuttall was a good friend of Alice Fletcher, Sarah Yorke Stevenson, Marian Storm, and
also Phoebe Hearst. But according to Nuttall’s writings and personal papers, she did not establish
scientific collaborations with Mexican women (not only archaeologists) who during the early part
of the century were entering professional careers. Pamela Henson mentions in an article the
friendship and scientific collaboration between  north American botanist and Maria Bandeira a
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of the century, and she explicitly names Isabel Ramírez Castañeda and Zelia

Nuttall as examples of that. It is also interesting to note that Cano mentions that

higher number of women registered in botany classes taught at the School of

Higher Studies in Mexico City by Carlos Reiche (Cano 1996). It is noteworthy

that botany has been a fairly “welcoming” science for women in various areas of

the world, because as Keeney argues, “botanizing” or the collection of plants and

flowers was seen as a feminine activity (Keeney 1992). However, as Cano also

mentions, women in Mexico attended also other careers such as education or

odonthology, but apparently not archaeology.

And yet, the International School of Archaeology and Ethnology in

Mexico City has not been examined as a scientific institution that could also had

promoted the feminization of archaeology in a social context of changing gender

roles and attitudes about femininity in Mexican urban society. Especially if we

consider that the School was a project in which Franz Boas had so much

investment and voice. Franz Boas has the reputation of being a mentor of

“brilliant women students” (Deacon 1997), and though his relation with Zelia

Nuttall was not strictly a mentor-student relationship, she has been also associated

with this group of brilliant women (Elsie Clews Parsons, Ruth Bunzel, Leslie

                                                                                                                                          
brazilian botanist. Henson, P. M. (2002). "Invading Arcadia: Women Scientists in the Field in
Latin America 1900-1950." The Americas 58(4): 577-600.
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Spier, Gadys Reichard, Helen Roberts Esther Schiff) that during the 1910’s and

1920’s were educated and did fieldwork under Boas’ supervision.

Scholars who examine the role of foreign anthropologists/archaeologists,

like Zelia Nuttall, who worked in Latin American have not explored the

relationships or lack of relationships with female nationals. (Parmenter 1966;

Levine 1994) That is, did foreign women such as Zelia Nuttall have more

privileges in Mexico because they were not Mexicans? Was she more able to

trespass the prescribed roles as a woman, because she was not Mexican?

ZELIA NUTTALL: “STAY AT HOME ARCHAEOLOGIST”

Zelia Nuttall was a foreigner who had access to the Mexican political and

intellectual elites probably more than Isabel Ramírez Castañeda. She practiced

archaeology, and made it her daily occupation and passion. She traveled around

Europe, Russia and North America presenting papers in public forums with her

findings. She participated in various International Congresses, and material that

she found in various libraries was exhibited in two International Fairs (Chicago

1893 and Madrid 1892). Undoubtedly, she was a woman with an international

dimension. She did not make a living with archaeology; her research was most of

the times funded by private patrons or institutions (Museum of Pennsylvania and

Phoebe Hearst). She never worked for an institution to receive a salary, though
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she was a member of the most prestigious scientific organizations in Mexico and

the United States.

Zelia Nuttall worked at home, and as I will argue later that was not a

marginalized place. She made a decision to make her house a space to practice

archaeology, and according to letters she wrote while she was in Mexico, Zelia

was very pleased at home. Judging by personal letters, Zelia Nuttall was satisfied

every time she moved to a new place, and was able to make a home of it, a place

to settle and work. Within that space, Zelia Nuttall had also the support of a

family network that helped her to do her work.

Sometimes her mother and brother traveled with her, and helped with the

care of her daughter Nadine. She had also the help of a nurse with Nadine when

she was small, and sometimes Nadine attended an intern school. Though those are

themes that I develop later at this moment I want to mention them as they can

help to understand the different ways in which those two women were involved in

archaeology. Needless to say, I am not relying on those two women to make

general and conclusive statements about gender and archaeology in Mexico

during the 1910’s.

OBLIGATORY AMATEUR

 As mentioned earlier, studies about the International School have always

mentioned the role it played as a pioneer institution for the later formation of the
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Mexican School of Anthropology, with its clear focus in indigenous peoples. The

links between Manuel Gamio (the student) and Franz Boas (the mentor), and how

this relation created the conditions for the development of a scientific approach to

anthropology and archaeology are often repeated in the historiography.  Other

scholars have paid special attention to the relationship between Franz Boas and

Zelia Nuttall, to examine the foundation of the International School. (Parmenter

1966; Godoy 1977)

Although these works have furnished us with more insights into Franz

Boas’s fascinating biography, Zelia Nuttall has remained in the shadows, as if her

impact on archaeology, or her biography, were less relevant for the development

of North American or Mexican anthropology. Zelia Nuttall’s intervention in

Mexican archaeology, and her overall role as part of the “women pioneering

anthropologists” needs a better evaluation.227

In addition, neither Ross Parmenter nor Ricardo Godoy really explore how

the personal relationship between Nuttall and Boas, and their commitment and

dedication to Mexican archaeology fits within larger issues of colonialism,

nationalism and gender. For example, Franz Boas obtained the title of the “father”

                                                  
227 Rosemary Joyce, and Mary Ann Levine have recently positioned Zelia Nuttall in studies of
female Americanist archaeologists. Also see Visweswaran, K. (1998). "Wild West" Anthropology
and the Disciplining of Gender. Gender and American Social Science. H. Silverberg. Princeton,
Princeton University Press: 87-123. for a very insightful and challenging appraisal of pioneer
anthropologists. Pieces of Nuttall’s biography can be also found in Mark, J. (1988). A Stranger in
Her Native Land. Alice Fletcher and the American Indian. Lincoln, University of Nebraska Press.
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of American anthropology. Moreover, his impact within the Mexican School of

Anthropology, though insufficiently studied, is acknowledged. (de la Peña 1996;

Rutsch 1997) Zelia Nuttall’s place within the history of the discipline is less

respectable. And yet, Boas and Nuttall participated in different ways in the

professionalization of Mexican archaeology and, to speak metaphorically, were

both involved in the professional training of the “father” of Mexican archaeology,

Manuel Gamio. It could be said that Nuttall’s role in Mexican archaeology is seen

as that of a nurturer (Ortner 1986), as the “mother” of the young Mexican

archaeologist Manuel Gamio. In fact, perhaps it seems ironic that Manuel Gamio,

the most overtly nationalist archaeologist of Mexico, acquired his public

recognition and his credentials as a modern anthropologist and archaeologist from

a conversational exchange between two non-Mexicans who studied in Mexico:

Franz Boas and Zelia Nuttall.

As others in the profession, Zelia Nuttall is also remembered for her

“discovery,” of a Codex that was named after her. Her discovery was made at the

Bremen library, not outdoors in the archaeological field. Perhaps because she was

an unusual woman for her time who was at the same time at the center of the

stage both in terms of politics and science, but institutionally independent, it is

difficult to grasp her position in the International School. She remained in the

                                                                                                                                          
I know that Ross Parmenter was trying to prepare a biography of Nuttall, but he never finished it. I
have been unsuccessful in having access to his unpublished manuscript.
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shadows.  Isabel Ramírez, on the contrary, was very dependent on institutional

support. Her economic situation was not solved. She did not work at home, but at

the National Museum from which she received a salary. The different experiences

of those two women call for a reflection about gender and the notion of

professional at the turn of the century.

Though historians of science have pointed out the dangers of using the

terms such as “amateur” and “professional,” Marilyn Ogilvie considers that these

categorizations are still helpful to investigate changes occurring in the sciences

during the late nineteenth century (Ogilvie 2000), in particular when we examine

the role of women in science. Ogilvie argues that when “amateurs became

increasingly restricted to certain types of activity whereas professionals were free

to tackle and presumably conquer the more vexing scientific tasks. Professional

status was increasingly denied to many people for various reasons (including their

own preference for amateur status). But the opportunity to become professional

was very nearly closed to one notable group, namely women” (2000:67). She

concludes that the category of scientific practice open to most women was that of

an amateur. She calls these women, “obligatory amateurs,” arguing that they

would have become professionals if the opportunity had been present, and they

used their skills to promote the usefulness of amateur science.
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Olgive’s concept of “obligatory amateur” is helpful to understand Zelia

Nuttall’s position in archaeology, but it does not help us to understand Isabel

Ramírez’ intervention in Mexican archaeology. She had to be affiliated to an

institution; she needed a fixed salary to survive. For Zelia Nuttall to be an

“obligatory amateur” was a personal option. It was a professional choice. That is,

not only she was not in a need of a salary, but she also took advantages (traveling,

moving and settling as she wished) from her condition of an amateur. Zelia

Nuttall was an enthusiast archaeologist, for her archaeology was more of a

vocation than a livelihood. But she was also a member of scientific organizations

in Mexico and the United States, possessing all of the characteristics, which

constituted a professional except a paid employment..

Isabel Ramírez on the contrary, could be seen as the first professional

female archaeologist, she was paid to do her work, she had professional affiliation

and still she is vaguely remembered as a woman that collected pottery sherds.

THERE WAS A GIRL THAT COLLECTED SHERDS

In 1943 Alfred Kroeber was gathering information to write a biographical

article on Franz Boas, and he asked Alden Mason some questions concerning

Boas’ work in Mexico. Alden Mason had been a fellow for the International

School while Franz Boas was there, and wrote back a letter to Kroeber

highlighting the important role Boas had in encouraging archaeological research
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in the School. Trying to recreate that part of his life, Alden Mason also wrote

about some of the people who worked in that institution, among them he recalled

“there was a girl who either collected sherds for him at Culhuacan or analyzed his

sherds. I forget her name, but I believe that she published on them.”228 That “girl

who collected sherds” was Isabel Ramírez Castañeda, a woman whose

contributions to the International School and to Mexican archaeology in general

seem to have been neglected by her contemporaries and also in recent

historiographies.

Perhaps Isabel Ramírez was recalled as doing pottery research because

this is the usual gender division of labor in archaeology. Women study pottery

and men research stone tools. (Gero 1996) The more I know about the School, the

more I think that Isabel Ramírez could have been a well known archaeologist in

Mexico, and not only an anonymous “collector of sherds,” particularly because

she did other things besides analyzing sherds. Isabel Ramírez always

accompanied Eduard Seler during his fieldtrips to Chiapas (Palenque), and in

1911 she obtained a fellowship that connected her to the International School. It is

not clear to me if the Hispanic Society, the Mexican Government or Columbia

University, directly paid her. Apparently, she was supposed to have gone to New

York, and study at Columbia University, but she never went.

                                                  
228 March 24, 1943. AMP/APS.



224

My impression is that during her career she had to compete with Manuel

Gamio, as they were both in similar positions within the archaeological

community, and both were also in contact with foreigners. They were both young

archaeologists that began their careers doing similar work at the Museum and

later at the International School. But whereas Isabel Ramírez remained secluded

at the Museum, and under the orders of more recognized anthropologists, Manuel

Gamio used his experience at the International School as a platform to take off

and fashion his national and international image as representative of modern

Mexican archaeology and anthropology. According to Rutsch, in the late 1910’s

Isabel Ramírez was fired from the Museum, probably as a consequence of her

association with Seler, and came back in 1930’s as a doorkeeper (Rutsch 2000).

It could also be that Mexicans had very different attitudes towards the

presence of foreigners in national scientific institutions. In turn, for foreign

scholars, Manuel Gamio was an easy interlocutor. In fact his role as a “broker”

between Mexican and North American anthropologies has been suggested (de la

Peña 1996). Jose Limon also talks about Manuel Gamio as the person who was

always around in Mexico, touring the archaeological sites with foreign visitors

(Limon 1998).

On the other hand, Isabel Ramírez seems to be less eager to participate in

the International School, and perhaps her personality was less submissive.
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Especially in 1914, the last year of the International School, while George

Engerrand was the director, I found many instances in the letters where Engerrand

seems very uncomfortable with Isabel Ramírez’s character. As we will see later,

“Miss Ramírez’s character and vanity” was seen as a huge problem that interfered

with her work as an archaeologist.

ISABEL RAMÍREZ: THE WOMAN IN THE SHADOWS.

Isabel Ramírez received a fellowship that freed her from her job at the

Museum and enabled her to work full time for the International School. Besides

being an assistant for Seler in archaeological expeditions, she was in charge of the

collecting of  “cuentecitos e historietas indias” for Boas, a task that she did in

Milpa Alta, a town that was very close to Mexico City.229 Her previous work with

Eduard Seler probably convinced Franz Boas, who had a high esteem of Seler,

that she was a good researcher.

Before the inauguration of the School, Franz Boas suggested Butler to

“nominate Isabel Ramírez Castañeda as Columbia University fellow.”230  Later,

Boas was more specific about his desires and wrote a short but very positive

biographical note about Isabel Ramírez to Butler. “Miss Castañeda has been

                                                  
229 “Short stories and narratives. ”  Isabel Ramírez Catañeda to Franz Boas, August 10, 1911.
FBPP.
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assistant at the National Museum of Mexico” he said, “and has studied one year

with Prof. Seler of Berlin who recommends her very highly. As assistant in the

Museum she has worked particularly on Mexican archaeology. She has studied

the Nahua language and promises to make an excellent contributor to work on

American, particularly Mexican, archaeology and ethnology”231

There is no much information among the School’s internal documents that

would explain what happened after this positive nomination, but Isabel Ramírez

did not go to Columbia University as a student. She was paid by this institution to

be a fellow at the International School, under the supervision of Eduard Seler and

Franz Boas.

Probably she did archaeological work with Eduard Seler and Franz Boas

directed her linguistic and folkloristic research. After a year of her nomination

Boas wrote another letter to Butler reporting “Isabel Ramírez Castañeda who

holds the Columbia University Fellowship at the International School of

American Archaeology has studied during the past winter under my direction the

grammar of the Mexican language,”232 and asked Prof. Butler to reappoint her as

Columbia Fellow.

It is not very clear to me what happened to Isabel Ramírez Castañeda

during the three years she was affiliated with the School. She began working very

                                                                                                                                          
230 October 28, 1910. FBPP.
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closely with Eduard Seler, and accompanying him during his fieldtrips to various

archaeological sites in the Republic. But she seems to have been somehow

“abandoned” from participating in any project when Eduard Seler was not a

director of the School.

During her affiliation with the School, Isabel Ramírez worked with a

collection of archaeological material from Culuhacan, at the same that she

traveled with Eduard Seler to archaeological sites in the Mexican south. But she

was also beginning to be trained in a new field in Mexican anthropology and

ethnology  clearly linked to Boas interest in tracing the Spanish origins of

Mexican folklore.  Apart form stratigraphic studies that illustrated the evolution of

pre-hispanic cultures in the Valley of Mexico, that, in turn, gave the fame to the

International School, Franz Boas was also interested in issues of language,

cultural change, acculturation and survivals, not only in Mexico but also in other

areas of the Americas.

Part of Boas’ motivation to go to Mexico was his interest in tracing the

relations between indigenous and Spanish traits in Mexican folklore and

ethnology. Thus the constant involvement of the Hispanic Society in the

International School was very much justified by Boas’ research agenda. Even if it

was an agenda that was not perfectly developed during the period the

                                                                                                                                          
231 November 14, 1910. FBPP
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International School functioned, there was a group of scholars that followed

similar ideas. Daniel Briton, Aurelio Espinosa and later Elsie Parsons with her

work on Mitla. “Indian or Spanish. ”

Franz Boas considered Isabel Ramírez as the ideal person to develop the

type of research he wanted to do in Mexico in the particular context of the

International School. She was a Spanish speaker and apparently fluent in Nahuatl,

so she could directly collect the Indian stories and myths. In contrast to Alden

Mason who was also doing ethnological work in Jalisco, collecting stories and

folk songs, Isabel Ramírez did not need a translator to do her research. Despite

Boas´ high esteem towards Isabel Ramírez, she was very criticized by others who

worked at the School. Those negative opinions probably influenced Boas’ opinion

about the Mexican archaeologist, and marked her future career.

A DANGEROUS WOMAN WITH AN ESPRIT FAUX

During his term as director of the School George Engerrand complained

frequently about Isabel Ramírez Castañeda character, he found her “un esprit

faux, que comprende muchas veces las cosas al revés. Además es peligrosa

porque desgarra a todos. En mi concepto es casi completamente nula y lo que

                                                                                                                                          
232 Ibid.
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complica las cosas, es de una vanidad que no tiene limites.”233  At the same time,

however, he manifested a clear paternalistic attitude towards her, saying

“necesitaré suma prudencia con ella pero quiero conquistarla con mucha bondad

y procurando canalizar su vanidad hacia las satisfacciones que pudiera

proporcionarle la producción intelectual.”234 At that time, Boas did not share

Engerrand´s views and was very clear with the School´s director “I do not feel the

personal objections against her that you seem to have. I rather found her always

willing and fairly reliable when given a certain definite piece of work.” 235

Isabel Ramírez seems to have left aside her archaeological work and move

more to folklore. In April 1913 the Hispanic Society gave a monetary contribution

to the School for research on Spanish folklore in Mexico. At that time Franz Boas

was perhaps a little more dubious of Isabel Ramírez´s capabilities, though he still

considered her the best person to do folklore research in the School. Boas shared

his worries with Engerrand: “it comes to my mind that among the people upon

whose experience in work of this sort we could rely, Miss Ramírez Castañeda is

best adapted for carrying out this work providing her hesitancy to commit herself

                                                  
233 “she understands always things up side down. In addition she is dangerous because she tears
everybody up. In my opinion she is completely worthless, and still worst, she has an unlimited
vanity.” November 5, 1912. FBPP.
234 “I have to be very prudent with he, but I want to conquer her with goodness and trying to
channel her vanity towards satisfactions that emerge from intellectual production.” Ibid.
235 November 18, 1912. FBPP.
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to writing can be overcome.”236 Franz Boas stated very clearly his ideas about

how to collect and write down stories and Indian narratives, and apparently he did

not like Miss Ramírez style. Boas thought that Isabel Ramírez was too fictional

and needed to keep closer to the text.

He mentioned to Engerrand that the important thing to do was “to get as

much as possible dictated by people who know tales and particularly to induce

people to write down what they know. This method is very productive of material

and gives it generally in a very unadultered form. I believe Miss Castañeda has

the idea that material of this kind ought to be thrown into a literary form: but this,

I think is a quite erroneous view point. As a matter of fact the material should be

recorded as possible exactly in the form in which it was given, and the only

changes that should be inclined to make would be those necessitated by ambiguity

of expression.”237

Sometimes, Engerrand was truly disappointed with her, and also shared

his disappointment with Dr. Boas, “estoy muy desanimado” he told Boas, “sigo

creyendo en su espíritu abnegación y que es un elemento útil pero no tiene alas.

Habla y no produce. Todos mis  esfuerzos se estrellan contra su fuerza de inercia.

Cada día es una nueva promesa y cada día un nuevo fracaso. Hasta ahora no he

                                                  
236 April 2, 1913. FBPP
237 Ibid.
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visto un solo renglón de lo que haya redactado. ”238 But Engerrand also

acknowledged Isabel Ramírez difficulties dealing with the Mexican

archaeological establishment. She was not very well treated by the bureacracy,

and Endegarrand had compassion of her because  “le han quitado absolutamente

todos los empleos y tiene que pasar la vida en el ministerio para ver de sacar

algo. Le tengo mucha compasión porque ha sufrido muchas injusticias.” 239

Despite his complains, George Engerrand must have considered her an

outstanding researcher and he told Boas,  “estamos inclinados a solicitar del

ministro que se le conceda una pensión con el objeto de que se dedique

únicamente a folklore dejando sus empleos y en este caso ella podría ser un

elemento permanente de la escuela, como una especie de Secretario.” 240 In July

1913 she was chosen to do the Carta Arqueológica of Mexico with an annual

salary of $1,825 pesos.241 But she never did this task, and she was never

appointed as a permanent secretary or researcher in the School.

                                                  
238 “I am very disappointed, I still believe that she has an abnegated spirit, she is a useful element
but does not have wings. Talks but does not produce anything. All my efforts crash against her
lack of inertia. Everyday is a new promise and every day a new failure. I have not seen any
paragraph of her writing.”  July 17, 1913. FBP/APS, Folder #1.
239 “They have remove her all of her jobs and she needs to be always asking for something in
front of all the government offices. I have compassion for her because she has suffered many
injustices.” Ibid.
240 “we are convinced to demand the ministry the payment of a salary/pension for her, in order
that she can be devoted exclusively to the study of folklore and leave her other jobs. She could be
a permanent person in the School, something like a secretary.” June 17, 1913. FBP/APS.
241 July 26, 1913. AGN/IPBA, Vol. 113, exp. 28.
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CONCLUSIONS

Isabel Ramírez Castañeda was probably the first woman in Mexico to

engage in archaeological research, she was the closest one could be to a

professional archaeologist. She was involved in archaeology in the same years

than Zelia Nutall. But it is clear that Zelia Nuttall moved in a different scientific

circle than Isabel Ramírez. However both of them were somehow marginalized

and silenced from histories of archaeology. Their relationship with the

archaeological establishment in Mexico was ambiguous and not always easy. The

different experiences of those women indicate that in the practice of archaeology,

social and national privilege crosscuts with a “female identity.” But Zelia Nuttall

and Isabel Ramírez share a similar position within the narratives of archaeology;

their presence has been silenced in “heroic narratives of quest and discovery.”

(Terrall 1998)

Mary Terrall tells us “in the Enlightenment, what came to be known as the

Scientific Revolution was usually touted as the work of great men illuminating the

darkness of superstition and authority with the light of reason and experience”

(1998:223).  Looking to several astronomical expeditions organized by the Paris

Academy of Science, she argues that scientific narratives could be seen as heroic

accounts about the “exploration of nature that combined physical effort and

daring with mathematical and instrumental prowess.” These narratives, which are
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implicitly gendered, fed into grand narratives of the progress that follows from

courageous battles against ignorance (Merchant 1980) .

Histories of archaeology fit well this model of a scientific narrative that

Terrall mentions. Scholars have adopted a narrative that mimics the style of

sciences in which the scientists gain knowledge and authority through heroic

physical effort that implies the discovery of ruins. These heroic narratives, Terrall

continues, brought rewards from patrons and readers who were expecting an

amount of risk in the process of “scientific discovery.” (Terrall 1998)  One could

use a parallel argument when we examine the role of two women who

participated in the International School of American Archaeology and Ethnology

within the history of Mexican archaeology.
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ZELIA NUTTALL
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Chapter 6: Zelia Nuttall: Doing archaeology from home

INTRODUCTION

This chapter looks to the interactions between North American and

Mexican archaeology from the point of view of Zelia Nuttall’s experience as
archaeologist in Mexico. Central to my argument is a reexamination of the notion

of marginality to understand historically the role of women in archaeology. This

chapter begins by situating my project within discussions about how to write the
history of women in science. I argue that in the case of archaeology, it is not only

necessary but also very valuable to view the connections among gender,
archaeology and nation. Taking that triad as a point of departure, I then examine

Zelia Nuttall’s participation in Mexican archaeology, and in particular how her

practice of archaeology surpassed the separation between her private space of
home, and the public space of the outside world if science.

VISITING ZELIA NUTTALL

“She was an archaeologist, and she had studied the Aztec remains so long,
that now some of the black-grey look of the lava rock, and some of the experience
of the Aztec idols, with sharp nose and slightly prominent eyes and an expression
of tomb-like mockery had passed into her face. A lonely daughter of culture, with
a strong mind and a dense will, she had browsed all her life on the hard stones of
archaeological remains, and at the same time she had retained a strong sense of
humanity, and a slightly fantastic humorous vision of her fellow men. From the
first instant, Kate respected her for her isolation and her dauntlessness. The world
is made up of a mass of people and a few individuals. Mrs. Norris was one of the
few individuals. True, she played her social game all the time. But she was an odd
number; and all alone, she could give the even numbers a bad time. ” (Lawrence
1962)
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As any other character in a novel, Mrs. Norris, who was inspired by the

North American archaeologist Zelia Nuttall in D.H Lawrence’s novel The Plumed

Serpent, was a constructed subject who nevertheless embodied aspects of reality.

The role of the novelist is not so different from the work of the biographer, or my

own task in this dissertation.

There are some traits of Nuttall’s portrayal as Mrs. Norris that I would like

to keep for their relevance to this chapter. Those are traits that reveal how images

of women scientists are constructed, and which coincide with what Nancy Parezo

has also commented about women anthropologists (Parezo 1993). For example,

about Ruth Benedict, Nancy Parezo says that “more than other figure in

anthropology, discussions of Benedict and her contributions have focused on

personal characteristics—her shyness, melancholy, deafness, generosity, and

aloofness. Her personality is seen as the basis for her ideas” (1993:15). As Parezo

argues, this reveals the inseparability of the intellectual from the professional,

which is not always so clear in male’s biographical accounts.

 Though I began with a fictional paragraph, I want to leave behind the

literary tropes through which Zelia Nuttall is romantically simplified, and thus

diminished. However, there are two qualities that I want to stress from the

archaeologist’s portrayal in D.H. Lawrence’s novel: on the one hand, the

description of an isolated woman who has browsed all her life among the hard
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stones but who still keeps a sense of humanity, as if that was an exceptional

attribute for a scholar. On the other, I also consider the author’s description of

Nuttall, as a woman who knew how to play the social game all the time, as if this

was her specific way of doing science.

I want to use these images as resources to write about the specific

direction a woman chose to do archaeology at the turn of the century; though my

goal is to address more general issues about how to historically understand the

place of gender in archaeological practice. I weave my narrative with the story of

Zelia Nuttall because I consider her marginal location in the scientific status quo

(past and present) as a privileged position to gain a perspective on the history of

archaeology that has been silenced from other narratives of the discipline. In this

sense, this chapter engages with one of the central questions of feminist studies of

scientific practice: the gendered consitution of the scientific subject.

In particular, it addresses Donna Haraway’s call to examine how and why

“some men become transparent, self-invisible legitimate witnesses to matters of

fact, while most men and all women were made simply invisible, removed from

the scene of action, either below the stage or offstage entirely? Women lost their

security clearances very early in the stories of leading-edge science”(1996:433).

As I have illustrated in the previous chapter, Zelia Nuttall was indeed at

the central scene of archaeological action and had a crucial role in Mexican
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archaeology during the late 19th and the early 20th century. But she did not became

a “legitimate witness” to be a protagonist in the existing histories of archaeology,

either in Mexico or the US. Instead of explaining this gap in the historiography by

her personal qualities (as if it was her fault or her lack of scientific rigor) I argue

that a close look at her biography and the historical context of her life can give us

some insights into the practice of archaeology at the turn of the century in Mexico

and the United States and its importance in larger projects.

I construct this chapter from pieces and fragments of information found in

the archive, in academic papers, letters, and other documents. More than a

biography, this chapter and the next one constitute a story elaborated by a “chorus

of voices… a murmuring of voices” (Joyce 1994:53) because what I have are just

traces of Zelia Nuttall’s life.  I read most letters Zelia Nuttall wrote during the mid

1880’s to the 1920’s to Frederic Putnam, Franz Boas, Phoebe A. Hearst, Frances

Mead (Putnam’s secretary at the Peabody Museum) and Marian Storm (friend of

Zelia Nuttall). I also read articles written about her, and her own publications.

With all those diverse materials I obtained a more complete impression of her life.

Through her words I had the opportunity to get to know better a character that has

for a long time had captivated my curiosity. In a way, I am witnessing Zelia

Nuttall becoming an archaeologist in a moment when for a woman that decision

was not the most common. However, Zelia Nuttall’ privileged status helped her
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make decisions and choose a path for her life that other women at that time could

not do. At the same time that I witness her struggles and privileges she had in her

life, I also make her into a witness of a period of the history of Mexican and North

American archaeologies. Though as I explained earlier I recognize her role as a

mediator between two traditions, I also aim to give her a more autonomous

identity.

The process that Hannah Arendt described as a “visitation,” in her

biography of Rahel Verhagen, inspires my writing. Hannah Arendt “visits”

Rahel’s room in Berlin, so she can “lift the veil from Rahel’s life and offer it as

the story of the German Jewish predicament of the mid-twentieth

century”(Weissberg 1997:16-17). Her visit is a way to establish a historical

relationship.  In a similar manner, my dissertation views in the life and historical

context of Nuttall some dimensions, premises, and conditions that were common

to many women in archaeology at the turn of the twentieth century.

There are still many holes and missing parts in Nuttall’s biography,

especially during her childhood and adolescence.  She married at 23 years old

with Alfons Pinart, but they divorced in 1888.242 Nuttall’s life during her marriage

remains also obscure, but in several of the letters that she wrote to Frederic

Putnam she mentioned the difficulties of her divorce. In the early months of 1888

                                                  
242 About Alphonse Pinart, see Wagner, H. (1962). Alphonse Pinart: A biographical note. Journey
to Arizona in 1876. Los Angeles, The Zamorano Club: 1-7.
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she was living in California and had to resolve the divorce in France because “it

has been ascertained that according to the French law the deed of separation

drawn up in California is absolutely null and void”243. Those inconveniences were

not allowing her to work on a paper she had to finish for Frederic Putnam.

The delay, she told Putnam “was caused by my being depressed in spirit

and health by all sorts of matter of a painful nature connected with my unfortunate

marriage.  Nor does there seem to be the slight possibility of procuring protection

for me and my child”244.  Her daughter was Nadine that accompanied her in most

of the trips that Zelia did during those years. But her relationship with Alfons

Pinart is not mentioned in the letters.

RETHINKING MARGINALITY

By choosing Zelia Nuttall as a major character in this chapter, I address

some silences or gaps in the history of Mexican and North American

archaeologies. The first, being the silence of her voice in constructed histories of

archaeology. Though some research has been done about Zelia Nuttall (Parmenter

1966; Chiñas 1988; Levine 1994) a proper understanding of her as a woman

archaeologist, as a foreigner who moved to Mexico to live close to where her

                                                  
243 March 4, 1888. ZNP/PM Box 2 folder 1
244 Ibid.
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intellectual interests laid, as a collector and exhibitor, as a traveler, as a mother,

and as a woman with interest in using education needs to be done.

However this chapter should not be read as a history of a silenced voice,

as much as an intention to narrate a historical narrative that has women at its

center. As such, other silences will be produced. In those lines, Michel Ralph

Trouillot says that “any historical narrative is a bundle of silences, the result of a

unique process, and the operation required to deconstruct these silences will vary

accordingly” (Trouillot 1995:23). Silences, continues Trouillot are of diverse

nature and enter the process of historical production in different moments; in the

moment of fact creation (making of sources) the moment of fact assembly (the

making of archives), the moment of fact retrieval (the making of narratives) and

the moment of retrospective significance (the making of history in the final

instance) (Trouillot 1995:26).

Despite the silences that would be created in this dissertation, and which

come from the shortage of sources about particular moments in her life, from the

making of the archives, and from my own interpretation, this chapter engages

with concerns in feminist historiographies of archaeology (Díaz-Andreu 1998)

(Gilchrist 1991; Sorensen 1998) (Levine 1999) (Reyman 1999) (Halporn 1999)

that have claimed the need to go beyond the process of finding women in the

record, and leave history of archaeology untouched.
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Thus, I locate my research about Zelia Nuttall within a body of literature

that aims to reconsider the historiography of the discipline from a gender

perspective. In this first section, through examining Zelia Nuttall’s displacement

from most disciplinary histories, I argue that her marginality should be examined

carefully and not just taken as a given. Thus, adopting a perspective of disbelief, I

examine her central position in an international community of scientists and her

debates that were central for the archaeology of the time. Specifically I explore

her role as a primary and strong mediator between North American and Mexican

archaeologies at the turn of the century, a position that I argue, goes beyond her

particular intervention in the establishment of the International School. In the

previous chapters I have already mentioned the importance of Zelia Nuttall in the

establishment of the International School, but in this chapter I illustrate how her

relation with Mexico was not primarily through the establishment of the School

but through her own home.

In this case the notion of marginality emerges. In the process of

professionalization at the turn of the century, archaeology became more

associated with institutions such as museums or universities, and with fieldwork.

At that time Zelia decided to stay at home. Yet from home she was also a part of

an international community of science. Zelia Nuttall was a member of the most

important scientific societies of the time both in Mexico and the United States.
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She was a woman who worked in a mostly male environment who managed to

organize her career and her family in this atmosphere.

Her engagement in archaeology occurred in a moment when it became

professionalized. I explore the meaning and implications of an archaeology

practiced from home, and in doing so, I expand the boundaries between private

and public spheres in scientific practice.

ARCHAEOLOGY, GENDER, AND NATION.

Zelia Nuttall was a foreigner in Mexico, who participated in the

institutionalization of a strong national scientific tradition, but she has remained

outside official histories of Mexican archaeology, neither is she a part of the

history of North American archaeology. A close look to Zelia Nuttall’s particular

intervention in archaeology brings a unique perspective to understand the

connections between archaeology, nationalism, and gender. This exercise requires

thinking at the same time of archaeology as a gendered practice, and nationalism

as a gendered discourse.

Histories of the nation and histories of archaeology are formally very

similar: they are written as histories of insiders and outsiders. Disciplinary

histories of archaeology are explained as a sequence of methodological successes,

as genealogies of discoveries or paradigmatic changes, as a history of great men

of science. The nation is similarly narrated as a genealogy of events, a succession



244

of cultures, kings, or presidents. Some cultures become part of the nation’s past,

often others are left outside the national history. In those histories, normally,

women are left outside, so we have the “fatherlands” of nations and the “great

fathers” of modern science.

Since the mid eighties gender archaeology has become a well-established

topic of research. The pioneering work of Conkey and Spector in the early 1980’s

(1984) stimulated multifarious research, but in these approaches “historiographic

analyses of women archaeologists have played only a minor part” (Diaz-Andreu

1998:1) As a result, in the late 1990’s in an edited volume about the history of

women in European archaeology, Diaz Andreu and Sorensen argued that a critical

historiography should address “the need to understand the disciplinary integration

of women, to appreciate the varying socio-political contexts of their work, to

reveal the unique question between their roles as women and their academic

lives”(Diaz-Andreu 1998:1). The need for this endeavor, they continue, “will

force a much needed revision of the disciplinary history by revealing its

mechanisms of selecting and forgetting, and will play an important role in the

analysis of archaeology’s knowledge claims” (1998:1).

Sorensen also warns us of the dangers of doing historiographies of women

in archaeology as a complement of traditional historiographies, and she urges to

elaborate “a critical contextual understanding of the presence/absence of women
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in the discipline that aims to unravel the relationship between social-sectors

interests and the institutionalized (re-) production of knowledge”(1998:31). The

main challenge, Sorensen says, is not to add women to existent historiographies,

an exercise that various histories of the discipline have already done, but to situate

at the forefront of particular cases how gender issues intersect with the practice of

archaeology (1998:32).

In recent years, some archaeologists have examined how nationalist biases

affect archaeological interpretations of the past. These studies have produced

several case studies that document how nationalism has tainted archaeology’s

objective claims, in places like Germany, Israel, Ireland, Spain, Italy, and France

(Arnold 1990; Kohl and Fawcett 1995; Díaz-Andreu and Champion 1996;

Schnapp 1996). But in the United States, the discipline still has strong

commitments to scientific objectivity, and the exploration of the politics of

archaeology has been less accepted than in other areas. In Mexico, on the other

hand, archaeology has had always an overt link with nationalist projects, specially

after the 1910 Revolution, and therefore it could appear that the issue of

nationalism can be “repaired” by cleaning ideological aspects from the empirical

data.

Regarding gender and archaeology recent research shares similarities with

the above-mentioned critiques of nationalism in archaeology. As Alison Wylie
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argues, some authors who denounce the gender biases of archaeological research,

are very committed to archaeology’s objectivity, and therefore in most of the

cases the unveiling of gender biases has tried to “safeguard the authority of

science and of specific scientific claims by eliminating from the processes by

which we evaluate knowledge claims any hint of contamination from social and

political context” (1997:97). Thus archaeology remains untouched as a scientific

practice. In turn, the history of archaeology has prioritized a progressive narrative

that emphasizes how the growing development of scientific rigor has been able to

domesticate, if not avoid, political (nationalism) and gender biases so common in

the past (for exceptions see (for exceptions see the articles in Schmidt 1995;

Schlanger 2002).

Having this in mind, my specific contribution to the historiography of

women in archaeology is to examine with the same lenses archaeology, gender,

and nationalism. Through the study of the life of Zelia Nuttall, her complex

negotiations within a mostly masculine discipline, her solutions to the tension

between femininity and professionalism, her strategies to move in an international

community of science in a moment of strong national stimulus, as well as her

specific contributions to the study of the past, I am directly addressing the

complex social and political issues that have accompanied scientific research. As I

said earlier in this dissertation, archaeological research has had since its early
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times an intense nationalist component. Archaeology has been closely tied to the

search of the nation’s origins, and therefore the entrance of women into the realm

of the science of the nation was not very accepted.

I argue that Nuttall’s status as a foreigner in Mexico granted her a

privileged status to practice archaeology on “her own terms” (Stein 2001). And

yet, her gender was also a limitation for her. Understanding those two aspects of

Nuttall is a basic theme running through these chapters. Her ability to move in

Mexico, in her home and abroad, in the Museum and at conferences, and still,

confronting her own insecurities in an environment that was mostly masculine.

A WITNESS AND PARTICIPANT IN DEBATES ABOUT THE MEXICAN PAST.

Zelia Nuttall was a passionate defender of the idea that the descendants of

the Aztec race inhabited Mexico during her time, and she relied on archaeology to

sustain her ideas. Though she acknowledged and proved in her studies that the

Spanish conquest had altered tesciencehe way of life of the inhabitants of Mexico,

in her writings she warned readers that “there are probably few people of the

United States who do not know that four sevenths of [Mexico’s] population are

pure Indians, belonging to different tribes, and that the Aztec race is represented

by thousands of individuals, endowed with fine physiques and intelligence, who

speak, with more or less purity the language of Montezuma” (Nuttall 1897:265).
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Though her views on defense of the Aztec civilization were not unique at

that time, she was very overt in blaming “the unscrupulous exhibition, by a series

of showmen” that have disseminated the “erroneous idea that the Aztec race was a

hideous one and is now extinct” (Nuttall 1897:265). In her archaeological writings

she combated the feeling of aversion that most people had towards ancient

Mexicans, which were regarded as “ugly, dwarfish and bloodthirsty savages,

having nothing in common with civilized humanity”(Nuttall 1897:265).

It was specifically through archaeology that Zelia Nuttall had an important

role in popularizing knowledge about the past in order to “argue forcefully against

stereotypes of Mexico’s native peoples” (1897:280). In this sense, one could

argue that she was a propagandist, and used archaeology to disseminate ideas

against prevailing stereotypes that accompanied the study of the Mexican past.

She enjoyed that role both in front of a Mexican and US audiences, and for sure,

the impact of her voice was different in those contexts.

When in 1897 Nuttall was writing about Ancient Mexican superstitions

she was addressing a North American public and trying to forge a “growing

recognition of the bonds of universal brotherhood which unite the present

inhabitants of this great and ancient continent to their not unworthy predecessors,

who, during untold centuries, labored, suffered, and strove, with terrible
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earnestness to solve, as best as they could, the great problem of human

life”(Nuttall 1897:281).

In 1929 Nuttall had lived in Mexico City for two decades and she was

intensively involved with the Mexican Department of Public Education to start a

new tradition among school children. She reported to her friend Marian Storm, a

well known traveler that wrote extensively about Mexico:  “in May 18th, for the

first time since 1519, in Mexico City, in several schools, the passing of the sun

through the zenith will be publicly observed and the Aztec New Year re-instituted

as a national festival. Thousands of school children will sing and dance and

observe the mysterious phenomenon.”245

Zelia Nuttall could not hide her excitement and told her friend that she

was going to “speak at the Normal School where 5,000 pupils will celebrate! It is

strange to have ‘archaeology’ produce such a lively offspring!”246 Zelia Nuttal

had a clear idea of what was the place of archaeology in her life, she told Marian

“you can imagine how happy it has made me to have extracted from the grave of

the past a germ so vital and lively that it will set children dancing and singing and

observing the sun every year.”247 For Zelia Nuttall, the past was a usable and

necessary scientific venture.

                                                  
245 May 20, 1928. SSC, Box 1, Folder 6.
246 Ibid.
247 Ibid.
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DECOLONIZING ARCHAEOLOGY. THE USES OF A NATIONAL PAST

In her study of primatology, Donna Haraway has brilliantly exposed how

“monkeys and apes have a privileged relation to nature and culture for western

people: simians occupy the border zones between those potent mythical poles”

(1989:1). She uses primatology as a scientific discourse in which one can explore

the themes of race, sexuality, gender, nation, family and class. Haraway chooses

the discourse of primate sciences because its “objects of study:” apes and

monkeys occupy a border zone between culture and nature for western people,

and also because they are also in the “boundaries of so many struggles to

determine what will count as knowledge” (Haraway 1989:13). A similar claim

could be said for the past as reconstructed by archaeologists:  the past has been

“the other” for archaeology.

For Zelia Nuttall that “other,” the Mexican past, was a necessary aspect to

“throw a new light upon the increased mortality and degeneration of the native

race after the Conquest, phenomena which have generally been attributed to the

oppression and cruelty of the Spaniards” (Nuttall 1927:40). As I said earlier,

Nuttall was a defender of a scientific study of the past in order to popularize this

knowledge among Mexican kids, so they could love their ancestors. For example,

in an article published in 1930 in the prestigious Boletín de la Sociedad Mexicana

de Geografía y Estadística, Nuttall questioned the belief that ancient Mexicans
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were the most inhuman and cruel society because they sacrificed children (Nuttall

1930). Nuttall criticized the uses of a barbaric and savage past  that “tienden a

influenciar a la juventud y la niñez, a odiar y a despreciar a sus ascendientes en

lugar de animarlos a reconocer los conocimientos que habían alcanzado y todo lo

bueno que habían alcanzado, y a juzgar todo lo ignorante y salvaje que había en

ella como en todas en el mundo”248 (1930:186). Current calls to decolonize

anthropology could be inspirational for archaeology, and yet, archaeology’s

“othering” of the past has its own logic and requires its own examination. In a

way, Zelia Nuttall colonized the Mexican past in order to decolonize the world of

science from prejudices.

During the nineteenth century Mexico´s past had a role to play for the

Americas, specifically in discussions about civilization, culture, barbarism, and

nationhood. Mexico’s archaeology produced “a past” that became a site where

discussions about civilization, human nature, degeneration and/or culture were

being shaped. Mexico was a space for orientalist gazes. The nature of Mexico’s

pre-colonial society was a question of philosophical debate since the 16th century.

Archaeology in particular had a very specific input on the Americanist version of

those controversies. Scholars and travelers wrote intensively about Mexican

antiquities, sometimes as aberrant manifestations of the barbaric nature of pre-

                                                  
248 Influence kids and young people to hate and detest their ancestors instead of encourage them to
acknowledge the knowledge they reached and all the good aspects that the civilization had, and to
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hispanic inhabitants of Mexico, others as examples of a civilized and

sophisticated culture.

Nuttall’s choice to work in an area affected by colonial intervention such

as Mexico was a departure from that tradition, and at the same time very common

among pioneer women anthropologists such as Elsie Clews Parsons, Sarah Yorke

Stevenson, Matilda Cox Stevenson, and Alice Fletcher during the early decades of

the twentieth century (Visweswaran 1998).

Through anthropology, these women were turning to the “primitive” to

question conventional ideas about women’s status, sexuality and the family in

modern society; popularizing their work, they were crucial for what Desley

Deacon calls “bringing social science back home”(Deacon 1998). And yet, the

specific work of archaeology in this moment, and therefore the role of Zelia

Nuttall as an archaeologist in criticizing current stereotypes against Mexican

native peoples has been scarcely examined. Zelia Nuttall had a unique

contribution as a woman archaeologist who denounced the complicity of scholars

in believing and promoting the Spanish conquest narratives, themselves strongly

gendered, which described the Aztecs as ugly and savage peoples.

                                                                                                                                          
judge also all the bad and savage aspects that all the civilizations of the world had.
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THE MEXICAN PAST, WOMEN IN THE PAST.

When in 1909 Franz Boas and Murray Butler, president of Columbia

University were formalizing the plans for the organization of the International

School of Archaeological and Ethnological Sciences in Mexico City, Zelia Nuttall

was already residing in a house in Coyoacan, and they considered that she “would

be the best mediator…. Since she is quite familiar with the condition of

archaeology in Mexico.”249 Butler hoped that she could be able to “stir up the

Mexican Government.”250  It was from her location at home that Zelia Nuttall was

viewed as a possible mediator between two national scientific traditions. This was

a gendered position, one that highlights the connections Nuttall was able to make

between the home and the international community of science.

Zelia Nuttall participated in international debates and I she spoke from

Mexico without being Mexican. Zelia Nuttall lived in Mexico City and she

participated in those debates as an inhabitant of Mexico, but also as a foreigner.

She was part of a generation of pioneer women anthropologists and archaeologists

who in diverse ways had an important role in debates about civilization at the turn

of the century, because in them, among other things, notions of sexuality and

women’s contribution to civilization were at stake (Visweswaran 1998). Though

the discourse of civilization in North America was not homogeneous, and had

                                                  
249 October  9, 1909. Franz Boas to Murray Butler. CU/CF. 318/3
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multiple readings, it could be said that “in the long run, the version of civilization

with the most influence were the ones that asserted white male supremacy”

(Bederman 1995).

In Mexico, the notion of “the Aztec woman” as depositary of a pre-

hispanic moral (civilized or barbaric) was fundamental in the elaboration of a

mestizo nationalist discourse, especially since the mid-nineteenth century. For

example in the Columbian Exhibition in 1893, Mexico participated with a

collection of Mexican women poets and in the introductory essay, Jose Maria

Vigil praised the Aztec woman as repository of the nation’s civilization.251

Zelia Nuttall did not overtly participated in those debates from a women’s

perspective as other women did at that time. Alice Fletcher or Elsie Clews

Parsons were more interested in issues of sexual equality and differentiation and

their anthropological studies on primitive societies were used to elaborate nascent

critiques to civilization. (Bederman 1995; Deacon 1997; Visweswaran 1998) The

equation between civilization and manliness was not only questioned from a

women’s perspective, but also from a racial one. Women like Ida B. Wells or

Charlotte Perkins Gilman, though had different points of view, both disclosed

very clearly how issues of race and gender were tied in the discourse of

civilization.

                                                                                                                                          
250 Butler to Boas, n.d. Columbia Central Archives Butler Files 318/3
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Gail Bederman explains women’s stake in the discussions about

civilization that were taking part at the turn of the century in United States. For

example, in what has been considered one of the most impressive shows of

western civilization at the end of the nineteenth century, the Chicago International

Fair in 1893 had a specific building for women, but the organizers of the

exhibition “made certain that the White City’s advanced civilization appeared

overwhelmingly male” (see also,Weimann 1981; Bederman 1995)

However, the Lady Managers at the Fair highlighted the work of some

primitive women in the Women’s Building, but the logic of the exposition was to

construct manly white civilization in opposition to unmanly swarthy barbarism,

and this made it impossible to accept the existence of fully civilized men and

women who were not of European ancestry” (Bederman 1995:36). But at least,

even if marginal to the White City, white women got a building and an official

board (the lady managers), men and women of color were not even present at the

White City.

The Women’s Building highlighted the work of “primitive” women with

the intention to show that women had contributed productively to the

advancement of civilization from the very dawn of time. Mexico was also

represented in the women’s pavilion, where women exhibited clothing from

                                                                                                                                          
251 Look for the exact quote. See also Ruiz, A. (2001). "La India Bonita: Nación, Raza y Género
en el México Revolucionario." Debate Feminista 24: 142-162.
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Toluca and Tehuantepec, pottery and paintings together with three volumes of

poetry.252 Along the lines of other products exhibited in the Women’s building,

they highlighted their specific feminine character within the domestic space. But

as Bederman suggests, the Lady Managers accepted the contributions of these

women because they seemed historic; that is, the African baskets and Navajo

blankets were “depicted not as the products of living women of color, but as

representations of the work of white women’s own distant evolutionary

foremothers” (1995:38).

Joan Mark mentions that women were given very confusing signals at the

Chicago Exposition. On the one hand, it seemed a triumph for feminists, because

there was a special building for women, and there were women exhibitors,

speakers and judges. On the other hand, “within their professions, women felt less

secure, they felt aside” (1988:210). Mark relates this feeling of insecurity and

discontent to transformations occurring within the discipline, a “struggle between

the claims of research and popularization” which was related to the growing

professionalization of science.

ZELIA NUTTALL IN THE COLUMBIAN FAIR

Zelia Nuttall attended and participated in various ways in the Chicago

International Fair. Nuttall was part of musical “tableau vivant” called “The Seven

                                                  
252 Cano and Maria Elena Diaz Alejo.
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Ages of Columbus” presented in the Assembly Room on October 12th. The

performance was arranged by Countess di Brazza, an American woman married

to an Italian nobleman (Weimann 1981).  Twelve Indians were lent by Colonel

Cody to present the musical on Columbus Day and “the rest of the cast was

studded with stars,” Zelia Nuttal as a court lady, Laura Hayes as the genius of

Progress, Mary Logan as the genius of Music253 (Weimann 1981:410).

Besides her artistic contribution in the Women’s Section, Zelia Nuttall

displayed some of her archaeological research in the Science Room of the

Women’s Building (Weimann 1981:437). In the exhibition Nuttall presented large

charts that illustrated her theories about Aztec stone calendars and the

astronomical and mathematical knowledge of the Aztec. Her research on the

Aztec calendar was catalogued by the Science and Ethnology Committees but was

displayed in the Science Room. The Science Room was mostly filled with the

work of geologists, botanists, taxidermists, and entomologists, who had responded

to the Board’s call for exhibitors in “rare and interesting lines of work”.

When Zelia Nuttall exhibited the charts and the paper about the Aztec

Calendar, she was indeed doing an interesting line of work; her research proposed

the connections between ancient American societies and Egyptian and Middle

                                                  
253 Mary Logan was a writer and editor of the monthly magazine Home, she was a member of the
Executive Committee of the Women’s Department. Laura Heyes was Mrs. Palmer’s secretary.
Palmer was in charge of the Women’s building in the exhibition.
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Eastern civilizations. She intervened and illustrated a controversial debate that has

lasted for a long period of time.

In 1893 when Nuttall participated in the Columbian Exhibition she was

just at the beginning of her career. She was versatile woman, who traveled around

the world, spending long periods of time in libraries and museums, searching for

private collections of Mexican art and archaeology, sometimes for her own

research and sometimes as part of a mission for institutions such as the University

of Pennsylvania Museum, where her friend Sarah Yorke Stevenson worked. Her

collecting mission to Russia in 1896 was funded by Phoebe A. Hearst, and though

perhaps this is not the exact place to deeply examine the Russian trip, I use her

experience in Russia as a an avenue to understand better her participation in

science at large.

Before she settled in Mexico City in 1904, she visited libraries and

museums in Europe, studying manuscripts and archaeological collections related

to Mexico. Even when she was in Mexico, she continued her travels and intense

research in Europe on themes related to Mexican archaeology. The work in

Russia gave her a solid scientific experience with archaeological and ethnological

materials. She was indeed a person that moved easily between the world of social

elites and science, worlds that were closely linked.
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FROM RUSSIA TO MEXICO AMONG THE POLITICAL AND CULTURAL ELITES

When Franz Boas and Murray Butler contacted Zelia Nuttall in Mexico to

establish the school, Zelia had already had long expertise as an archaeological

diplomat. She was part of a mission organized by the Museum of Philadelphia to

collect archaeological and ethnological specimens in Russia in 1896-1899, in a

mission paid by Phoebe A. Hearst.

Mrs. Phoebe Apperson Hearst was a rich woman who patronized various

archaeological expeditions and collecting trips during that turn of the century in

North America. Her interests were not only archaeology, but she also funded

research in botany, paleontology, education, and arts (Peterson 1985; Jackins

1999; Nasaw 2000; Stein 2001). She was also a major funding contributor for the

establishment of The University of California Anthropology Department.

Zelia Nuttall saw herself as an ideal person for the trip, and though she

was dubious to accept the offer, in the end she was convinced of her abilities. She

wrote to her friend Mrs. Hearst who was also going to Moscow how happy she

was about seeing her in Moscow. But Zelia was mostly proud of herself to have

accepted the position in the collecting mission.  She told Phoebe Hearst “what a

strange coincidence it is that I had been asked to fill that mission and after much

hesitation had occupied the responsibility. Owing to my connections with

archaeological persons in Russia I shall be able to discharge my duties
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successfully and obtain fine contributions to the Philadelphia Museum….I am

looking forward with eager and interest to fulfilling my mission in Russia and

shall put my whole heart and soul in it.” 254

She had full confidence about her capability to move in scientific,

intellectual and political circles in different nations, and she was clear about that

with Phoebe Hearst “it will certainly be a great and unexpected treat to be able to

witness the coronation festivities and my Russian friends have been making

efforts to secure my presence at all the official fetes.” 255

A few years later, before her final decision to move to Mexico City, Zelia

Nutall traveled to Mexico to explore the possibility of doing archaeological work

there. At that time, Nuttall had already an experience she had been putting in

practice in Russia, among the aristocratic elites. During her trip to Mexico, Nuttall

had interviews with influential people in the government and she wrote to her

mentor Frederic Putnam with enthusiasm telling him about “the most satisfactory”

encounter she had with the Mexican Ministry of Public Education Justo Sierra

during a short visit to the Mexican capital. She also had plans to meet soon with

Limantour “the probable successor of Porfirio Diaz”. The meeting with Sierra

made her realize that “no matter how stand, I see that I can have what I ask for

and I also know under what conditions I would be willing to do work here next

                                                  
254 16 april  1896. Berkeley
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year, as regards my position towards the Mexican government. I have decided not

to make my formal application here before the autumn.” 256

When Zelia Nuttall established herself in Mexico she already had the

experience of her previous “mission to Rusia” and she had acquired a good

knowledge of how to interact among social and political circles in different

countries, a crucial condition for archaeological research at that time. In Mexico

she became very early a member of the most prestigious Porfirian scientific

institutions such as the Sociedad Cientifica Antonio Alzate and the Sociedad

Mexicana de Geografia y Estadistica, in both of them she was for a long time the

only woman (Brambila Paz 1997).

 In those scientific circles, social and political relationships and networks

were of much importance, and Zelia Nuttall was in this sense a woman with a

great cultural and scientific capital.  Though almost nothing has been written

about Zelia Nuttall’s work in Russia,257 her personal correspondence with Phoebe

Hearst illustrates that Nuttall was involved in archaeological collecting in a

moment when archaeology was a pre-institutionalized science, and functioning in

a social system of patronage and social networks, very different from the

institutionalized and academic archaeology of later periods.

                                                                                                                                          
255 Phoebe Hearst Papers, Bancroft Library, 16th April 1896.
256 Check cita
257 Alex Pezzati wrote a short but informative note about Nuttall’s travels to Russia. Pezzati, A.
(2000). "A Crowning Achievement: Zelia Nuttall in Czarist Russia." Expedition 42(2): 7-8.
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Here, I found very insightful Mario Bagioli’s characterization of scientific

practice in the culture of absolutism. For this author, the relationship between

power, knowledge and self-fashioning becomes central to understand scientific

practice (Bagioli 1993). Though Bagioli talks specifically about Galileo in

Renaissance Italy, he raises general comments about patronage and Galileo’s self-

fashioning as a courtly scientist. Specially if we consider Luis Vazquez’s

description of Mexican archaeology as developing very closely to the patrimonial

and royal interest in collecting of the Spanish monarchy (Vázquez León 1996).

The picture that Vázquez draws for Mexican archaeology resembles very much

the environment Bagioli describes for 17th century Italy where Galileo lived. In

particular, the system of patronage and the importance of self-fashioning help me

to understand Zelia Nuttall’s place in archaeological practice. According to

Bagioli, in this system of patronage the difference between family and patronage

ties, or between friendship and clientelism was often blurred (Bagioli 1993).

 Zelia was perhaps marginalized from a masculine environment of science,

but her social privileged status was not an obstacle to move in an atmosphere in

which aristocracy, patrons, collectors, amateurs, scientists, and artists

collaborated. In this scientific environment, Nuttall was able to fashion her own

career style. While in Moscow, Zelia Nuttall managed to be invited to the

coronation celebrations, since as she told Putnam, her friend Countess Ouvaroff,
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“kindly spoke to the Grand Duke Serge about me and he promised to have me

included amongst the invited guests but told that it was necessary that the US

Minister should subscribe my name, without delay, on their list of persons

recommended by the US Government.” 258 The relevance of the episodes in

Mexico and Russia is not only that they flesh out Zelia Nuttall’s scarcely

researched but fascinating life259, but also that they illustrate several aspects about

the practice of archaeology at the turn of the century hardly examined in histories

of archaeology.

Writing about Zelia Nuttall, Ross Parmenter highlighted that she was “not

merely a scientist; she was also a socialite. She moved among the wealthy and the

fashionable as a peer. This means that she was often able to serve as a mediator

between two worlds: the world of patronage and the world of scientific projects in

need of patronage” (1966:94). As Parmenter commented, Nuttall was

undoubtedly a woman who moved comfortably among the wealthy and

sometimes aristocratic circles in Russia, Mexico, Germany and the United States,

and she did knew how to take advantage of that atmosphere for her own career as

an archaeologist. But what for Parmenter seems a uniqueness of Zelia Nuttall,

(her ability to move between two worlds) for me is a common characteristic of

how archaeology was practiced at the turn of the century. These social circles as

                                                  
258 Phoebe Hearst Papers, Bancroft Library, 16th April 1896.
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well as amateurs, professionals, and politicians formed the archaeological

“scientific community” at the turn of the century. Thus, I make use of this quality

or attribute of Nuttall as an avenue to explore the practice of archaeology in a

moment when the worlds of science and patronage were not separate, and in

which there was a space of inclusion for privileged women such as Nuttall.

SCIENCE AND NATION. BEYOND SEPARATE SPHERES

 Talking about science and nationhood, Ludmilla Jordanova (1998) argues

that it was during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries when “the concept of

‘nation’ came to serve in this period as a vehicle through which the political

aspirations of scientific communities and science claims to public usefulness

could be articulated and realized (…) in the course of the twentieth century, it has

come to be taken for granted that science is for and of the nation. Simultaneously,

the international character of modern science has been so often stressed that links

between science and distinctive national characteristics are sometimes constituted

as aberrant” (1998:195). Some of the aspects raised by Jordanova are relevant

now to think about the “problem of women” in the science of the nation.

Examining the role of American women in science, Sally Gregory

Kohlstedt argues that women engaged in scientific work throughout much of the

nineteenth century, but they remained on the periphery of the scientific

                                                                                                                                          
259 Nothing has been written in English about her mission to Russia
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community (Kohlstedt 1978). “Moreover” she says “the scientific community

itself, in its conscious effort to professionalize, to establish an international

reputation and to raise the status of American science, formed national specialized

or honorary associations and established journals that were not receptive to

women. As the scientific community became professional, it limited the

acceptance of all who presented them or were perceived as amateur-like. Thus,

women doing research and writing remained largely invisible” (1978:81). In a

similar note, but addressing archaeology in particular, Alice Kehoe notes how

“the standard histories of archaeology seem to avoid as far as possible the pursuit

of identifying women’s contributions to the discipline” (1992:24).

A link could be drawn between the nation as a public space (a

brotherhood) to be constructed and studied by men, and the confinement of

women to the domestic/private space and thus foreign to nation and science.

Martha Vicinus comments on the public and private aspects of science are

relevant to think about Zelia Nuttall’s position within archaeology (Vicinus

1996). Vicinus says that “as long as science remained an amateur occupation of

doubtful economic security and without a career structure and public rewards,

isolated women from the upper classes –often related to a well-known pioneering

scientist—made independent contributions as scientists” (Vicinus 1996).  Zelia

Nuttall could be considered one of those isolated woman who contributed to
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Mexican archaeology from her specific spatial location in Mexico, but she was

also a member of scientific community that had international dimensions.

The international aspect of the nationalization of science is well described

by Ludomila Jordanova who examines the creation of scientific communities

using Anderson’s notion of imagined communities. She argues that scientific

communities have developed in a similar manner than nations “members feel

comradeship with people they will never meet, and they have both a collective

memory and a capacity to imagine their nation’s future” (1998:197). Feminist

readings of nationalism have questioned the inclusiveness of this notion of

“comradeship” or “national membership” which implies that the nation as well as

science was defined as masculine entities (Aretxaga 1997). In this sense, Zelia

Nuttall’s friendship with Alice Fletcher, Sarah Yorke Stevenson, Phoebe A.

Hearst, or Marian Storm could be seen as an alternative to masculine international

communities of scientists.

Zelia had a good relationship with a well-established network of

archaeologists and anthropologists, people like Frederic Putnam, Eduard Seler,

Franz Boas, Ezequiel Chavez; but she also participated in an international

community of women that were involved in archaeological practice with research

or with funding. Thus, more than a mediator between two national traditions, I

would argue that Zelia Nuttall was located at home and abroad at the same time.
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She was a member of a transnational community of science, and she felt

comfortable in this space.

SETTLING A HOME TO PRACTICE ARCHAEOLOGY.

 April 1998, an article in the Mexican paper El Universal announced that

an area of the American cemetery in Mexico City was going to be destroyed; it

was the area where Zelia Nuttall had been buried in 1933. Two Mexican

archaeologists, Luis Alberto Vargas and Jaime Litvak, had proposed that the

government of Oaxaca move Nuttall’s remains to Oaxaca, and probably rebury

her in the archaeological site of Monte Alban. The reformation of the Panteon

Americano advanced the conditions for a group of Mexican scholars to talk about

Zelia Nuttall, and agreed that Zelia Nuttall “es una mujer muy destacada, que

merece un estudio mas profundo de su vida y obra.”260

In April 1933, almost thirty years after she moved to Coayacan she had

died at the house she had imagined as her real first home. Until 1904, Zelia

Nuttall traveled between Europe and the United States, she lived in hotels,

residences and houses of friends and colleagues. She was many times

accompanied by her mother and brother, and in most of the places she settled to

                                                  
260 quote from internet. “she was a very prominent woman, and her life and career deserve a better
study”
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do research in the libraries, visit museums or write articles, she always seemed

very aware of the space she was surrounded by.

In November 1902 Zelia Nuttall wrote a letter to Mrs. Phoebe Hearst from

San Antonio, Texas, to announce that she was on the train “en route to Mexico.”

In January, 24th 1903, she wrote to her again already from Mexico City. As in

most of the other letters between Phoebe Hearst and Nuttall, the topic for

discussion was finances. But this time, funding for archeology was not the subject

of the letter, but Nuttall’s living arrangements in Coyoacan, Mexico City. Zelia

Nuttall thanked Mrs. Hearst for the economic aid she gave to her “which has

relieved me of wearing anxiety, and shall will enjoy unpacking my belongings

and settling in the first real home I have possessed.”

At that time Zelia Nuttall was 43 years old and already a well-known

scholar who had presented papers in various international congresses, (Huelva)

and had traveled extensively in Europe and Russia, collecting archaeological and

ethnological objects for the Pennsylvania Museum. And yet, the letters she wrote

to Mrs. Phoebe Hearst reveal a strong sense of insecurity, mostly material, and

also an urgency to settle down and find a home. Ross Parmenter notes that when

Zelia Nuttall visited Mexico in 1902 she had “fallen in love with a house, called

Casa Alvarado. The red house caught Mrs. Nuttall imagination so strongly that

then and there she decided to abandon her plans of living in San Francisco and to
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settle in Mexico instead” (Mark 1988). At that moment Zelia Nuttall had already

been traveling and spending long periods of time in various cities in Europe,

where she always tried to manage and organize her intellectual work out of a

domestic space. Surely, she must have fallen in love with the house whose “all its

belongings save the bath rooms and electric lights are all in the 16th

century”(Mark 1988). The house also marveled Alice Fletcher when she went to

visit Nuttall in Mexico. And yet, the decision to settle down in this country  was

not only a domestic decision.

In a moment when archaeology was more a “private” practice, not always

connected with institutional bureaucracies, the organization of a workspace in the

home was a major aspect of archaeologist’s lives. What is surprising is that these

domestic arrangements are very explicit in her writings, while they are absent in

male archaeologist, or at least scientists such as Franz Boas, George Engerrand,

Eduard Seler or Manuel Gamio, do not talk about it as an important aspect of their

lives. Joan Mark depiction of Alice Fletcher in a similar manner to my own

interpretation of Zelia Nuttall. According to Mark , Fletcher found in Zelia Nuttall

the “example of a woman who was making a career on her own as an independent

scholar working out of her home, wherever that happened to be” (Mark 1988).

When Nuttall settled down in Coyoacan she was doing once more what

she had done in other moments in her life. And even once she had settled her
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house in Coyoacan, every time she traveled to do research outside Mexico, she

made significant efforts to recreate a sense of home. In December of 1905 she

wrote a letter to Frederic Putnam from Lausane (Switzerland) telling him “I have

settled down here for the winter and placed Nadine at a school close by. I have

now resumed my studies and I can expect to accomplish some good work this

winter and this is a peak of joy for me ….my present is quite ideal for me, I am in

an almost empty hotel out of town in the shore of the lake of Geneva. I enjoy

perfect seclusion and quietness.” 261  For Zelia, the possibility of producing good

work was linked to her immediate space.

Already in 1902, Nuttall had shared with her mentor the decision to

establish herself in Mexico City where “the climate suits me splendid. I think that

the plan to establish myself here in the land of my investigations is a wise one

from every point of view. The idea of doing so is the result of much thought and

deliberation, and Nadine is enchanted with that, which makes things easy for me

too.” 262 In this letter Zelia Nuttall makes a fascinating link between her private

space (as home) and the space of her research (Mexico). The climate suited her,

her daughter was happy, and she could be close to the land of her investigations.

In addition, her house in Mexico was also a space where many people

from Mexico gathered. She received visitors from outside Mexico who like Alice

                                                  
261 Zelia Nuttal to Frederic Putnam Box 2, Folder 1, November 1895.
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Fletcher, enjoyed the company of her friend. She was a hostess in Casa Alvarado,

“where she invited young scholars into her home for extended periods to help

them with studies of Mexican archaeology and colonial history” (Chiñas 1988);

see also(Mark 1980) . From her house she was also connected, she could reach

outside, and participate in the national archaeological politics.

For Zelia Nuttall the field was her home, a place where as he told Putnam

“I must have my books at a place of residence to retire to, work up my material.

All things considered I have come to the conclusion that the best thing for me to

do is to establish my headquarters in one of the suburbs of Mexico City, where I

can have food, nice and perfect tranquility, a large garden and a spacious house of

a small rental compared with California rates. It seems easy to bring my furniture

and books here and here I will be at the fountain head and be able to do lots of

good work” 263. In those letters, Zelia Nuttall describes the home as a space where

she found security, a space of seclusion and tranquility, despite the fact that she

moved to Mexico City’s urban intensity.

There is ambivalence in Zelia Nuttall’s decision to move and settle in

Mexico. One that I would like to compare and contrast to Kamala Visweswaran’s

interpretation of female anthropologists doing fieldwork among Native Americans

at the turn of the century (Visweswaran 1998). Viswerwaran explains that in
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North America, despite the underlying “manifest destiny” ideology that promoted

an image of the western frontier as a wild space, and not a proper place for a

woman, anthropological fieldwork among Native Americans was associated with

Victorian gender ideas which considered that “woman’s moral superiority or

spirituality, the very qualities that made her custodian of the home, also qualified

her as a social and religious reformer” (Deacon 1997; Visweswaran 1998).  Thus,

she continues “while the “field” afforded some escape from urban gender roles for

early women anthropologists, they entered the field enabled by those very gender

roles”(Visweswaran 1998)  Visweswaran names this kind of participation in

fieldwork “evangelical ethnography.”

The experience of fieldwork in archaeology was similar but also had

specificities, and the role of pioneer women like Zelia Nuttall in Mexico was both

an escape, and part of a an “evangelical mission.” Nuttall saw herself as having a

crucial role in Mexican archaeological politics; a privileged position had Mexican

archaeologists who remained tightly connected with the North American

academic atmosphere. Zelia Nuttall played in Mexico a refined version of the

vectors of imperial scientific expansion, and as she mentioned to Putnam “with

me here in touch of the government and people I think that American institutions
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can profit. I can do some good in advancing science in this country.” 264  From her

home, she reached a larger audience.

CONCLUSIONS

Zelia Nuttall was able to work in archaeology on her own terms. In a

moment when archaeologists in Mexico and the United States became more

associated with institutions, and fieldwork came to be seen as the primary method

to acquire information about the past, Zelia remained at home. However, from

that space she was also able to participate in various scientific communities with

national and internationally scope, and she was involved in major archaeological

research. I argue that by choosing to do archaeology from “home,” Zelia was not

marginalized. Her social privilege and her status as foreigner, who settled in

Mexico, enabled Nuttall not to be marginalized.

                                                  
264 27-05-1902 To Putnam, Folder 4, Box 2.
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Chapter 7 :A señora cannot work outside the library.

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter I examine Nuttall research in La Isla de los Sacrificios and
the public controversy she had with Leopoldo Batres in 1910 after she excavated

and published the material from her research. I use this controversy as a window

to investigate historically how fieldwork in archaeology was gendered. I examine
the incident in order to consider how this particular aspect of Zelia Nuttall as a

woman archaeologist working in a foreign country could raise more general
questions regarding the gendered and national aspects of archaeological research.

I argue that in La Isla de los Sacrificios Zelia Nuttall moved outside a space that

was designated for women (the library), and engaged directly in the public space
of archaeological practice (the national soil), and therefore she was questioned.

THE IMAGE OF THE ARCHAEOLOGIST

The controversy concerning La Isla de los Sacrificios provides me with

new information about Zelia Nuttall, as a woman with multiple ways of

presenting herself, both in public and in private, and in two different national

environments (Mexico and the United States).265 Leopoldo Batres and Zelia

Nuttal were both participants of a scientific culture defined by individual self-

fashioning, and social and political networking (Bagioli 1993). I already described

                                                  
265 The more I know about her the more fascinating seems to me, how contrasting is her

voice when conversing with her mentors or colleagues Frederic Putnam and Franz Boas, and when
she debates publicly with Leopoldo Batres.
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Leopoldo Batres as a person who created an image of himself as the omnipotent

chief of Mexican archaeology. I linked this process of self-fashioning to the

intervention of foreign explorers in Mexican archaeology. Foreigners who in the

late 1890s arrived o Mexico to participate in archaeological work encountered

Batres as the public archaeological voice in the nation.. Contrary to other

foreigners, Zelia Nuttall did not have to interact with Leopolodo Batres to do

archaeology in Mexico. She was in this sense an independent researcher.

While the image of Leopoldo Batres as strong and self-centered man with

unlimited ambition is widely shared by scholars (Meyer 1988; Vázquez León

1993), the image of Zelia Nuttall has not been properly examined. She shaped an

image of herself with multiple sides. Among North American scholars such as

Murray Butler and Franz Boas, Nuttall offered an image of a woman that knew

and was able to move easily in scientific and patronage circles. This aspect of

Nuttall’s personality facilitated her intervention in Mexican archaeology. In other

moments, especially when she corresponded with Phoebe Hearst, Zelia portrayed

and image of herself as a woman in need of support, especially economic.

During the last decade of the nineteenth century Zelia Nuttall conversed

intensively with his mentor Frederic Putnam. She was younger, and in those

conversations, she presented herself in a different manner, as an insecure woman
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in need of academic support. For example, in June of 1886 she wrote Frederic

Putnam, saying, “my breath was fairly taken away by your words about reading a

paper myself.”266 The paper she was referring to was The Aztec Calendar, and

though at that time Nuttall seemed inhibited to present her paper in public, six

years later, in 1892, she delivered the paper in front of a large audience at the

International Congress of Americanists in Huelva.

In the letter that Zelia Nuttall wrote to Putnam, she expressed very clearly

how surprised she was by his offer to write and present publicly her ideas. Zelia

continued, “you who have lived in the atmosphere of the emancipation of women

can scarcely understand, I am sure, the effect of my European bringing-up has

still for me. It seemed to me almost over bold to put myself forward in print and

the idea of my standing up and endeavoring to convey information to persons

savier than I, fairly terrified me. Some years hence when I feel sure, at my ease in

my ethnological career I shall do as you suggested. Meanwhile I cannot feel but

flattered that you think me capable of making an acceptable paper.” 267

The interaction between Nuttall and Puntam lasted for several years, and

especially during the late 1880’s her relation with Putnam was clearly framed in

terms of student-mentor structure. If one had to judge by this letter and not by

what we know happened afterwards, we would think that Zelia Nuttall never

                                                  
266 June 25, 1886. ZNP/PM. Box 2, Folder # 1.



277

wrote the article. But not only she did, she was also awarded a Gold Medal for it.

This was one of the few instances in her correspondence when Zelia Nuttall

expressed herself as a woman and a scientist. Through the reading of her papers,

however, one does not find evidences that she sustained feminist ideals,

something that has been already noticed by some of the scholars (Chiñas 1988;

Levine 1994; Levine 1999). And yet, I want to pose the question of Nuttall’s

concerns as a woman and a scientist as something to be explored and not taken for

granted. What makes the experience of Zelia Nuttall a particular one to examine

the interaction between gender and archaeology at the turn of the century?

The public confrontation she had with Leopoldo Batres conveys an image

of Nuttall as a strong and assertive woman, with a clear belief in the support that

she received from a larger community of scientists. Zelia Nuttall chose to debate

Leopoldo Batres in public. She used the media to confront his accusations. Nuttall

was able to contradict Batres because she was a foreigner in Mexico, at the same

time she was accused because she was a foreigner and a woman.

Zelia did most of her research in a space that was not public, she was at

home and in the library, spaces that seemed appropriated for women at that time.

Her research in La Isla de los Sacrificios was the first movement as an

archaeologist outside the walls of a building, and though Zelia had other

                                                                                                                                          
267 Ibid.
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discoveries previously (Codex Nuttall) those occurred inside the libraries. In

1910, Zelia claimed a direct authorship and accountability to her discovery

outdoors, in a terrain that was and remained masculine.

Mary Ann Levine has addressed the gender aspects of the controversy

between Nuttall and Batres, though she states that “the extent to which Nuttall’s

gender played a role in inspiring such a lack of collegiality or having her research

undermined by Batres is unclear” (1999:145). Levine locates the incident within

the larger context of the establishment of professional associations such as the

Women’s Anthropological Association and the general restrictions placed “on

women’s entrance into higher education and the scientific

professions”(1999:145).

Considering those larger issues, Levine argues that “it is likely that

Nuttall’s gender played at least some role in producing negative sentiments

among her male peers” (1999:145). However, she continues, “although some

members of the anthropological community may have been uneasy with Nuttall’s

gender, she did earn the respect of many archaeologists (Franz Boas)” (idem).

Nevertheless, Levine does not pay attention to the fact that the incident between

Nuttall and Batres took place in Mexico, and that Nuttall, as a woman but also as

a foreigner, enjoyed an ambiguous position in Mexico’s scientific and social

environment.
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GENDERING THE FIELD

Zelia Nuttall did most of her archaeological work in the library; she was

just involved in fieldwork a couple of times during her long scientific career. In

1910 Zelia Nuttall participated in fieldwork in La Isla de los Sacrificios

(Veracruz, Mexico). After her involvement in archaeological excavations in the

island, she engaged in a public controversy with Leopoldo Batres, Inspector of

Monuments in Mexico, who questioned the validity of her research. Some authors

have paid attention to this controversy, arguing that it was a debate between two

strong and assertive personalities, without examining the larger implications the

dispute had for archaeology, professionalism, and gender in Mexico (Parmenter

1966; Levine 1994).

In April 1910 Zelia Nuttall wrote a letter to Franz Boas explaining that

with great disappointment she had renounced her title of “Honorable Professor of

the National Museum of Mexico as a protest against the treatment I received in

connection with my discovery and proposed exploration of the ruins on the La

Isla de los Sacrificios. I cannot give you details by letter, but I will merely state

that instead of being helped I was hindered in every way and that the conditions

offered me were impossible to be accepted by any self respected archaeologist.
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Meanwhile I have retired to “private life” and I am working at researches which

require no authorization of the Ministry”268

When Zelia Nuttall told Franz Boas that she had retired to “private life”

she did not mean that she was abandoning her passionate interest for archaeology,

but she was speaking in metaphorical terms: she was going to stay indoors instead

of outdoors. She was ending her short stay in the field, in the terrain of

archaeological remains. With the exception of digging in her private garden in

Casa Alvarado, her house in Coyoacan, her space to study Mexican archaeology

was in the libraries and at home, reading books and manuscripts; sometimes going

to the Museums and observing the objects already excavated by others, but her

presence was not out there in the field.

The house gave her a space of freedom to write, a space to have her

daughter close to her, and organize a network of people who could take care of

Nadine. But this was not a space of marginality. Zelia saw herself fully a part of a

community of scientists that worked in Mexico, and therefore she developed a

voice that enabled her to go public, and confront the main person in charge of

Mexican archaeology. This is, Zelia enjoyed an ambiguous location marked by

her social class, nationality and gender, in an environment that was undoubtedly

very masculine. I am not directly assuming that Zelia Nuttall was questioned

                                                  
268 April 6, 1910. FBPP
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because in Mexico women were cloistered in their homes, but I use Zelia Nuttall’s

words to investigate how issues of public vs. private, indoors vs. outdoors could

be understood from the perspective of science, and the issue of being a foreigner.

Though women in Mexico and the United States were not very prominent

in scientific practices that involved fieldwork; some of the sciences were more

open than others to female practitioners (Golde 1970; Gosztonyi Ainley 1987;

Haraway 1989; Keeney 1992; Kohlstedt 1995; Soojung-Kim Pang 1996; Shteir

1997). What seems more fascinating to me is to examine the distinct national,

racial and cultural aspects that affected gender roles in scientific fieldwork. For

example Alex Soojung-Kim for example, compares British and American

astronomical expeditions and how they affected the entrance of women in

astrophysical expeditions, he argues that contrary to the American style, British

expeditions had a centralized character that “made it almost impossible for

women to get into the field,” even as wives of astronomers (Soojung-Kim Pang

1996:40).

Early North American archaeologists traveled to Greece or the Middle

East to engage in archaeological fieldwork (Allsebrook and Allsebrook 1992;

Bolger 1994; Picazo 1998). It was their transnational experiences that enabled

those female archaeologists to be accepted within the discipline. That is, it was

their experience overseas, outside the national home, that enabled women to
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participate in fieldwork and adopt roles that perhaps in their nations they were not

allowed to have. Donna Haraway (1989) has already signaled the connections

between gender/colonialism and race in sciences such as primatology.

Archaeology has many similarities with human origins research. For example,

race was a dividing factor among early women archaeologists in the United States

(White, Sullivan et al. 1999). Indeed, archaeological fieldwork was gendered and

racialized since very early.

There are no historical studies about women scientists in Mexico. Neither

we have a clear understanding of how foreign women participated in Mexican

science. Pamela Henson (2002) has recently written about women scientists in

Latin America. Henson examines the work of Agnes Chase, a North American

botanist who traveled to Brazil. Chase’s political concerns and egalitarian

ideology drove her to establish connections with Latin American scientists while

she was in the field, and also engaged in international calls for women’s suffrage

and liberation. In this article, Henson highlights the close relation Agnes Chase

had with Maria Bandeira a Brazilian scientist, but she does not examine how

different or similar was the experience of those women of different national

background working in Brazil. That is, the two women engaged into a sort of

“scientific sisterhood” regardless national, ethnic or class background. As

discussed earlier, Zelia Nuttall did not establish friendships neither scientific
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collaborations with Mexican women, neither was she active in female political

struggles during the early twentieth century in Mexico.

The field of Mexican archaeology was already gendered before the

incident in La Isla de los Sacrificios. More men than women were involved in

Mexican archaeology. And this gender disparity is related to the close links

between archaeology and the nation. The presence of Zelia Nuttall in La Isla de

los Sacrificios in 1910 is different from that of those women who participated

closely with colonial and scientific expansions in the eighteenth and nineteenth

centuries, and who collected artifacts, plants and minerals from Africa, Asia and

the Americas. Zelia adopted Mexico as a homeland, and with her research she

remained close to this nation. As admirer of pre-Hispanic cultures she used

archaeology to engage directly in the construction of nationalist discourses during

the 1910s.

For Zelia Nuttall, La Isla de los Sacrificios was a place with great

mythical and symbolic meaning. According to her interpretation, the Island could

have been the mythical homeland of the Aztecs. That was, undoubtedly, a very

provocative interpretation that nevertheless she framed as a “working

hypotheses.” Leopoldo Batres never framed any concrete interpretation of the

remains from the Island, but he seemed inclined to geographically place the

origins of Mexico in the nation’s center. Thus, he labeled the material from La
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Isla de los Sacrificios as it had come from Teotihuacan. Zelia Nuttall was more

than upset when she saw objects from La Isla de los Sacrificios catalogued in the

Museum as if they belonged to the Teotihuacan culture. She denounced Batres,

and he responded. The debate however was not about their different interpretative

frameworks but about different ways of doing archaeology.

Thus, situating the incident from La Isla de los Sacrificios in the larger

context of gender roles, nationalism, and fieldwork in Mexico, I cannot avoid

raising the question of what would have happened had Zelia studied only the

archaeological materials from La Isla de los Sacrificios that were stored at the

Museum. Was her first-hand contact with archaeological objects in the excavation

too disobedient for that moment in Mexico? Was her fieldwork experience as a

woman and as a foreigner that was intimidating for Mexico’s pyramidal

archaeological hierarchy? Was Batres feeling invaded in what he considered his

own property? I suggest that it was a combination of all those things that

prompted Leopoldo Batres to respond fiercely to her accusations.  And in turn, I

argue that Zelia Nuttall’s reaction to Leopoldo Batres claims against her were

motivated not only by the particular incident in La Isla de los Sacrificios, but

were related to a larger context.
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  Nowadays, La Isla de los Sacrificios  is a small island, a forgotten place

in the history of archaeology that does not hold much meaning for local or

national traditions.

 LA ISLA DE LOS SACRIFICIOS

I visited Veracruz in the spring of 1999 without knowing how meaningful

the small “islet” was to Zelia Nuttall. She traveled searching out and reading

colonial documents, codices, and facsimiles to understand better the “life of

ancient Mexicans,” and in 1910 she embarked on her first fieldwork experience

with her friend and collaborator Mrs. Hamilton. That she did not do more

fieldwork should not have been seen as a shortfall for her career in a moment

when most archaeologists were armchair scholars who did not always visit the

field. And yet, the presence of women in the field of archaeology (as in other

sciences that implied fieldwork) has to be more deeply examined. A biographer of

Zelia Nuttall, for example, justifies her minimal fieldwork experience for reasons

of her sex (Gómez de Orozco 1933).  It is unavoidable not to highlight the fact

that the first time Zelia Nuttall went out to the field, she engaged in a debate that

made her retire to her “private life.”
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The island which is a half mile long was an emblematic site that brought

Zelia Nuttall into a debate of public dimensions in which the question at stake was

not only the outcome of the archaeological interpretation of the Island’s findings,

but also who was the proper subject of scientific research of Mexico’s past. That

is, the debate was personal, as well as scientific and political, and in this sense it

is also a good example of how scientific practice is a cultural activity.

During my visit to Veracruz, a bureaucrat from the local cultural

institution suggested I take a boat around the nice shoreline. The boat, the woman

who was giving information to mostly national tourists, told me, will take me very

close to La Isla de los Sacrificios. I was very excited with the idea of visiting the

site that Zelia Nuttall had excavated, and asked the woman if there were still

archaeological remains open to the public in the island.  She told me that entry to

the island was not allowed now, and that she did not know anything about

archaeological excavations in that site. A site that Zelia Nuttall had defined as “a

small island [that] has proven to be, in proportion to its size, one of the richest

archaeological areas in America, and one of the most interesting” (Nuttall

1910:291)

The person in charge of the cultural heritage of the town was unaware of

all the archaeological remains in the municipality. Contrary to other sites in the

State of Veracruz, the Island of the Sacrifices did not become part of the
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archaeological heritage to be visited by tourists. Tourists, like myself at that time,

could take a small boat with a driver, and navigate in the waters, snorkeling and

sunbathing in the boat. In less than half an hour, a small boat situated us (my

daughter, my sister and my brother in law) in front of La Isla de los Sacrificios,

where apparently there was nothing except a shark farm. But around 1910 this

place was the subject of an important archaeological controversy that reached the

newspapers in Mexico, and caused Nuttall to resign from scientific associations in

Mexico.

WORKING WITH MULTIPLE LINES OF EVIDENCE

The article Zelia Nuttall wrote for American Anthropologist is an

impressive example of archaeological writing that at the same time conveys

Nuttall’s remarkable knowledge of Mexican ancient history. Her readings of

historical documents manifests also a well-developed archaeological eye, that is

very sensitive to extract information about material culture, objects and

constructions the chroniclers encounter and described. Nuttall also recreated the

arrival of Juan Diaz who arrived to the island with the Grijalava expedition before

Cortés and other chronicles that described with great detail the landscape of the

island.

The article begins with the information she obtained from various

chronicles, and other descriptive details from English travelers, merchants and
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sailors that pass through the Caribbean. Then Nuttall explained the concrete

events that brought her to the Island. Her visit was not planned as an

archaeological digging; she arrived to La Isla de los Sacrificios accidentally,

though she had been interested in that site for a long time. She then describes step

by state the excavation process. Then she examines the material culture from the

island that was stored at the Museum. Finally, she offers a general interpretation

of the findings.

Employing the language of scientific research, Zelia Nuttall concludes her

article proposing the following “working hypotheses”: “native tradition

designated the island as having been visited or lived upon by Quetzalcoatl and his

followers” (1910:293). She suggested that La Isla de los Sacrificios could have

been the mythical place that has been called Aztlan, the homeland of the Aztecs

and also considered a place of national origins within the Mexican national

imaginary. Aztlan was described in the chronicles as an island, a “place of

whiteness,” or white land, that Zelia associates to the color of the sand and coral

she saw in La Isla de los Sacrificios. Thus, Zelia Nuttall was invested in

identifying a moment of invention of tradition in the history of ancient Mexico.

Zelia Nuttall did not fully maintain the association between the island and

the mythical Aztlan. With cautionary prose she wrote: “it would be too far for the

present to even suggest the possibility that the White land, represented as an islet
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in the native pictographs referred to, was a real island consisting of the present

Isla de los Sacrificios (Nuttall 1910:295). At the same time, however she did not

abandon her “working hypotheses” because “there remain quite enough realities

to invest the little island with great archaeological, historical and geological

interest” (Ibid) Without being too categorical is her concluding remarks, Zelia

Nuttall proposed a challenging hypothesis that aimed to reach out to how

investigators interpreted the origin of Mexican ancient people.

Previously to her research in La Isla de los Sacrificios, Zelia Nuttall had

already addressed the controversial issue of the origins of Mexican ancient

societies (Nuttall 1906). At that moment, she was in a dialogue with theorists such

as Daniel Brinton, Alfredo Chavero, Eduard Seler and Franz Boas who debated

about the origins of Mexican ancient society. Nuttall suggested that it was too

soon to “positively deny or affirm the autochthony of [Mexican] ancient

civilization” (Nuttall 1906:132). She explained with clarity how the nature of

archaeological research was not always conducive to absolute and definite

answers: “the more I explore its untrodden paths and discern the multifarious

contradictory and perplexing features, the less I am inclined to formulate

conclusions concerning the point at issue. Frequently the discovery of unknown or

unworked material, or the unexpected results obtained by the pursuit of fresh line
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of research, oblige students to alter or readjust their views or working hypotheses”

(Nuttall 1906:134).

Nuttall did not resolve the problem of the origins of Mexican civilization,

but she made a call for more specific research that would explain how ancient

Mexico developed  “its own philosophy, its mathematicians, its Pythagoras and is

Empedocles” (1906:149). Nuttall relied frequently in the notion of working

hypotheses to support the idea that Mexican civilization developed a “a highly

advanced intellectual culture, such as the artificial, ingenious, calendric and

governmental systems, along with barbarous and primitive superstitions and

customs” (Nuttall 1906:149). In this sense, her research in La Isla de los

Sacrificios was intended to approximate, with small empirical proofs, this larger

issue of the origins of Mexican civilization.

Current archaeological discussions about method and theory have

highlighted the need to work with different lines of evidence, instead of making

general interpretations from a unique type of evidence. In this sense, Zelia

Nuttall’s work in La Isla de los Sacrificios is a good example of this style of

scientific work. She obtained historical information taken from chronicles written

by the conquistadors in the mid 1500’s; she also studied the artifacts from the

island stored at the National Museum in Mexico City and at the British Museum,
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and she did archaeological work that unearthed new evidence of the site. All this

material enabled Nuttall to formulate what she called a “working hypotheses.”

The chronicles suggested that the island was an important site, and

probably larger than when she visited it. In a moment when paleogeography was

not an existing technique for archaeologists, she had to rely on historical

documents to picture the actual size of the island in ancient times. According to

the Spanish conquistadors there were large buildings, and the in top of one of

them “there was a stone vase containing blood, which appeared to have been there

for eight days…. On the other side there was an idol, with a feather in its

head….”(Nuttall 1910:257). Bernal Diaz del Castillo also mentioned the island, as

did Cortés later.

These accounts furnished Zelia Nuttall with information to form an idea of

the buildings that existed on the Island. The reading of those documents that

described the island in the mid 1500’s, brought Zelia to conclude that “in 1528 the

island was still unquestionably a place of great sanctity whither, in boats, the dead

and those destined to die were conveyed for burial or sacrifice” (Nuttall

1910:271).

Observations during fieldwork also led her to conclude that the Island was

reducing its dimensions due to sea-erosion. She also studied pottery found in

Mexico City and in the British Museum. Nuttall’s work in La Isla de los
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Sacrificios  is without a doubt a rigorous archaeological project. Her

archaeological interpretations serve still as a framework to understand the cultural

history of the Island.

There are only three other archaeological works about the island. Du

Solier wrote an article in 1943 in which he concluded that the island was not big

enough to support permanent occupation. (Du Solier 1943) In the 1950’s, Alfonso

Medellín, an archaeologist from Veracruz, engaged in archaeological work in the

Island.269 The results of his excavation coincided with Nuttall´s views, where he

argues that the island was inhabited by fishing communities, and then was

transformed primarily into a cemetery of great importance with temples and

magnificent buildings for sacrifice and honoring death. The island, Medellín

argues, was abandoned after the arrival of the Spaniards. In 1969, Juan Comas

studied seven craniums that were stored in the Museum de l´Homme in

Paris(Comas and Marquer 1969). Though his study is very confined to human

remains, he agrees in general terms with Nuttall´s interpretation that gave the

Island an important role as a sanctuary, where bodies where sacrificed an buried.

                                                  
269 Medellin Zenil, A. (1955). Exploraciones en la Isla de los Sacrificios. Informe. Xalapa,
Gobierno del Estado de Veracruz-Direccion General de Educacion.
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THE CONTROVERSY

Chronology of events

December 27, 1909 Zelia Nuttall and Mrs Hamilton go to Isla de los Sacrificios
and do exploratory fieldwork.

January 1910 Zelia Nuttall reports to the Mexican government her desire to
conduct archaeological explorations in the Island.

February 1910 The Minister of Public Instruction sends a document to Zelia
Nuttall telling her that Salvador Batres will supervise Nuttall’s work in the island.

March 1910 Leopoldo Batres goes to La Isla de los Sacrificios to explore and
publishes an article in El Imparcial, claiming the primacy of the discovery.

1910 Zelia Nuttall publishes La Isla de los Sacrificios in American
Anthropologist in which she criticizes Batres’ classification of the pottery from
the island stored at the Museo Nacional.

1910 Batres publishes a pamphlet against Zelia Nuttall.

December 1910 and January 1911 Zelia Nuttall writes three articles in Mexican
Herald

Writing about time and history, Reinhart Koselleck tell us “in practice, it

is not possible to maintain a boundary between narration and

description”(Koselleck 1985). For me, it is also impossible to separate the events

that occurred in La Isla de los Sacrificios and in Mexico City in 1910 and 1911

from the narration Zelia Nuttall and Leopdoldo Batres made of them. Those

narrations were eyewitness accounts and therefore perfect primary sources of
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evidence. But those narrations were also representations of the facts. Here I

reconstruct a series of events to fill them with a structure and historical meaning.

Narrating fieldwork

Talking about writing in archaeology Ian Hodder says that “histories of

archaeology need to notice the different ways in which archaeological texts are

written through time” (Hodder 1989:268). Zelia Nuttall did not write letters while

she was in the field, and there are no journals or diaries about her fieldwork, but

she published some of her notes while in La Isla de los Sacrificios in her

American Anthropologist article that combines straightforward archaeological

interpretation with a narration of the problems that accompanied the termination

of the research project in La Isla de los Sacrificios.

The visit to the island was completely accidental, that is, it was not

planned beforehand. Zelia Nuttall knew about the Island because she had read

about it in various documents, but she did not plan an archaeological exploration

there.  In December 23 1909, Mrs. Nuttall and her friend H. P. Hamilton were in

Vera Cruz waiting for a steamer to go to Tampico, but “a heavy northern had been

blowing and our steamer was consequently delayed at a southern port and could

not reach Vera Cruz at the appointed time”(Nuttall 1910:271). “As soon as I

found that we were obliged to spend some days in Vera Cruz,” she continued, “I
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took steps to realize the wish I had long had to visit the La Isla de los Sacrificios”

(Ibid).

Zelia Nuttall was in good terms with the authorities in Vera Cruz that

facilitated her visit to the island. “Señor Nicolau, the Director of Light-houses,

with his usual courtesy placed the governmental launch at my disposal” she wrote

(Nuttall 1910:271). And “a small party of friends, amongst whom was Señora

Miramón de Duret and her family escorted us to the little island on December

27th” (Ibid).

 During this short visit to the Island, Mrs. Nuttall noticed numerous

fragments of ancient pottery, and since the steamer was still delayed, she decided

to return to the island two days later with her friend Mrs. Hamilton, “for a day,

accompanied by Señor Meneses, two government engineers, and the Misses

Fortuno and Miramón” (Nuttall 1910:273). She intended to make some clearances

and therefore also brought two peons armed with spades and pick-axes.

In the article Zelia published about this archaeological exploration, she

described with great detail her decisions and movements in the island. She

meticulously narrated how fieldwork unfolded, finding after finding. “The first

interesting find was made by Mrs. Hamilton,” Zelia wrote “who excavated from

the bank a small fragment of a clay vessel decorated with a human face. The next

was mine, of a partly embedded thick layer of burnt lime. (…) Then she found
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rests of an artificial wall, while the peons were being summoned at my request, I

began to remove the soil and the long roots and tubers of the native cane or rotate

from the smooth surface of the wall, on which to my joy and surprise I soon

perceived some lines painted in red ochre”(Nuttall 1910:273). Zelia Nuttall

thought that was the part of a wall that belonged to a temple dedicated

Quetzalcoatl.

Nuttall left the island with a decisive intention to return. Her preliminary

fieldwork and her reading of the chronicles lead her to think that a “careful

exploration of the island might enable one, not only to locate the sites of the two

groups of buildings, but also to detect the extent to the undoubted decrease in the

size of the south and southeastern shore of the island, a decrease that may have

been hastened by the removal of great masses of dead coral for the manufacture of

lime for mortar” (Nuttall 1910:276).

Nuttall proceeded with great scientific accuracy and a clear structure

regarding the steps of archaeological fieldwork. She was well read and had a

precise knowledge about the history of the La Isla de los Sacrificios. Her solid

reading of the chronicles had called her attention to see the Island as a cross-

cultural site. Its geographical location transformed it into a place where

“innumerable vessels from all parts of the world have taken refuge and found

safety”(Nuttall 1910:270).
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Her archaeological research is very much informed by the reading of the

chronicles, where she found much information that drew her to the island the first

time, and where she did preliminary fieldwork that reinforced her interest to

revisit the site with more precise fieldwork organization. It was after she saw the

remains of a possible wall that she decided to “report the discovery to the

Mexican government and to ask for permission to continue my researches on the

island, offering, in return, my time and services gratis, with my written pledge

that all objects that I might find would be faithfully and unconditionally delivered

to the government officials appointed to receive them”(Nuttall 1910:276-277).

Zelia expressed her willingness to stay in the island protecting the findings

she had made “I felt that the absorbing interest of the problems involved would

make even this bearable and I therefore was willing to spend some weeks in

isolation on the sandy island”(Nuttall 1910:277). However, Nuttall decided to

report the discovery to the Mexican government, ask for permission and follow

the required scientific procedures to preserve the material culture she had find.

Thus, instead of staying at the island, Nuttall wrote “it seemed to me moreover

that was my scientific duty to return thither, as soon as possible, so as to take

immediate steps to protect the fresco with a glass covering the whole

excavation”(Nuttall 1910:277).
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EXCAVATIONS WITHOUT CONTRACT

Zelia returned to Mexico City and prepared a preliminary report with

photographs she took of the excavation, and fragments of the fresco and pottery

sherds. She presented this report to the Inspector of Monuments and to the

Director of the Museum, and showed it also to the Minister and Subsecretary of

Public Instruction to whom she offered her volunteer services to carry out further

explorations, and finally to prepare a report for the Americanist Conference that

was to be held the following year in Mexico City.

Despite her willingness to do archaeological explorations in the Isla de los

Sacrificios, the Mexican government did not prepare a contract to establish the

guidelines for the excavations. Though Zelia Nuttall did not sign a contract to

undertake excavations, the Subsecretary of Public Education made the

commitment of  500 pesos for expenses in camping outfit, travel, workmen and

maintenance. Zelia offered her time and services gratis. But there was no legal

contract, the government voiced its willingness to pay for the research, and Zelia

Nuttall expressed her willingness to offer her services without being paid.

Undoubtedly Zelia saw herself as a professional that had an expertise to offer, and

her presence in the field was something valuable for her. This is different from

her other engagements in the field, when she visited libraries and archives and

produced knowledge about Mexican history. In this particular instance, Nuttall’s
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relation with archaeology was negotiated in the field, and her presence in the field

was being measured and valued. Why did Zelia not sign a contract with the

government? Was her scientific persona not sufficiently valuable? Maybe because

she was a woman, did she not have enough reputation? Or maybe it was because

she did not have an institution that represented her. Whatever the reason was, it is

surprising that though Mexico had used the contract before, in this case, there was

no contract involved. Without a contract, Zelia Nuttall was more vulnerable to the

good disposition of the Mexican government and in particular the  actions of the

Inspector of Monuments.

Though the Mexican government had made the commitment to give

economic support to the excavations in La Isla de los Sacrificios, there was no

signed contract and the promises were not accomplished. Zelia Nuttall received a

letter that informed her that instead of 500 pesos, she would receive 200 pesos

(US$ 100). A second letter informed her that the explorations would be limited to

a part of the island. Finally, she received a third official letter from the

government that expressed “the conditions under which the Ministry of Public

Instruction in Mexico graciously and considerately accepts volunteer scientific

work” (Nuttall 1910:278).

Those conditions established that Salvador Batres, son of Leopoldo

Batres, would supervise Nuttall’s work. The Department of Public Instruction sent
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a letter to Nuttall justifying the presence of Salvador Batres in the field in the

following terms: “to supervise everything relating to this exploration so that thus

the scientific interests of Mexico remain safeguarded and the formalities of the

law be fulfilled”(quoted in,Nuttall 1910:278). As we saw in previous chapters,

Mexico had developed formal contracts to mediate the interference of foreigners

in archaeological matters, and the presence of a Leopoldo Batres in the field was

no guarantee that archaeology was protected. But in this case, there was not a

contract, and the conditions of Zelia Nuttall’s presence in the field were blurred.

While bureaucratic issues delayed Zelia Nuttall’s presence in the island, Leopoldo

Batres went to La Isla de los Sacrificios during the Holy Week of 1910 and

according to Zelia, he took advantage of the fact that  “stormy waves had washed

away the earth thrown by our excavation” (Nuttall 1910:279), and published an

article in the newspaper El Imparcial claiming the discovery of the ruins and

questioning Nuttall’s voice as a scientist.

FIGHTS IN PUBLIC SPACES

Leopoldo Batres wrote a short article, a pamphlet entitled La Isla de los

Sacrificios: Leopoldo Batres y la Señora Zelia Nuttall de Pinard, in response to

the article Zelia Nuttall published in American Anthropologist.  The title of the

article that Leopoldo Batres wrote was in itself a statement about the scientific
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status of Zelia Nuttall. By calling her Zelia Nuttall de Pinard, Batres was linking

her to her ex-husband, the French anthropologist Alfons Pinard, who she had

divorce in 1888.  Batres claimed he had written the article not to contradict “a la

señora Zelia Nuttall de Pinard, ante quien me inclino por el sexo a que pertenece,

pues la mujer ha sido siempre para mí el objeto de veneración y respeto,” (Batres

1910:3) but to respond to the injuries she had raised against him. Thus, at the

same time that Batres admired Nuttall for the fact of being a woman, he

questioned her scientific authority. Why did he address her using the last name of

her ex-husband? Was her scientific self being link to her marriage? Zelia Nuttall

scientific career was not at all linked to Alfons Pinard, they never engaged in

research together, neither they seem interested in similar issues.

La Señora de Pinard

At the opening of the article Batres made a distinction between Zelia

Nuttall the woman, and Zelia Nuttall the archaeologist, a distinction that was

never made for a male. He wrote  “¿quién es la Sra. Nuttall de Pinard para juzgar

de si está bien o está mal hecha la clasificación que he llevado a cabo en el

Museo Nacional? ¿Qué autoridad tiene? Qué acaso una simple aficionada sin

educación científica ni artística ¿puede juzgar de asuntos científicos de alta

jerarquía?” (Batres 1910:3). In this way, the perspectives her peers had about her

already gendered her work in La Isla de los Sacrificios. Leopoldo Batres couldn’t



302

be more direct in his comments. He disclosed the core of his own insecurities

about scientific research and projected them to Nuttall. Zelia Nuttall had blamed

him for being a bad archaeological observer and classifying erroneously the

materials from La Isla de los Sacrificios that were stored at the Museo Nacional.

Three paragraphs to respond.

Zelia Nuttall responded to Batres with a series of four articles published in

the weekly magazine Mexican Herald (Nuttall 1910; Nuttall 1910; Nuttall 1911;

Nuttall 1911). In those articles she aimed to depersonalize the controversy, and

give it a more scientific background. She responded to Batres comments

regarding her lack of competence to “pass judgment on any scientific matter of

such high order as your classification.” 270 And in an elegant manner she

addresses Batres saying “I am not only willing but ready and eager to furnish

proofs in support of my expressed opinion concerning your classification (…)

Forced by you to do so, in self defense I shall take up this matter of furnishing

proofs.” Instead of waiting for the delays of publication, Zelia proposed to

“publish [proofs in support of my statements] in the hospitable columns of the

Mexican Herald, in a weekly communication which will systematically consist of

three paragraphs only. Paragraph I will always contain a denial, refutation or

analytical discussion of one or more of the false statements you have made
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concerning me. Paragraph II will always contain amplifications and

substantiations of one or more of the statements I made about you. Paragraph III

will be devoted to miscellanies and unexpected”271

In addition to writing those articles Zelia Nuttall had contacted the

president of each of the scientific societies that she belonged in Mexico (Sociedad

de Geografia y Estadistica, Sociedad Antonio Alzate and Sociedad Indianista) as

well as to the president of the Instituto Geológico, to ask the appointment of a

committee whose “duty will be to visit the Museum and investigate the truth

about my statements and yours”272

The first article

Interestingly enough Zelia began the first paragraph of the first article

defending her of Batres’ depiction of her as a hysterical woman. Batres wrote that

he met Nuttall at the door of the Museum and she was unable to maintain a

rational and calm conversation because she had “lágrimas en los ojos, y la boca

presa de una convulsión histérica.”(Batres 1910:9)273 Her depiction as an

irrational persona probably touched Zelia Nuttal more than any other scientific

aspect of the conversation. Zelia denied Batres’s characterization of her saying “I

                                                                                                                                          
270 Mexican Herald 10 December 1910
271 Mexican Herald, December 10, 1910.
272 Mrs. Nuttall ready to prove her claim against L. Batres, Mexican Herald, 10, December, 1910
273 “her eyes were full of tears and her mouth showed a hysterical convulsion.”
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may have struggled with a wayward sneeze but I was not beside myself, Señor

Batres, not in that stage of hysteria bordering on dementia which could alone

cause a private individual of my years to disregard even for a moment

Talleyrand’s famous advice: “never Bark if you can’t bite”(Nuttall 1910).

Moreover, Zelia Nuttall was fully aware that Batres was making a sexist comment

and responded with clarity “”hysterical conditions are not limited to the sex you

so chivalrously profess to respect; a respect exclusively reserved however by you,

for such ladies as accept your museum labels with reverence and unquestioning

faith” (Nuttall 1910). She also offered the testimonies of two witnesses to that

encounter.

In addition, Nuttall brought to the forefront how xenophobia and

patriotism were also the cause of Batres’ attacks to her. “You saw me alone” Zelia

wrote, “in a foreign country and although it was your own that was dispensing its

hospitality to me (…) you thought me defenseless and felt that it would be safe to

attack me in print” (Nuttall 1910) Zelia considered that Batres’ patriotic attitude

was preventing the advancement of science, and instead of acknowledging the

political and historical reality that linked Mexico with foreign scientific

incursions; Nuttall adopted a position advocating neutral science, as if that was

possible. She wrote “well-meaning disinterested efforts to further the cause of

Mexican archaeology made by persons of independent positions and means were
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fought against (…) but the harm done to yourself, your ministry and your country

far outweighs the gratuitous wrong you attempted to do to those who stand far

above and out of your reach”(Nuttall 1910).

In the second paragraph of the first article, Zelia Nuttall blamed Batres of

having done to Marshall Saville the same he had done to her in La Isla de los

Sacrificios. As we have previously seen, Batres accompanied Saville in the

expedition, and at the end Leopoldo Batres claimed as his the “discovery” of

Mitla.274 Zelia Nuttall was also very disappointed by Batres megalomaniac

attitude. He had inscribed his name in the ancient building Mitla, and Nuttall

complained: “instead of inserting a tablet, somewhere in the wall of an ancient

edifice, you being an archaeologist ‘de alta categoria’ had your name and title

chiseled in Roman letters (which, if I remember right are gilded) in the venerable

stone lintel placed by the Zapotec builders over the principal doorway of the

temple” (Nuttall 1910).

In the third paragraph, Zelia Nuttall responded to Batres’ assertion that he

had known Nuttall in Paris and in other scientific institutions. Nuttall denied the

                                                  
274 Zelia Nuttall attached to her article a letter wrote by the Duc of Loubat that denounces Batres
behavior during the expedition. But the letter has other information that describes questions of
fieldwork ethics. Loubat says “Batres asked Saville to lend him some Indians who were paid out
my money. He later, with the aid of the Mexican government published an immense book. In this
book Batres claims as his own the credit of the work done by Saville and my Indians.” Probably
the Indians who worked in the digging should be credited with the scientific discovery.
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fact, but also offered information concerning scientific institutions she belonged,

so as to respond Batres’ question of “who is she.”

The second article

In the second article, Nuttall discussed the particularities of the conflictive

discovery in La La Isla de los Sacrificios. She began questioning Batres depiction

of her archaeological intervention on the island. Batres had said that the

employees of the lighthouse showed the wall with the fresco to Zelia Nuttall, that

is, to the eyes of Batres she was only a passive actor in the discovery. Nuttall

responded in a very elegant form, giving authority to the employees. Thus, she

criticized  Batres, because “he does not mention the names of the employees who

showed me the wall, whose affidavits he does not seem to have attempted to

obtain, realizing as any one must who knows them, how honorable and self

respecting are these men who live with their families on that desert little island.

(…) Señor Batres makes no mention of these “employees ” nor credits them with

the earliest discovery of the frescoed wall”(Nuttall 1910).

Zelia made an unusual, for the time, connection with the local people who

lived in the Island, and gave them an important role in the archaeological process.

At the end, regarding the issue of who claims to be the discoverer, Zelia wrote,

“the question of priority seems to me such a small matter”(Nuttall 1910). For

Zelia the most important issue in the entire Isla de los Sacrificios debate was that
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the fresco was left in the island, and as a recent visitor had told her “it is with

difficulty now that one can find traces of (it)”(Nuttall 1910). In sum, the debate

had been at the end, harmful for Mexican archaeology.

In the third paragraph Zelia Nuttall addressed directly the issue of Batres

classification of the vases she argues were from the La Isla de los Sacrificios but

were classified as if they were from Teotihuacan. She mentioned that in her last

visit to the Musuem the objects were reclassified. The artifacts had a new label

since Zelia Nuttall wrote her article.

The third article

In this article Zelia Nuttall moved beyond the conflict over the Isla de los

Sacrificios to the larger issue of Mexican archaeology. She began the first

paragraph writing about the experiences of four archaeologists who though had

been nominated with honorable distinctions by the government for their “merits

and the services they rendered to Mexican archaeology” had receive Batres´s

attacks (Nuttall 1911). Those archaeologists were the Duke of Loubat, Mr. Alfred

Maudslay, Prof. Edward Seler and Zelia Nuttal, and all of them, despite being

recognized by Porfirio Diaz and Genaro García (Director of the National Museum

in Mexico), encountered difficulties with Leopoldo Batres.

Zelia Nuttall claimed that Batres not only limited the work of foreigners

but also of national archaeologists like Porfirio Aguirre, Manuel Gamio and
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Fernando Rodriguez, who were in some way or another in conflict with the

Inspector of Monuments. For Zelia Nuttall, Batres was a primary force against the

development of a national school of archaeologists. Batres had limited the work

of young enthusiasts because he was a megalomaniac that “(spread) discord and

terror.” Zelia Nuttall finishes this paragraph with an ironic note that is worth

reproduction here. Using the voice of Batres, she makes the following

proclamation: “I am Mexico’s discoverer of monuments and it shall have no other

but me. For I, in my person unite many and diverse attributes, I am like the gods

of the Indian triad, the Conservator and the Preserver; the Destroyer and the

Reconstructor; the Explorer and the Exploiter; the Inspector and the Un-inspected;

the Gatherer and the Distributor of all that is sacred and ancient in the land. My

power extends from Ocean to Ocean, yea, unto the little islands and the fate of all

ruins rests in my hands. All men and women (but one) bow before me and render

me homage for I have instituted a reign of terror”(Nuttall 1911).

This last paragraph suggests and image of Zelia Nuttall as an confident

and firm woman, with a sharp sense of humor that does not come across in other

parts of her writing. I think that in those articles Zelia Nuttall took the opportunity

to shape an image of herself as a woman and as an archaeologist. Thus the

discussion was as much as about the content of archaeology as it was about the

subject of archaeological research.
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 BEYOND PERSONAL IDIOSINCRACIES

It would be misleading to give to this controversy a central place within

the field of Mexican archaeology, and this has not been my goal at  at all. The

findings at La Isla de los Sacrificios did not change the course of archaeological

knowledge about pre-hispanic Mexico. The controversy about the interpretation

of the findings was not resolved, and later works on the Island did not even take

the dispute between the two archaeologists as important for the advancement of

science (Medellin Zenil 1955; Comas and Marquer 1969).

The confrontation, nevertheless, has been subtly narrowed as a dispute

between two strong personalities: the powerful Leopoldo Batres, chief of the

Inspeccion de Monumentos and defender of Mexican national patrimony, and

Zelia Nuttall, a foreign woman who was trying to enter a sort of private party.

(Parmenter 1966; Chiñas 1988; Levine 1999) Various scholars have already

described the rude and conflict prone character of Leopoldo Batres, and therefore

it is not all too difficult to imagine that he would engage in a fierce dispute with

Zelia Nuttall who by 1910 was already a well-known and established scholar in

the field of Mexican archaeology.

It is suggested that Zelia Nuttall showed a remarkable courage by

denouncing publicly what most people knew about Batres –that he was a

smuggler and very closely linked to the Porfirian regime (Parmenter 1966).
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Nevertheless, it must also be brought to the forefront that Zelia Nuttall enjoyed a

privileged position, both in the particular context of Mexico, as a socially

privileged North American, as well as in the realm of science. She was neither a

heroine nor a victim, and it is this multifaceted position as a female, scientist, and

as a woman with social and national privilege what I highlight to examine the

controversy.

Zelia, like other women scientists of the time, was from a wealthy

background and was raised with a sense of protection, both in intellectual as well

as in social and familiar/kinship terms. 275 As I explained earlier, she counted on

the friendship of Phoebe A. Hearst, who was one of the most important patrons

and philanthropists of that moment, especially for women involved in the area of

archaeology/anthropology/the arts (Peterson 1985). Zelia also developed a close

relationship with her mentors, Frederic Putnam and Franz Boas, a friendship that

went beyond the professional collegiality

This position of social and cultural privilege as well as her personal

decision to end her marriage in a period when divorce was not welcomed,276

                                                  
275 Most of the biographies about female scientists have pointed to similar experiences that could
be summarized as very contradictory since they were positioned in a space vulnerable to the public
gaze when at the same time that the society where they moved pressured them to keep prescribed
to their homes. See for example: Stein, B. R. (2001). On her own terms : Annie Montague
Alexander and the rise of science in the American West. Berkeley, University of California Press.
276 I don’t know the reasons of the divorce, Zelia Nuttall does not talk about it in her letters,
however, when she talks about the legal process and difficulties that accompanied her separation,
she never conveys a sense of victimization. On the contrary, she seemed to be satisfied with her
single status
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crafted her character as an independent woman that engaged into a public fight

with Leopoldo Batres, at the same time that wrote Franz Boas that she wanted to

remain in her private life. Thus, it is in this particular context that the

archaeological debate becomes still more interesting to examine.

 Besides Leopoldo Batres and Zelia Nuttall’s particular personalities, the

conflict over the Isla de los Sacrificios forces us to examine larger issues about

“science in the making,” in which the interference of gender and national issues

are played out with more visibility. That is, I would even argue that to view the

conflict as a question of Nuttall’s courage to confront the Mexican patriarch of

archaeology minimizes the position of Zelia Nuttall as foreigner in Mexico, and

therefore with the privilege to do archaeology in a country where fieldwork was

not the proper space for women. But at the same time, it was her physical

presence in the field (in the national terrain) as a woman in charge of a team of

workers to dig the ruins in the Isla de los Sacrificios, that stirred up the structure

of the archaeological research in Mexico.

Truly, Zelia Nuttall was courageous enough to engage in a public debate

with the Inspector of Antiquities in Mexico, but she was also talking from a site of

privilege, that allowed her to remain “private” when needed. Thus, I view the

controversy not as an isolated moment, but as an instance in which we can view

Zelia Nuttall negotiating a scientific/female voice in private and in public. She
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becomes public to be later private. For her, and in her own words, the division

was not clear and was not fixed. On the other hand, there is another aspect of the

controversy that fascinates me, and has to do with how we imagine the

advancement of archaeological knowledge.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTROVERSIES AND TRUTH IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Talking about the scientific controversy in geology, Martin Rudwick tell

us that most studies of science in the making have focused on one individual

scientist, but we are in need of studies that focus on “one a specific scientific

problem that brought together some group of individuals in an interacting network

of exchange” (1985:6). This type of study should try to discern the “meaning for

the participants themselves of the social drama that is scientific research” (Ibid).

Some controversies do not have a solution, they are never resolved, because is not

a matter of matching the data with the interpretation, but because they are part of

a social drama, they can be understood as moments where other issues beyond

scientific interpretations of data, are also at stake. It is along those lines that I

approach the controversy, as a social drama, because it has various ramifications

that illustrate the practice of archaeology in the past. In particular, I am interested

in the gender and public dimensions of this debate, because in one way or another,

debates about archaeology have to do with debates about the nation.
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What was the role of the controversy about the findings in La Isla de los

Sacrificios? Martin Rudwick and David Oldroyd have documented the role

controversies have had in the shaping of geological scientific knowledge

(Rudwick 1985; Oldroyd 1990). Both authors examine fieldwork as a set of

concrete practices that involve specific and uniquely personal journeys and visits

to the localities of geological observation. The observation of the rocks, thus,

becomes uniquely subjective, and as Oldroyd mentions about the Highlands

controversy, “the geologists often had problems in replicating their opponents’

observations. Although the rocks did not change from one visit to the next, a

geologist could never be sure that the rock exposures that he was examining were

precisely the same as the ones that his opponent (or colleague) had seen and

described” (1990:7).

In the case of the Isla de los Sacrificios, observation in the field was also a

crucial element to establish credibility. The nature of the controversy was about

the role given to the Island in the larger picture of ancient Mexico. Zelia Nuttall

thought of this debate as a scientific one, though of course it implied personal or

human aspects, and she was not silent about pointing how those interfered with

scientific knowledge.

In a biographical note about Nuttall published in the Bulletin of the

Museum in México City, Gomez de Orozco refers to that controversial moment in
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the following manner “siendo en arqueología, las opiniones personales la base de

estudios y deducciones, es natural que el arqueólogo tenga a menudo que sufrir

polémicas, y aun verdaderas discusiones.”(Gómez de Orozco 1933:118)277 That

is, controversies are normalized as a question of distinct personalities.

CONCLUSIONS

Though it is very difficult to know how gender intervened in that

particular episode, we cannot take gender as  “a preformed, functionalist category,

merely a question of preconstituted ‘generic’ men and women, beings resulting

from either biological or social sexual difference and playing out roles but

otherwise of no interest” (Haraway 1997:26). There are aspects that signal how

gender and nation shaped the controversy between Batres and Nuttall. Instead of

focusing on the particularities of two characters, I have imagined the role gender

played in the conformation of archaeology as a public science, as a science for the

nation. In this sense, by confronting Leopoldo Bates, the director of Mexican

national antiquities, Nuttall was transgressing her proper space as a woman.

                                                  
277 “it is very common that archaeologists discuss and engage in personal discussions because in
archaeology, personal opinion are the fundament for study and deductions.”
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Chapter 8: Concluding remarks

While I was about to write this conclusion, various publications appeared

addressing in new and critical ways questions that are present in my work (Jones

2002; Meskell 2002; Schnapp 2002; Shepherd 2002; Van Reybrouck 2002).

Therefore I decided to write this chapter not as a closure to my writing, but as an

avenue to engage in a dialogue with scholars who have recently addressed how

archaeology deals with the politics of its practice, specifically in relation to

gender and nationalism.

My conclusion has a double purpose. First, I present some thoughts

regarding issues of nationalism in archaeology with the intention of stimulating

further thinking about the topic, and as an entrance to my own future research.

Second, I offer concluding remarks specific to my dissertation, placing them in

dialogue with the work of other authors.

RETHINKING NATIONALISM AND ARCHAEOLOGY

In the same way that Benedict Anderson (Anderson 1983) disregards the

discussion of falsity and veracity in talking about "imaginary communities" and

moves his question to understand “how” nations were imagined, I offer some
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thoughts regarding how we can examine the relations between nationalism and

archaeology. My thoughts and reflections are primordially a result of reading the

literature on nationalism that is generally used in archaeology. This body of work

views nationalism as a political ideology that emerged in European nations and

that despite particular versions and modalities, functioned always as a container

for archaeology. That is, most archaeologists view nationalism, as a political

ideology that enabled archaeology to grow (Trigger 1984; Kohl and Fawcett

1995; Díaz-Andreu and Champion 1996; Díaz-Andreu 1997). According to this

view, nationalism becomes a framework in which archaeology operates,

institutionalizes and professionalizes.

At the same time that I want to understand how and why archaeology

provided a fundamental narrative structure to talk and feel the nation in Mexico, I

also pay close attention to how this structure resonates with local, personal, group,

or community memories, feelings, and imaginings. The following pages are

ruminations that I envision as possible avenues to rethink the relation between

nationalism in archaeology.

THE NATIONAL LONGING FOR THE PAST.

The curiosity about the past is not a unique Western or contemporary

manifestation. However it was not until the eighteenth century, particularly within
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the European context, that the study of the past was transformed into a scientific

discipline. Archaeology emerged to replace mythical, religious, and legendary

accounts of the past, and as such it is a direct outcome of a particular moment in

Western history (Foucault 1970; Foucault 1976). It is in this historical context

(late eighteenth century) where De Certeau locates the birth of studies of "popular

culture" (De Certau 1986).  The parallels between the studies of popular culture

and archaeology are striking, because both "the ethnologist and archaeologist

arrive at the moment a culture has lost its means of self-defense" (De Certau

1986:123). Scholars and amateurs, argues De Certeau, saw the past as

"disappearing, and thus they had to go about preserving ruins, and they see in it

the tranquility of something preceding history, the horizon of nature, or paradise

lost" (De Certau 1986:120).

De Certeau's thoughts regarding the birth of folklore and popular culture

studies are relevant to examine the role of archaeology as a discipline to study the

past: it presumes exoticism/strangeness at the same time that in the study of the

past there is a sense of unity with “us.” Archaeology, as a historical narrative,

assumes an ambiguous relation between the past and the present, the past is seen

as distant; a separate entity from the present, but also is seen as a prologue of the

present, a mirror of the present. Archaeology’s "discovery of the past" entails a

longing for the past, an anxiety regarding materiality, and an assumption that
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between the past and the present there is not mediation. And yet, longing would

suggest mediation: ruins.

MOURNING THE PAST: THE MONUMENTALIZATION OF MOURNING AND
MELANCHOLY.

In the case of Mexico, loss and  mourning are most evidently connected in

the continuous searches for the "national character." In the  early 1950's, Octavio

Paz, one of the leading intellectuals of twentieth century Mexico, wrote a

collection of essays  in which he ruminated on the question of Mexico's national

identity. After a long stay in the United States, Paz wrote "The Labyrinth of

Solitude" a book marked by his experience outside Mexico. In it, Paz argued that

Mexicans tend to live in a hermetic state "we hide within ourselves […] and the

solitude in which we suffer has no reference either to a redeemer or a creator. […]

Our indifference hides life behind a death mask; our wild shout rips off this mask

and shoots into the sky, where it swells, explodes, and falls back in silence and

defeat." This enigmatic attitude, he argued is explained by Mexico's history as a

conquered and colonized country. In his essay "The Sons of La Malinche," Paz

suggested that Mexico's colonial history was embedded in the figure of La

Malinche/La Chingada, who is the symbol of Mexico's birth as a raped country.

One could argue that Mexico's nationalism is founded more than in other

nations upon the idea of loss and violence. Not only the conquest in 1521, but also
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the US war and the "loss of the northern territories" (Texas) in 1848 are historical

vignettes that fill contemporary Mexican nationalist feelings. I want to focus on

how the notion of loss, mourning and nostalgia can help us to understand the

functioning of archaeology and nationalism in Mexico. If death and loss structure

the nation’s history, then perhaps mourning and memory structure the emotional

landscape of the nation.

In his book “The Ability to Mourn”, Peter Homans has argued that

“monuments contain a psychological core: they are also mnemic symbols.

Experienced unconsciously as objects, the monument is a sort of compromise

formation by means of which a group can unconsciously immerse itself in an

experience of loss (…) but not directly feel the full force of the pain which the

loss arouses (…) Symptoms and monuments both begin with loss, and both seek

to soften the loss by building structures within the context of the activity of

mourning” (1989:271). Homans, following Freud's ideas, highlights the main

difference between monuments as items of collective memory and individual

symptoms. Contrary to the individual symptoms (which can be treated with

psychoanalytic therapy), monuments "which structure the collective memory are

not deconstructed. Instead, the group, makes an enormous collective effort to

construct them, maintain them, and preserve them”(Homans 1989:272).

Monuments become relevant for the nation, not because they are unmediated
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windows to the past, but because they constitute sites for national mourning, and

consequently they are embedded with ambiguous feelings and desires in the

present.

The difficulties or reluctance for social/national mourning are brilliantly

expressed in Santner’s essay on mourning in Post-War Germany (Santner 1990).

Santner highlights the necessity for social mourning, a process that “openly and

explicitly [leads] to sediment these tasks of mourning, to explore the ways in

which they might, in the long run, mutually enlighten one another” (1990:29).

Santner’s exploration into mourning makes the opposition between individual and

national mourning less clear and enables us to see archaeological monuments not

so much as "facts" from the past, but as materializations of ambivalent feelings

and imaginations.

In his essay about mourning and melancholy, Freud says that melancholy

contains something more than mourning. “In melancholy” Freud says, “the

relation to the object is no simple one. The ambivalence is either constitutional,

i.e. is an element of every love-relation formed by this particular ego, or else it

proceeds precisely form those experiences that involved the threat of losing the

object (…) in melancholia, countless separate struggles are carried on over the

object, in which hate and love contend with each other” (1917:266). Monuments

are objects that embody melancholy and mourning. As Freud noticed regarding
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melancholy, archaeology as contemporary practice embodies an ambiguous

relation to the object (past). For the nation, the past is symbolized in monuments

and these are caught in processes of narcissism (national or personal). The nation

both identifies with its primeval origin at the same time that aims to transcend it.

Already in the late eighteenth-century, the German romantic and

nationalist writer G.H. Herder deplored the fact that history and ancient

civilizations have disappeared without leaving any footprint. He believed that the

study of the past was a fundamental element for creating nationalistic ideologies.

For example, after traveling in Asia, he lamented that "in the Near East and

neighboring Egypt everything from the ancient times appears to us as ruins or as a

dream which has disappeared...everything shrinks to a few faded leaves which

contain stories about stories, fragments of history, a dream of world before us.

(quoted in,Larsen 1989:175).

In a similar note, Marilyn Ivy locates the rise of Japanese nativist

ethnology and folklore in a period (turn of the century) when "it had become

inescapably clear that western industrial capitalism would not only bring

civilization and enlightenment but would efface much of an older Japanese

world” (1995:72). Similar connections can be made between archaeology and

nationalism in Mexico, which was, more than folklore, a discipline not only

concerned with preserving the traces of the past, disappeared world, but also with
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representing the essence of Mexico that could never be subsumed under the

dominant signs of western modernity. Thus, in Mexico, as in Japan, nationalism

was evoked in response to the threat of domination by American powers.278 In

Mexico, archaeology and the pre-hispanic past was both the place to talk about

national identity and essence, as well as the place to show Mexico's modernity.

RUINS: MEDIATORS BETWEEN PAST AND PRESENT.

The interplay between past and present is a critical aspect for

understanding Mexican nationalism and archaeology (Bonfill Batalla 1989;

García Canclini 2001). Historically, in Mexico, the separation of the past --i.e.,

pre-hispanic civilization, archaeology's object of study-- from the present --

indigenous cultures, thus political preoccupation and anthropological object of

study-- required a particular attention. The pre-hispanic past was transformed --

dehumanized, transformed into objects that could be manipulated, into national

heritage, into laboratory items and/or museum boxes, rendered in art that could be

sold and purchased.

The style of archaeological research, as well as the interests of Mexican

nationalist elites  --not always moved by similar motives-- participated in the

                                                  
278 See Aretxaga’s discussion about Irish postcolonial nationalism for an illuminating re-reading
of Anderson’s notion of national imaginary. Aretxaga, B. (1997). Shattering Silence. Women,
Nationalism and Political Subjectivity in Northern Ireland. Princeton, Princeton University Press.
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elaboration of pre-hispanic images of Mexican past.  This type of past was

appreciated by trendy European artistic circles --as exotic--, at the same time this

past was useful for the national interests. The pre-hispanic civilization, after being

dehumanized and silenced, became the Mexican passport to enter the modern

world. At the same time, the indigenous present was a reality, a painful reality,

which ought to be hidden, if not violently exterminated as in former times, but

undoubtedly transformed.

The study of time is fundamental for archaeology. And yet, archaeology

has displayed a rather simplistic consideration of the relationship between the past

and the present. Ruins and archaeological sites can be seen as tangible links

between the past and the present. Examining new age healing movements in

Brittany, Ellen Badone has argued that their significance in the present depends

on its legitimacy on reference to the past "History and prehistory" she argues,

"validate a contemporary interpretation of the world by endowing it with the

prestige and authority of the past"(Badone 1991:520).

In an apparently different but related topic, Marylin Ivy explains the

relevance of The Tales of Tono as an example of Japanese nativist ethnology

which was "deeply interested in what it is called the "concealed" world --of

ancestors, of the monstrous, of the unseen, of death" (Ivy 1995:80). In either case,

                                                                                                                                          
This section of my conclusion has been highly influenced by readings I did in a seminar about
nationalism I took with Begoña Aretxaga. I began to write some of those ideas with her.
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the prehistoric monuments of Brittany, or folkloric texts in Japan, serve as

mediations between present affections, anxieties or fantasies, and a simple,

perhaps more virtuous past. In the first case, the archaeological monuments are

seen as "directly in touch with a site that symbolizes a more mysterious, exotic,

ostensibly older, higher, and more spiritually illuminated civilization." (Badone

1991:532) In the case of Japanese nativist ethnology, The Tales of Tono connect

Japanese rural life, a world of deaths and ghosts with Japanese capitalist

modernity. In both cases, the monuments and folkloric texts are seen as

unmediating voices between a remote rural society and the present.

Despite their differences, these examples point to the nostalgic character

of modernity. Commenting on forms of nostalgia in the culture of capitalism,

Kathleen  Stewart (1988) tell us that “the cultural fragmentation of our present is

experienced as a breakdown in our sense of time. As a result, the present rises

before us in the ultravivid mode of fascination --a fascination that is experienced

as a loss”(Stewart 1988:227). In similar lines, David Lowenthal relates the

“nostalgic character of contemporary society to rebellion against the present and

mistrust of the future. In a world where modernity has lost its charm, the past

offers security” (Lowenthal 1985:25).

Those are the preliminary thoughts that I would like to follow and expand

in the future. The central question for me is to examine how nationalism could
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restore other feelings related to nostalgia, loss and mourning; and in turn, how

archaeology, ruins, and monuments embody those multiple feelings and mediate

the connection between national emotions and people’s feelings (Nora 1989).

 WRITING THE HISTORY OF ARCHAEOLOGY IN MEXICO.

I began my dissertation stating that one of my primary goals was to offer a

critical perspective on how histories of archaeology have been written. In this

dissertation I have paid attention to the social context of archaeology. In this

sense, I followed the path inaugurated in Great Britain by Glynn Daniel in the

1970’s and Bruce Trigger in his history of archaeology (Daniel 1975; Daniel,

University of Cambridge. et al. 1981; Trigger 1989; Murray 2001).

However, my dissertation is above all a history based on the voices of

those who participated in archaeology. My intention was for those voices to

weave the history of the discipline as it was practiced in Mexico during the late

nineteenth century and the early decades of the twentieth century. Though my

writing has been shaped by the voices and actions of people like Zelia Nuttall,

Isabel Ramírez Castañeda, Carl Lumholtz, Marshall Saville, Leopoldo Batres,

Franz Boas, Eduard Seler and George Engerrand, I situate them within the larger

social, cultural and political context in which they lived.
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In this sense, my dissertation addresses issues of identity in archaeological

practice. In particular, I inquire how gender and national identities of

archaeologists shaped their scientific practices. Writing about identity, Lynn

Meskell argues that though issues of identity are prevalent in anthropology,

archaeology has been more interested in social issues than in discussing identity

or aspects of individual concern (Meskell 2002). She begins her article by

“getting personal,” telling a story about how during one of her returns home in

Australia she thought about identity, racism and difference (Meskell 2002), and

then she argues that “part of the reasons for slow development of identity politics

[in archaeology] might be the lack of personal narrative, and self-reflexive

analysis of our own motives and practices” (Meskell 2002).  However, she never

links her trip home and her views about identity politics with her practice of

archaeology.

I began to write my dissertation with a similar concern about how and

where the “individual” fits within archaeological practice (Tomáskòva 2000). Yet

I am not so sure that my personal biography had to be explicitly present in the

text. There are multiple spaces in which I am present in this dissertation. I was

interested in querying how nationality and gender shaped the work of

archaeologists in Mexico, because I found myself doing archaeology in a region

different from my own, and also because as a woman and a mother I had to make
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certain choices concerning my involvement in archaeological research. I chose to

write a reflexive analysis of archaeology by examining the lives, motives, and

actions of other people who practiced archaeology in the past, because I believe

that my current positionality as a woman and coming from Catalunya cannot

escape the history of previous foreign interventions in Mexico. I view my

experience of living and doing research in Mexico immersed in the history of

foreigners from Europe first and more recently from the United States who also

arrived in Mexico moved by a multiplicity of interests (archaeology, politics,

culture and friendships). In this dissertation I have examined a period of this

history, and I have chosen only a group of people to narrate this history.

REFLEXIVITY

   In the fall of 1998 I attended a workshop organized by the Social

Science Research Council (SSRC) in Arizona. A group of some 20 graduate

students from various North American universities and distinguished professors

from several disciplines and universities met to intensively discuss the recently

funded projects. All of the fellows were about to go to the “field”, to some

country different from the United States. The purpose of those meetings was to

make sure that the projects had an interdisciplinary nature. But the idea was also

to make students “culturally sensitive” before their departure to the field.
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After two days talking about the importance of understanding other

cultures and about how to make our projects more interdisciplinary, I began to

experience some anxiety, as I felt there was a piece missing in those

conversations. Economists, historians, political scientists, archaeologists,

anthropologists or sociologists who were about to go to Latin America, Africa or

Asia had to be aware of the other cultures, but they did not seem to be aware of

how the culture they represented as North American scholars was perceived in

those countries.

At one moment, I raised my hand with disquiet because what has been

discussed was very related to my intellectual project. I said that besides learning

about “other” cultures it was also important to be aware and learn the history of

North American intellectual and scientific interventions in other nations. Even if

not all the fellows were North Americans, we were going to be associated with

North American institutions when we were in the “field”. I thought that it was

necessary to understand how our presence was already part of a long history of

interactions, and it was always going to be seen with disbelief or mistrust. I

submitted that we were responsible to do research and write, acknowledging that

history, and also the existence of local scientific traditions, as well as the relations

between those local traditions and foreign intellectual trends. That disquiet that I
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was able to vocalize encompasses my intellectual interests, as much as my

personal and political concerns.

  And yet, as I discuss in this dissertation, the history of foreigners in

Mexican archaeology is not homogeneous. On the contrary, I have written about

people with very different biographies, with distinct idiosyncrasies, particular

ethics, and political views concerning their scientific participation in Mexico.

These people were all involved in archaeological practice in Mexico, and had

different approaches to studying its past. However, all of the foreigners who

traveled in Mexico were inevitably marked as outsiders, and therefore as

privileged. Other times they were seen as friends and colleagues, and other times

as enemies or possible adversaries.

I addressed the diversity of those people's experiences as foreigners. And

yet, the men and women I have examined worked in an environment when the

relations between Mexico and the United States were strongly marked by

animosity, fear, but also admiration. Thus, the biographical narratives of Zelia

Nuttall, Marshall Saville, Carl Lumholtz, Franz Boas, and George Engerrand were

different from one another, as were their motives for going to Mexico. Yet none

could escape from a social milieu where the nation and nationalism were

intermingled with science and more specifically with archaeology.
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In this sense, Lynn Meskell’s call to reach the individual in archaeology,

and to bring a self reflexive approach to our practice needs to be also historicized.

Current archaeologists working in Mexico do not exist in a vacuum; there is a

history of multiple engagements and interactions that has to be incorporated in the

self-reflexivity of the present practice. My work shares the concern with

reflexivity that characterizes some of the work of current archaeologists, but aims

also to examine how other archaeologists in the past viewed the social and

political impact of their own research. I think that understanding how others deal

with similar issues regarding scientific practice in distinct moments and contexts

can advance the meaning and limits of current discussions about reflexivity and

archaeological practice.

I have written a history of a group of people through their own writing,

and with my knowledge of the social and cultural milieu where they lived. I have

represented their lives in ways that made sense to me as a female archaeologist

that worked in Mexico. Through this process of representing “them”, I have also

become more aware of my own current positionality as a female archaeologist and

foreigner in Mexico. Therefore I see reflexivity as an act of being aware, in

relation to my subjects of study and also in relation to the process of knowledge

production. I ordered and gave a structure to other people's words and actions in

ways that probably other scholars would have done differently. But for me the
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questions that have to do with gender and national identity were important in

order to understand their archaeological practices. In this process of representing

them I also represented me. I became more aware of my own experiences and

decisions as a woman archaeologist.

  PRACTICES AND THEORIES.  NATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS

Bruce Trigger’s work marked a point of departure in the way that the

history of the discipline was narrated. Instead of writing a history that displays

archaeology as a science that evolved from rudimentary to more sophisticated

methods to study and know the past, his intention was to examine the “relations

between archaeology and its social milieu from a historical perspective.” (Trigger

1989:1) In short, though Trigger’s history emphatized the search of the progress

of science, he used society to understand archaeology, and therefore he explained

the use of particular methodologies or the establishment of archaeological theories

as a consequence of the social context in which archaeology was practiced.

But as Van Reybrouck has recently pointed out, we are still left with the

question of how “to conceptualize the interrelations between ‘science’ and

‘context.’ What does it mean if we say that the outside world influences the

discipline?” (Van Reybrouck 2002:159).  I am not sure that Van Reybrouck’s

concern could be easily answered, my dissertation has contributed to

understanding this connection historically in the case of Mexico.  In this sense, I
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have taken a perspective that following Bruno Latour (Latour 1987), views

“archaeology in action,” and does not see society and science as two separate and

contingent entities (Jones 2002). I have paid attention to the history of practices

(expeditions, travels, diggings, organization of institution, bureaucracies, and

scientific networks) that made the practice of archaeology possible in Mexico.

I examined archaeology as a set of diverse practices such as explorations,

collecting trips, surveys, education, school fieldtrips, library research, publication,

conferences, excavations, cataloguing and display of items. Despite its diversity,

all were practices employed during the same time, and formed part of what was

defined at that time as archaeology.  And yet, not all the individuals that appear in

this text were similarly involved in those practices, there is a clear gender and

national division of practices.

I did not take for granted the context as a nationally bounded space. My

intention was to see how the nation (as a geographical space, an imaginary

community, a political or a cultural entity) was embedded in archaeology, at the

same time that archaeology gave meaning to this entity that was conceived as a

nation. It was through the process of foreign explorations that Mexico, as an

independent state, defined the nation through its archaeological patrimony.

Archaeological expeditions were scientific practices used only by

foreigners in Mexico. Mexican nationals did not participate in the design of
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expeditions or collecting trips. However as I have illustrated in the case of the

Loubat expedition, Mexico was not absent from the expedition. Though Mexican

scientists did not participate in those trips, the Mexican state was clearly present

in the unfolding of the Loubat expedition, while it was absent in the exploration

led by Carl Lunholtz. I also documented that this presence or absence could also

be read as the presence of the Mexican state in archaeological collecting and not

in ethnological interventions. I have argued that this difference was due to the

definition of the Mexican state of the Mexican nation through its past rather than

through the indigenous present. Finally, I have also illustrated that women did not

participate in archaeological expeditions, but they engaged in archaeology from

libraries, home, or institutions such as the International School.

The case of the International School is a good example of how national

and gender identities intervene in science.  The two women that were closely

related to the School had distinct experiences in this institution. Zelia Nuttall was

involved in the early phases and then she decided to withdraw from it, though she

remained in Mexico. The reasons that explain her detachment are multiple, but

clearly she had a unique view about the meaning of international cooperation, and

the role of the foreigners in Mexican education. Isabel Ramírez was involved as a

researcher in the School, but foreigners and also Mexican archaeologists

continually marginalized her. The fact that there were only two women involved
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in archaeology until the early 1920’s in Mexico, points to the fact that

archaeology was not a welcoming discipline for women during those years,

despite the fact that other educational institutions in Mexico were clearly

feminized at that time in this country.

My dissertation illustrates the diversity of practices that archaeologists

used to research about Mexico’s past. However, the individuals that appear here

shared similar theoretical concerns about the archaeological past. Zelia Nuttall,

Marshall Saville, Carl Lumholtz, Franz Boas, Isabel Ramirez, George Engerrand

and Leopoldo Batres were devoted to an archaeology that involved research about

nature of the pre-colonial Mexican societies, and this research was done using the

concepts of primitive vs. civilized societies. They used different archaeological

practices to uncover material data with similar theoretical concerns. One

conclusion that can be drawn from my work is that there was not a unique

scientific practice that defined archaeology of Mexico at that time. This period, in

terms of its practices and theories has been defined as the “cultural historical

period”(Trigger 1989). I have looked closely at this period to find that many

practices fall under this theoretical rubric.

Following a perspective that highlights the progressive development of

methods in archaeology, the methodologies used at that time in Mexico were in a

sense pre-scientific. And yet, the archaeologists discussed their findings in
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scientific terms. Though it could be said that for the most part they employed

methods of amateur archaeologists, they thought of themselves as doing science,

and they were interested in using the language of science.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE NATION

I have argued that nationalism and archaeology are not two separate

entities whose relations/interactions or influences can be perfectly delimited.

Moreover, I do not see the relation between nationalism and archaeology as solely

that of political theory and scientific knowledge that merges, refuses, or furnishes

empirical evidence to ideologies about the nation and/or to political theories.

Thus, as I said in relation to society and science, this dissertation illustrates the

multiple layers that wrap together archaeology and nationalism.

In contrast to other works on archaeology and nationalism, I have not

taken for granted Mexican nationalism, but I examined some of its expressions

through particular interactions among people working in a similar scientific

project. I have documented how foreigners viewed the antiquities that existed in

Mexico as a part of a “nation-less” patrimony while the same objects were

claimed by Mexicans as a national heritage. Zelia Nuttall is an exceptional case

here, since she participated in a process of popularizing science that aimed to use

archaeology to raise the national pride of Mexicans. The idea of the Mexican

nation was not completed among the political elites at the turn of the nineteenth
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century (neither it is now). It has been productive to look at the interactions

between nationals and foreigners as a space to illustrate how archaeology and the

nation were both unstable and mutually constructed. In this sense, though my

work is situated within a body of literature that examines archaeology and

nationalism, my conclusion is that we must scrutinize the assumption that

nationalism (as a political theory/ideology) and archaeology (as a science that is

homogeneous worldwide) are self-evident entities.

Writing about the politics of archaeology in Africa, Nick Shepherd claims

that it is difficult to map the topic because the practice of archaeology in this

continent is as varied as the continent itself (Shepherd 2002). However, he

chooses to place African archaeology within the context of the continent’s

colonized identity. Therefore, “archaeology appears not so much as a neutral

means to the ‘discovery’ of pre-existing histories buried in colonial landscapes, as

a discipline actively constructing archaeological pasts over and against local and

indigenous conceptions of past times” (Shepherd 2002).

Shepherd views the colonial nature of archaeology in Africa as manifested

by the fact that most archaeologists are non Africans, and therefore for them

African cultures and peoples are “others”, and also archaeology uses a set of

intrusive methodologies. Shepherd views archaeology as “part of a broader

project of knowledge production that was unequal in its inception and by and
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large remains so today” (Shepherd 2002). The power relationships in the case of

Mexico and the United States were not so one-sided. My dissertation brings

Mexico in a dialogue with authors that have researched the archaeology of areas

outside Europe and North America. Though the relation between foreigners and

nationals in Mexico could be seen much like that in Africa, I problematize the

idea that foreigners constructed knowledge about Mexico against local and

indigenous conceptions of the past.  In this sense, it could be argued that Mexico’s

particular history, and its specific relation with North American scholars, explains

the difficulty of talking about a similar experience regarding the practice of

archaeology in “non-Western” countries. More historical research needs to be

done to explore the relations between foreigners and local people

GENDER AND ARCHAEOLOGY

My dissertation emerges from a feminist location that has impacted

archaeology since the mid 1980s . Along the lines of others that have filled the

past with women, children, previously invisible and marginal people (Gero and

Conkey 1991; Wright and netLibrary Inc. 1996; Claassen and Joyce 1997; Moore

and Scott 1997; Nelson 1997; Whitehouse, Accordia Research Centre. et al. 1998;

Donald and Hurcombe 2000; Sørensen 2000), this dissertation rethinks the history

of the discipline from a multiple ways.
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First because it brings to the forefront voices that were not previously

heard in other histories; secondly because I narrated a gendered history of the

understanding of the historical relations between archaeologists (people) and the

archaeologies (ideas, theories, institutions, governments) of the United States and

Mexico. And finally, I offer a gendered understanding of what authors consider

the professionalization of archaeology.

Some authors who examine nationalism and archaeology argue that one of

the consequences of nationalism was that it enabled the professionalization of

archaeology. (Diaz-Andreu (forthcoming)) However, in this dissertation I have

mainly highlighted the gendered aspects of its professionalization, because I think

that the presence of women in a discipline such as archaeology, with such close

links to nationalism, needs to be closely examined as a specific gendered space.

The research of the nation’s origins and history through archaeology was a space

that was not easily open to women.

I have relied on Zelia Nuttall to write about professionalization of

archaeology because I found her emblematic, and also distinct from other women

that at the same period were involved in archaeology. As other women involved

in scientific practices at that time, she enjoyed the economic freedom to engage

fully in her archaeological interests (Levine 1999). She was also “free” from the

traditional duties that a woman was supposed to have been doing at that time.
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Zelia resolved her mothering duties (with the help of family, hiring a nanny or

paying a boarding school). As did other women archaeologists at the turn of the

century, Zelia Nuttall relied on a network of female patrons that covered her

expenses while doing fieldwork (Levine 1994; Levine 1999).

I found that many of the women who were involved in archaeology or

anthropology at the turn of the century were either working with their husbands or

were not married (Pycior, Slack et al. 1996) In this sense I would venture to say

that for Zelia Nuttall, her divorce from Alphonse Pinart was not drawback to

engaging in scientific work as much as a domestic arrangement that made

possible her dedication to archaeology.

However Zelia Nuttall made a choice and intervened in archaeology

through library and museum research. That choice was different from that of other

women of the time, who were involved in fieldwork “out there” (Allsebrook and

Allsebrook 1992; Parezo 1993; Arwill-Nordbladh 1998; Stein 2001). She does not

fully embody the “lady of expedition”, as women such as Harriet Boyd Hawes or

Edith Hall did, who were involved in archaeological projects in the Mediterranean

(Allsebrook and Allsebrook 1992; Bolger 1994; Picazo 1998). She traveled

around the world, but her presence was always indoors, as an extension of home,

and not in the archaeological field “out there”.
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When Zelia Nuttall engaged in fieldwork and claimed ownership over her

discovery, she was questioned on the basis of her nationality and gender. I argue

that probably it was the strongly patriarchal character of Mexican archaeology

that made the access to archaeology through fieldwork difficult for Zelia Nuttall.

This is a dissertation about insiders and outsiders that participated in the

archaeologies of Mexico and the United States. During the period from 1880s to

the late 1910s the archaeologies of Mexico and the United States were engaged in

multiple ways. In this dissertation I illustrated three major areas of relationships

(expeditions, institutions and archaeologists who participated in them) at the same

time that I theorized those engagements by focusing in their gendered nature. In

this sense, the categories of insiders and outsiders were not fixed and stable, but

they were defined and took form in the relations between scientific traditions.

What emerges from my dissertation is the need to understand how specific

archaeological practices (expeditions, excavations, teaching, cataloguing, etc.) are

embedded in general processes occurring in Mexico and the United States

(nationalism, changing gender roles in society, professionalization of science).
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Appendix 1: Statutes of the International School of American
Archaeology and Ethnology

Art. 1. An international School of American Archaeology and Ethnology is

established, which shall have its seat in the City of Mexico.

Art. 2. The International School of American Archaeology and Ethnology has for

its object the advancement of the study of American archaeology, ethnology and

anthropology, particularly in reference to the archaeology, ethnology, and

anthropology of Mexico, and its relations to countries which adjoin Mexico.

Art. 3. The object of the International School of American Archaeology and

Ethnology will be attained—

 I. By the training of young men sufficiently prepared to make them thorough

investigators

 II. By undertaking scientific investigations.

 III. By publications, instruction, and other means which are considered

adequate, in order to reach the end for which the school is established.

Art. 4. The founding patrons of the International School of American

Archaeology and Ethnology are—

The Government of the United States of Mexico
The Government of Prussia
Columbia University
Harvard University
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The University of Pennsylvania

Art. 5. Other governments and scientific institutions may also become patrons of

the School in so far as they accept expressly these statute, and with the agreement

of other patronsand protectors of the School

Art. 6. Besides patrons, the School will have protectors, with the obligation to

appropriate funds for fellowships, for special scientific investigations or for

publications of the School.

A protector of the School is the Hispanic Society of America, and other

institutions may also become protectors in so far as they accept expressly these

statutes, and with the agreement of the other patrons and protectors of the School.

Art. 7. Each patron and protector will appoint a delegate to represent him, and the

meeting of these delegates will constitute a body to be called the Committee of

Delegates and Patrons and Protectors of the International School of American

Archaeology and Ethnology.

Art. 8. The Government of the United States of Mexico will place at the disposal

of the School rooms in which classes may be held. It will facilitate access to

libraries, museums, institutes, and other scientific centers in which studes are

pursued like those which the School has for its object; and will support it by an

annual subsidy of six thousand dollars.
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Art. 9. Each patron will appoint and pay in turn a director of the School, and will

also allot fellowships to the same. The salary of each director in turn will be at

least the same amount as he receives for his services in the country in which he

renders them. Each fellowship will be sufficient to cover the expenses of board

and lodging and transportation of a fellow; and the patron or protector who

provides it shall have the right to appoint the fellow who is to receive it. In case a

patron or protector should not appoint a person or persons to receive the

fellowship, the director of the School may appoint a fellow for a year, or may not

allot the said fellowship or fellowships for one year to one or several of the

fellows if the School who already hold fellowships, allowing to him or them in

this way a larger amount, provided this seems advisable to him.

Art. 10. The directors of the School shall be men well known by their knowledge

of the subject matter of American ethnology and archaeology, who have shown

through their work and their publications that they have good methods of

scientific research and good judgement in their investigations.

Art. 11. The term of the patrons will be one year, in the following order, except

for modifications which may be established by agreement of the patrons:

1) The Prussian Government
2) Columbia University
3) Harvard University
4) University of Pennsylvania
5) The Government of the United States of Mexico
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6) Other governments and other scientific institutions, which are
going to express their willingness to contribute to the support of
the School.

Art. 12. The Committee if the Delegates of the Patrons and Protectors and the

Director of the School shall compose the Managing Committee of the School.

Art. 13. The Managing Committee shall elect from among its members its

president and secretary, it shall further appoint a tresasurer who may or may not

be a member of the same committee, and whose residence shall be in the City of

Mexico.

Art. 14. The professors of the School shall be appointed by the Managing

Committee, either by unanimous vote or by majority vote.

Art. 15. The scientific and educational work of the School shall be carried on in

conformity with the arrangements made by the director of the same and the

professors acting as a faculty. The director and the faculty of professors shall have

in charge the training of the students of the School, the selection of scientific

investigations to be undertaken, and everything that refers to publications and to

instruction.

Art. 16. The director and the faculty shall formulate their statutes and regulations,

which shall be enforced after the approval of the Manging Committee.

Art. 17. Every year the director shall render account of the work of the School to

the Managing Committee. The delegates shall likewise inform annually their

respective patrons and protectors.

Art. 18. All the archaeological explorations and studes which are necessary to

accomplish the program of the School shall be subjected strictly to the laws of the
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country in which this work is undertaken, and with the concurrence of the official

inspection of monuments and of archaeological and historical objects.

Art. 19. All the objects which are found in investigations, explorations, and

studies undertaken by the School or by the directors or professors connected with

it shall become the property of the national museum of the country in which these

studes are carried out.

Art. 20. In case of the discovery of similar specimens of the same object, and

provided the government of the country in which these discoveries are made

considers it possible to relinquish one or several of these specimens to the

International School of American Archaeology and Ethnology, the first duplicate

shall be handed over to the patron whose term of office it is, or to the protector

who has given the necessary funds for the exploration in question; and in case

there are several duplicates, to the patrons in the same order in which their term of

office would come.

Art. 21. The government of the United States of Mexico shall give the necessary

authorization for the archaeological and ethnological investigations which the

School proposes to carry out, upon the request of the director of the School and

with the approval of the official inspection of monuments.

In every case the concessions agreed to for the conduct of archaeological

and ethnological investigations shall be subject expressly to the regulations of the

laws in force in the country in which the work is carried out.

Art. 22, The director and the professors of the School, or persons commissioned

by them shall have the right to make photographic copies, or any other kind of
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copies, of the objects discovered or studied, provided that they do not alter them

in any way, and they shall have the right to publish these copies as it may seem

convenient to them.

These statutes shall be in force as soon as they are ratified expressely by

each of the patrons and protectors.

Signed today, the fourteenth of September, 1910, in the year and month of

the First Centenary of the Independence of Mexico, by the following delegates:

EDUARD SELER
Delegate of the Minister of Public
Instruction of Prussia
L. CAPITAN
Delegate of the Minister of Public
Instruction of France
G. B. GORDON
Delegate of the University of Pennsylvania
FRANZ BOAS
Delegate of Columbia University
EZEQUIEL A. CHAVEZ
Delegate of the Secretary of Public
Instruction and Fine Arts of Mexico
ROLAND B. DIXON
Delegate of Harvard University
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Appendix 2:Funding

Funds for 1911-1912

Institution Amount Expenses

Hispanic Society of
America

$2,208.84 Expenses directorship

Gardiner M. Lane $49.92. Directorship

Prussian Government $2,000 Dr. Horschelman (fellow)

University of Columbia $1,000 Srta. Isabel Ramírez

Justo Sierra (Minister of
Instruccion Publica)

$6,000 Expenses School

Funds for 1912-1913

 Institution Amount

Previous balance in Banco
de Mexico

$2,258.76

Seler gives to new director
Franz Boas

$302.02

Mexican Government $6,000
University of Columbia $1,000
University of Pennsylvania $894.05
Hispanic Society of
America

$1,002.11
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Sr. Sargent $399.50
Edward Adams $200

Funds for 1913-1914

Institution Amount

Austria $500 gold

Prussia $500 gold

Bavaria $2000 pesos

St. Petersburg $500

Hispanic Society $1,100

In possession of A. Tozzer $225

ColumbiaUniversity $250
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Archives

APS/FBP  American Philosophical Society/Franz Boas Papers

AMP/APS American Philosophical Society/Alden Mason Papers

FBPP Franz Boas Professional Papers (Microfilm)

PHAH Phoebe Apperson Hearst (BANC MSS 72/204c) Berkeley

University (Microfilm)

ZNP/PM  Peabody Museum (Zelia Nuttall Papers)

SSC (Sophia Smith Collection/ Smith College Archives

AGN/IPBA Archivo General de la Nación-Instrucción Pública y Bellas
Artes. México City.

AMNH/Department of Anthropology

AMNH/Manuscript Collection

CU/CF Columbia University/Central Files

MNA Museo Nacional de Antropología México.

LB/MNA Leopoldo Batres Papers Museo Nacional de Antropología
México.

UNAM/Fondo Ezequiel A. Chavez. Archivo Histórico de la UNAM.
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