
Each of these lines of evidence is then elaborated
through some meticulously documented analyses
including, inter alia, provenance and chaîne opératoire
analyses of more than 2,000 obsidian artifacts to ascer-
tain how these materials were worked through the
courses of journeys from their source at 4,100 m asl
at Quispisisa / Jichja Parco down across the Paracas
world; the identification and quantification of mol-
lusks to track their movement inland in significant
quantities more than 60 km from the ocean and
lomas, and as artifacts even up to the high sierra;
and last, but not least, analyses of the remains of the
beasts of burden that articulated Paracas mobility,
including strontium isotope analyses of the teeth of
30 camelids from the Palpa Valley, showing that
these were likely raised in the highlands.

Mader’s interpretations of these data are strictly, even
fastidiously qualified, but it will doubtless disappoint
anthropologists of the past that he can discern no evi-
dence for verticality expressed through Murra’s vertical
archipelago model, sensu stricto, or for interactions in
Paracas driven much by redistribution or reciprocity.
Instead of archipelagos of colonies, what emerges is eco-
logical complementarity through the aegis of long-
distance exchanges articulated by intense camelid cara-
vans throughout an entirely Paracas landscape (for
which Mader coins the term “economic directness”).
By Late Paracas this landscape, as documented by the
Nasca-Palpa Archaeological Project, had become pep-
pered with dozens of settlements of different scales
along rivers and atop ridgelines, all sharing in a material
culture yet also exhibiting increasing evidence of inter-
necine conflict. For me this begs additional questions
about how long-distance mobility was pursued within
such a milieu and indeed what that might mean for the
nature of Late Paracas society and economy.

Sea Shells in the Mountains and Llamas on the
Coast is founded on the fixed, tangible elements of
the past excavated from particular places, yet the pat-
terns drawn from those data are those of movement
between those places. Mader himself has walked the
200 km of Paracas routeways from the high Andean
obsidian sources at Quispisisa, via many of the settle-
ments studied such as Collanco, down to the Pacific
shore at the estuary of the Río Grande de Nazca.
With this excellent study he has reanimated ancient
Paracas for us and moreover has done so over hitherto
unrecognized geographies.

Historical Ecology and Archaeology in the
Galápagos Islands: A Legacy of Human Occupation.
PETER W. STAHL, FERNANDO J. ASTUDILLO,
ROSS W. JAMIESON, DIEGO QUIROGA, and

FLORENCIO DELGADO. 2020. University Press
of Florida, Gainesville. 240 pp. $90.00 (hardcover),
ISBN 9780813066271.

Reviewed by Atholl Anderson, Australian National
University

Scholarly books on the history of human–environmen-
tal relationships in the Galápagos Islands since the
sixteenth century are rare, and it is pleasing to be
able to welcome this one, which measures, as its sub-
title states, the legacy of human occupation. It is a
small book and more focused than its title suggests,
but it is well written and illustrated, and it makes a
valuable case in considering larger issues of ecological
transformation.

The two introductory chapters provide a good nar-
rative summary of human history, the introduction of
foreign plants and animals, and some consequences
for Galápagos landscapes and ecologies. There are
also comments, mostly related to modern changes, in
the concluding chapter, and it is worth mentioning
the extensive notes and references. Nevertheless, the
main part of the book is devoted much less to historical
ecology and archaeology in the Galápagos Islands
generally than to a particular case study of the impact
of intensive commercial activity on Galápagos history
and ecology. It is mainly about the Hacienda El
Progreso of San Cristóbal Island, and the story is
both colorful and instructive.

Manuel Julián Cobos was a freebooting capitalist
from coastal Ecuador who organized the export from
San Cristóbal to Central America in the 1860s of cattle
hides, salted meat, sea lion skins, and the much-valued
orchilla lichen, used to make purple dye. Charges of
cattle rustling and smuggling sent Cobos and his 300
followers to Mexico, with similar results, and then to
San Cristóbal where a sugar plantation was established
in 1875. This developed into an extensive operation
covering about 25,000 ha of western San Cristóbal.
By the early twentieth century Hacienda El Progreso
was producing 500 tons of sugar per year and had
100,000 coffee bushes, extensive market gardens,
and large herds of cattle and horses, plus pigs, goats,
and sheep. In addition, Cobos exploited the feral cattle
elsewhere on San Cristóbal and on Floreana Island,
and he extracted whale, sea lion, and tortoise oil.
There were two boats for transport of goods to and
from the mainland.

Several hundred people, of which men outnumbered
women by four to one, were needed to run Hacienda El
Progreso. They were mostly criminals or exiles and
were effectively held in bondage and treated brutally by
Cobos. Eventually he was attacked and killed by his
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workers, but not until 1904. The story is a large version of
many smaller and similar cases of colonization in theGal-
ápagos Islands, not least those of the Ritters, who landed
from theManuel y Cobos, no less, on Floreana Island in
1929 (Treherne, The Galapagos Affair, 1983)—but it
would need a Joseph Conrad to do justice to the Hacienda
El Progreso story.

After the death of Cobos, the estate declined
through several ownerships into a small village until,
in a fitting finale, it was selected for the speculative
establishment of “a model community on a beautiful
Pacific Island” (p. 63). This attracted more than 100
investors, of whom 30 arrived in 1960. The venture
failed almost immediately, and only one colonist was
left by 1961. Hacienda El Progreso’s rapid rise, col-
lapse through catastrophic management, and decline
into near-extinction form amodel of a colonization tra-
jectory to set beside many another, from Norse Green-
land, through Pitcairn Island, to Roanoke and Darien,
to note just a few examples.

From an interesting history, the book turns to ar-
chaeological investigations at Hacienda El Progreso,
conducted from 2014 to 2018, which were designed
to “explore the spatial and temporal depth of human
ecological transformation on San Cristóbal Island, and
to elucidate the complex and historically contingent
development of its novel anthropogenic ecosystem
through the lens of historical and archaeological data”
(p. 67). The archaeological data, however, are relatively
few and unsurprising and do not add substantially to the
abundant historical evidence, including images, of the
Hacienda structures. The zooarchaeological data are
also unremarkable. Shellfish remains are dominated
by the giant chiton, as they are elsewhere on historical
sites in the Galápagos. The fish remains are not identi-
fied below the family level. Cattle remains dominate
mammalian bone. It is, of course, necessary to do the
archaeology to derive such conclusions, but here, as
so often in historical archaeology, the results do little
more than confirm the historical data. It is the same
with the archaeobotanical remains. Again, the research
needed to be done, but it does not add anything signifi-
cant to the historical evidence. There is more of interest
in the material culture, notably of the fine ceramics and
other luxury goods that are discussed in more detail.
Yet, it is worth noting, as the authors do, that a coarse
earthenware bottle of Chimú-Sican provenance from
the nineteenth-century midden is consistent with evi-
dence elsewhere in the Galápagos—indicating that
such artifacts of possible precolumbian manufacture
were taken to the islands only after European discovery
(Anderson et al., Latin American Antiquity 27:169–183).

Overall, the main drawback of this book is that the
archaeology, which occupies most of the book, was

unable to add conspicuous value to the case of
Hacienda El Progreso. It was too limited by the very
young and narrow age of the sites and the abundant
archival record. In archaeological terms, the objective
of exploring spatial and temporal depth had hardly
anything to work with. Even so, it is good to have
this particular case published, and it is to be hoped
that there will be much more research on the archae-
ology of the Galápagos Islands. Because the archae-
ology is so relatively young and, on the whole, well
preserved, at least in the dry coastal areas, and because
the Galápagos ecosystems are so interesting and long
studied, there is an opportunity to investigate, in con-
siderable depth, the history of cultural–natural interac-
tions on an isolated archipelago in a way envisaged
and advocated by Fosberg (Man’s Place in the Island
Ecosystem, 1963); for example, as a benchmark for
similar studies in less favorable circumstances.

Paisajes mineros y modos de vida en el norte de Men-
doza, Argentina (S. XIX-XX). OSVALDO H. SIRONI.
2020. BAR International Series 2892. British Ar-
chaeological Reports, Oxford. xvi + 176 pp. 91 figs.
$98.00 (paperback), ISBN 978-1-4073-5678-5.

Reviewed by Daniel Schávelzon, Centro de Arqueolo-
gía Urbana, Universidad de Buenos Aires

Es un libro que trata sobre las condiciones de vida de
los mineros que trabajaron en Mendoza, Argentina,
entre finales del siglo XIX e inicios del XX. Todo estu-
dio de arqueología histórica de Sudamérica es bienve-
nido. En este caso son dos grupos de estructuras
ubicadas en la región de montaña.

El libro es el resultado de una tesis universitaria y
adolece de las virtudes y defectos al ser la adaptación
de un estudio para una evaluación universitaria. Se
muestra como un requisito a cumplir y no como resul-
tado de un proyecto de investigación. Fue extendido
con información y fotos no significativas (Figuras
39, 57, 59 y 73 son las más obvias) y el cincuenta
por ciento de las ilustraciones podrían haberse evitado.

Como en muchas tesis argentinas se necesita expli-
citar un marco teórico acorde con la ideología del
curso. El autor se define como marxista cuyo método
es el materialismo histórico y la primera referencia es
a Karl Marx. Eso no es criticable sino porque no es ni
habitual ni necesario en este tipo de publicación, o si se
cree que hacer arqueología social es estudiar grupos no
bien visibilizados, lo que supone que no lo hacen
otras arqueologías. Parece un texto de la década de
1970. ¿Estudiar la cultura material de los mineros es
hacer una arqueología marxista? Creemos que es una
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