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PROLOGUE



Historical science of politics is the one science that is deposited by the streams of history, like the grains of gold in the sand of a river; and the knowledge of the past, the record of truths revealed . . . is eminently practical, as an instrument of action and a power that goes to making the future.


(Dalberg-Acton 1895, p. 3)


What is it about chiefdoms? They are traditional societies and many might inquire about their relevance for our modern world. In this book I argue that studying chiefdoms is essential to understand the role of elemental powers in social evolution. Anthropological archaeology is a social science able to study comparatively the natural experiments of long-term historical processes. To illustrate this point, I look at chiefs and their power strategies in historically independent prehistoric and traditional societies and discuss how they continue to exist as powerful actors within states.


Who are chiefs? They are political operatives holding titles of leadership over groups larger than intimate kin-based communities. They rule with some consent of their group, but they are all about building personal power and respect. They are inherently highly variable. Sometimes I refer to chiefs as chieftains. Although these terms are largely interchangeable, I use the terms somewhat differently to designate relative variations in institutional versus personal power. Chieftains are more self-made leaders and chiefs are more institutional leaders, but all chief-like leaders come to power and perpetuate power as conjoined political processes.


My engagement with chiefdoms has been long. I went to college in the mid-1960s when student activism was on the rise. It was time for revolution, we thought. We anticipated major progress for racial integration, world peace, ending social injustice, and erasing income inequality. As did many of the sixties generation, I was easily radicalized and questioned authority. My determination to understand our political system encouraged me to become an anthropologist and raise the question of why people would follow leaders, often against their own interests.


Power corrupts and progressive movements depend on ways to tame chiefs. We can build on humanity’s better instincts to fashion order that balances human needs and interests. But how is this possible? Comparative studies of human societies propose alternative institutional formations and their implications for human justice and sustainability. Throughout my academic career, my optimism has been rooted in archaeology and its perspective on deep history. Here the quotation by Lord Acton is relevant: history (archaeology) offers a social science of political institutions, which includes the lessons that chiefdoms tell.


CHIEFDOMS


Chiefdoms are the first societies with institutional leaders. Many scholars have viewed chiefs as problem solvers—defending groups against aggressors, resolving disputes, providing support under hardship, organizing labor for community projects, and redistributing goods among those in need. Chiefs do these things, but much of what chiefs do is to accumulate benefits for themselves, staying in power and legitimizing control. Chiefly supporters pledge undying support in return for guarantees of payoffs.


Perhaps this sounds familiar. With the evolution of state societies, chiefs have become partly domesticated by the rule of law, but their presence is still visible everywhere—from business entrepreneurs to urban drug lords to local politicians. The challenge of modern societies is to domesticate the entrepreneurial spirit of chiefs to the rule of law that channels their efforts for the broader good. Is this feasible? Based on lessons from the past, I think it is.


THERE IS NO END TO HISTORY


Although present conditions (whether poverty, power, or environmental warming) may appear inevitable, societies continually change—often for the better but too frequently for the worst. There is no end to history and archaeology offers key insights. Human societies have been incredibly variable and creative; social and economic conditions are never predetermined. We can understand what is possible and the outcomes of one political system compared with others as recorded in prehistory.


Archaeology documents long-term processes with opportunities to understand and create alternative pathways for change. Over the last twenty thousand years, human have built vastly larger and more diverse societies and centralized political power has strengthened, but has also relaxed. During the twentieth century, for example, the apparent imperial destiny of world powers (Britain, France, Germany, Japan, and the Soviet Union) expanded only to collapse. States now stand under the full gaze of world criticism. We are learning better how humans organize at different scales.


These social scales have distinct and often competing interests and capabilities. History shows how balance is possible with powers shifting back and forth. Prehistoric societies offer opportunities to study the implications of a wide range of human organizations. Finding the correct balance between scale and organization (family, community, region, and state) is an empirical question for which history provides alternative resolutions.


ARCHAEOLOGY IS A SOCIAL SCIENCE


Archaeology is a social science able to discover long-term principles and consequences of human actions. With a sweeping increase in archaeology’s capabilities to describe social systems in action, we are able to use large data sets to uncover alternative pathways by which humans have organized themselves and the outcomes of those natural experiments.


No longer is archaeology simply the recovery of the oldest this or the origin of that. It has the potential for systematic scientific understanding of human societies as a means to help fashion future policy directions. To match our increasing methodological capability, we need sophisticated theory to guide our research. Linking theoretically to political economy, recent archaeological work considers political ecology, meaning simply the ways in which human societies create anthropogenic environments—some destined for degradation and collapse while others are sustainable over the long haul.


To enable an archaeology relevant to modern problems of change and stability, we should continue the work archaeologists have always done—finding, excavating, and analyzing material evidence and its changing patterning in the past. We must take the past as fundamentally knowable, developing new ways of recovery and conceptualization of historical conditions. Have leaders helped solve human challenges or have they been an emerging problem channeling resources to their personal benefits? These are fundamental questions that archaeology is well equipped to investigate with the study of chiefdoms and their leadership institutions.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS


To understand chiefdoms a lifetime of collaborations, discussions, and reading with many anthropologists, historical sociologists, and political scientists have guided my career. I look to my intellectual “ancestors” including Robert Carneiro, Colin Renfrew, Marshall Sahlins, Roy Rappaport, and Eric Wolf. These professors and friends formed my approach to social evolution and the emergence of strong leaders.


I did graduate work at the University of Michigan, where my fellow graduate students and I created a cohort with common theoretical interests that pioneered new approaches to archaeological research. These included especially Elizabeth Brumfiel, Gary Feinman, Antonio Gilman, Allen Johnson, Patrick Kirch, and Kristian Kristiansen. My own graduate students at UCLA and Northwestern have provided daily interactions in seminars, discussions, and fieldwork that have always been central to my career. I think especially of Luis Jaime Castillo, Terence D’Altroy, Elizabeth DeMarrais, Christine Hastorf, and John Steinberg. They always knew how to speak to authority, keeping me honest and current with new ideas and approaches.


The evidence that supports the argument of this primer comes from many sources, including anthropology’s rich ethnographic record and the mounting archaeological record of chiefdoms. I do not cite individual sources in the text, but they are credited in each chapter in the Additional Readings section; each source has a detailed bibliography.


I draw heavily on my personal field projects in the Pacific (Hawaiian Islands), the Andes (Peru and Argentina), and Europe (Denmark and Hungary). Full summer field seasons in these countries have offered excitement and reward from different cultures, peoples, and landscapes. In each field project, I have been embedded within large teams of scholars, students, and workers laboring together. I hold particular affection for the skilled non-academics upon whom I depended for their labor, personal skills, local knowledge, and insights. The community members in the Mantaro, Thy, and the Benta made my work possible.


From 1967 to 2008, the National Science Foundation funded my research—first as an undergraduate participant and then as a graduate student and senior scholar across five major archaeological projects. I am deeply grateful for this support; the many reviewers who sharpened my research; and John Yellen, the longtime director of NSF’s Archaeology Program who nurtured my science-based approach bringing together a strong theoretical perspective with carefully designed, data-driven research. I have learned that my ideas can be usefully wrong, as field results correct my theories and point me in new directions of thinking and practicing. Details of the extensive financial support of my field projects are found in my publications.


This primer stands as something of an intellectual biography, for which the support and understanding of my family is central. In 1967 I met my wife Eliza as an undergraduate on an archaeological project in Arizona, and after marrying in 1969 she accompanied me on many of my field excavations—endlessly discussing my ideas and providing basic support mapping, preparing illustrations, digging, and washing sherds, My daughters learned to think like archaeologists, working with me in Argentina and Denmark and always ready with pointed advice. Perhaps most importantly my family listened with excitement to my rambling ideas and commented thoughtfully on my writings. Why should I be so lucky?


Eliot Werner invited me to write about the study of chiefdoms and as his reward has had to work tirelessly to realize the book. I am particular grateful for his help and also to Gary Feinman, whose insightful and timely guidance helped me see what was needed.




A PRIMER ON
CHIEFS AND
CHIEFDOMS





CHAPTER 1


CHIEFDOM ETHNOGRAPHIES OF POWER AND AUTHORITY


To begin our study of chiefdoms, we discuss some definitions related to intermediate-level societies; each concept has a history of different usages and meaning but still captures fundamental characteristics of regional polities. I want to emphasize that chiefs and their chiefdoms are highly variable—reflecting specifics of histories, environments, subsistence practices and technologies, interregional relations, and sources of power.


Having said this, the processes involved in the formation of chiefdoms across many cases show common patterns based on their political economies. To understand these political processes, I adopt broad categories of chiefs and chiefdoms that share elements of social stratification and power differentials.



CHIEFDOMS AS POLITICAL SOCIETIES


Chiefdoms were political societies, meaning that they had leaders able to coordinate political action with thousands or even tens of thousands of people. Typically, chiefdoms regionally organized multiple village-sized communities, although single communities with large populations could also be so structured. To integrate regional-scale polities required social, economic, religious, and especially political institutions. Chiefdoms were (and still are) about power, the ability to influence and coerce groups with divergent interests and identities. Chiefdoms represented a spectrum of political formations.


Power is fundamentally distributive—all humans have power to act independently, if only not to act when ordered. This is what allows both families and communities to operate quite autonomously of their chiefs for much of everyday life. As parents quickly learn, even within families and despite authority hierarchies based on age, physical size, and nominal control, much of the time children do exactly what they want despite parental orders. A strong human principle is anarchy: individuals, families, and communities follow their own inclinations. Everyone can claim powers and the easiest way to direct others is to provide them with things they desire. Political relationships are always a balance between individuals and their perceptions of advantages, if only to escape punishment.


Power can manifests itself in potential mastery over others, asking for sacrifice for the broader good. Power is thus not a resource but rather an unequal relationship; power implies threats, unequal rewards, and certainly resistance. Unequal relations are formed out of various media that include knowledge, social structure, warrior might, economy, and ritual ideology. Power relationships are always present but inherently problematic. How chiefs come to power in some situations and not in others is an enduring question of anthropology and one that archaeologists are well suited to answer.



CHIEFS


Chiefs are political operatives acting to further group interests but always with their own interests at heart. They design power strategies to amass and extend control over populations larger than intimate, village-scale communities. By providing goods and services for their subjects, chiefs bind people to their group. Chiefs resolve internal disputes, host ceremonial feasts, organize defense, and build ceremonial places, agricultural systems, and defensive works. Coercively, chiefs can punish individuals and communities that resist their authority.


Marshall Sahlins defined differences between the “Big Man” of Melanesia and the Polynesian chief according to the scale, stability, and institutionalization of political leadership. A Big Man is a political entrepreneur who personally builds power by amassing prestige; by contrast, a chief comes to a leadership position within an established political structure. These processes are additive in the sense that the chief does the same thing that a Big Man must do to build his power, but he works within an institutional order that legitimizes the chief’s role.


Chiefs seek to differentiate themselves from the rest of society in terms of rank, authority, power, and the gleam of leadership. Sahlins’s binary division actually represented a continuum of leadership forms signifying dialectical tensions between groups and their leaders. Within the inherently competitive world of chiefdoms, chiefs create and extend their support base through a highly personalized network—not unlike a Big Man. Big Men grade into chiefs, who grade into state actors (sultans, kings, and emperors) to the extent that they are able to expand scales of control over the political economy and stabilize sovereignty through institutions of governance.


Chiefs develop power strategies that bring together pragmatic mixtures of economic, warrior, and religious means to build and maintain followers. Sometimes chiefs attract followers through economic services or religious ritual; in other cases they coerce followers by threats and punishment. The particular mix in a power strategy changes over time and often fails as chiefs lose the power they have sought to monopolize. As I seek to show, chiefdoms are not a societal type but a political process seeking some measure of control.



CHIEFTAINCIES


Chieftaincies are political institutions with highly personalized networks of specialized agents supporting some semblance of centralized rule; they are political machines designed to create, legitimize, and hold sovereignty. Chieftaincies include chiefly power specialists consisting of warriors, priests, managers, and others involved in the collection and defense of revenues that support the chief’s power strategies. Their personal loyalty to the chief is critical. This loyalty is reinforced by expectations of personal gain.


Chiefs operate like modern oligarchs who surround themselves with loyal retinues of lawyers, facilitators, accountants, and personal security to defend their patron’s wealth and well-being. Although frequently based on principles of kinship and rank, chieftaincies are better understood as personalized relationships of fealty (see, for example, descriptions of European feudalism). Chieftaincies have variable institutional structures with more or less established social hierarchies, corporate ownership of resources, organized warfare, and rituals. Chieftaincies are built, maintained, and materialized by gift exchanges. By controlling the distribution of land and wealth, chiefs provide incentives to stay loyal. With competitive warfare between chiefs, members of a losing chieftaincy lose everything—often including their lives.



CHIEFDOMS


Chiefdoms organize regional societies with political, economic, and ritual institutions. They vary in size from simple chiefdoms of a few thousand to institutionally more complex systems with tens of thousands of subjects. Chiefdoms have little coherence as a type, except for their flexible power strategies to mobilize revenues from their communities and abroad, and inherently can fracture into smaller units (as described ethnographically for segmentary societies).


Chiefdoms are essentially tribal; typically, they are ethnically homogeneous but with a measure of social hierarchy and political centrality. The political and social hierarchy is routinely grounded in patterns of resource ownership for which chiefs claim rights to surpluses of goods and labor from constituencies. Multiple hierarchies can exist simultaneously at different scales and different spheres of action (social relations, political networks, warriors, and religion). Chiefdoms usually involve warfare for defending productive land and other resources—conquering land often with capital facilities and farmers and raiding for wealth and slaves.


Chiefdoms are multiscalar organizations. They are organizations of families embedded in local communities, which are in turn part of regional polities (political institutions). At each level individuals operate to further their own perceived interests. In many ways everyday lives of families and communities within chiefdoms continue unchanged from more egalitarian and decentralized societies. Chiefs concern themselves largely with chiefly things that supplement existing organizations, and constituent groups run their lives autonomously—except in situations where chiefs require labor or services from their followers or followers receive specific services.



CHIEFLY CONFEDERACIES


Chiefly confederacies are alliances of chieftaincies. They are pragmatic and ever-changing associations typically involving transient coalitions, intermarriages, and mobility among specialists (warriors, priests, architects, and the like). Chiefly confederacies are an additional scalar organizational layer. They are inherently contingent and based on common interests between chiefs, which shift quickly. They are thus unstable, forming and dissolving opportunistically according to changing strategic openings and interests in the political arena. Confederacies have no permanent institutional form but they can create broad political relationships (typically reliant on warfare) that can appear almost empire-like, in which multiple chiefs and their chieftaincy pledge support—for as long as it lasts—to a paramount leader.



THE USE OF ETHNOGRAPHIES


To understand chiefdoms I start by looking at societies described ethnographically by anthropologists. This approach assumes that archaeology documents human organizational forms that were likely represented by societies existing into the modern era. To comprehend how prehistoric societies operated, archaeologists need to be conversant with world ethnographies of traditional societies studied by nineteenth and twentieth century sociocultural anthropologists. The ethnographic record is anthropology’s great legacy to understand and appreciate the extraordinary diversity in human societies.


To grasp the feel of chiefdoms, I summarize some classic ethnographies and cover cases at different political scales from Polynesia, Africa, Southeast Asia, and the Caribbean (Figure 1.1). Chiefdoms on different continents around the world were historically separated from each other until after European colonial expansion. This section illustrates the diversity of intermediate-scale societies for which we have good historical descriptions by anthropologists, and I hope future students of archaeology will enjoy reading ethnographies to understand human societies in the past and present.




[image: Figure 1.1. World map showing locations of the chiefdoms (circles = ethnographic cases; triangles = archaeological cases) considered in this book. Illustration prepared by Mark Hauser.]


Figure 1.1. World map showing locations of the chiefdoms (circles = ethnographic cases; triangles = archaeological cases) considered in this book. Illustration prepared by Mark Hauser.






PACIFIC ISLAND CHIEFDOMS


Polynesian societies offer exceptional examples of chiefdoms that survived into the ethnographic present—the time when anthropologists first described them. Starting several thousand years ago, Polynesians created a distinctive canoe technology with a sail design that allowed them to voyage deep into the Pacific. In one of the remarkable examples of human maritime colonization, these skilled mariners explored the isolated Pacific islands that previously had no human occupation. They colonized all inhabitable lands in the Polynesian triangle, from Tikopia to Easter Island and from the Hawaiian Islands on the north to the temperate islands of New Zealand on the south (Figure 1.2).




[image: Figure 1.2. The Polynesian triangle of island archipelagoes in the deep Pacific, east of Australia and west of the Americas. The islands were settled from Melanesia and occupied historically by Polynesian chiefdoms. Illustration prepared by Mark Hauser.]


Figure 1.2. The Polynesian triangle of island archipelagoes in the deep Pacific, east of Australia and west of the Americas. The islands were settled from Melanesia and occupied historically by Polynesian chiefdoms. Illustration prepared by Mark Hauser.





Historically, Polynesians are a single people with closely related languages and cultures. The islands that they colonized ranged from tiny coral atolls to large high volcanic islands, from isolated islands to large archipelagos, and from the tropics to subtropical and temperate zones. They shared common technologies including irrigated and dryland tuber agriculture; domesticated pigs, chicken, and dogs; fishing technologies of nets and hooks; a mixture of weapons and working tools; and simple grass-frame housing. They also shared common principles of kinship and social hierarchy. All Polynesians had chiefs but their power was highly variable.


Because of the spatial separation of Oceania’s archipelagoes, each island group developed largely in isolation. Polynesia can thus be seen as a laboratory for the study of cultural adaptation. Its history and prehistory document adaptive radiation of a single cultural form to diverse economic and political opportunities. When originally finding a new island, the colonizing group formed a fairly open, small-scale society that evolved through various political outcomes—from essentially egalitarian Tikopia to the more typical Marquesan societies. These independent histories were separate adaptations, which were guided by prospects of each island group for surplus production and the ability to control mobilization to support chiefly polities. The full potential represented by Polynesia is illustrated by the Hawaiian Island chiefdoms, which developed state-like characteristics based on engineered landscapes and conquest warfare (see Chapter 6).


With population growth, groups became heavily dependent on tuber and tree agriculture, animal husbandry (especially pigs), and fishing. Agricultural facilities differed especially according to environmental conditions. These improvements have been called landesque capital, meaning simply that individual families and communities invested their labor to intensify fields for sustainable, long-term yields. Farming exemplifies simple landesque capital, whereby individual families worked to enrich soils and plant tree crops. This labor investment included soil augmentations such as mulching, extensive agricultural terracing, and highly productive irrigation systems. Such capital improvements increased productivity since it bound people to their farm plots. Irrigated taro and other forms of agricultural intensification were common throughout Polynesia.


Variation also existed in the extent and nature of trade and warfare. Where island groups were much isolated from each other, trade was of little importance. Thus trade between islands was minimal for the Hawaiian Islands but more important for other groups with closely clustered islands, such as Tonga and Samoa.


Warfare to defend local communities and their built landscapes was common across Polynesia. Although settlement patterns were occasionally focused on fortified villages (for instance, in New Zealand), households were often scattered along the beaches and among the fields. The development of regional chiefdoms appears to have resulted from conquest warfare, organized by chiefs to extend power over multiple communities and guarantee peace among the constituent communities.


Structurally, the basic social and economic unit was patrilineal-ranked lineage that formed a local community owning land corporately. With a substrate of ranking, local communities had hereditary chiefs from senior lineages and these chiefs were always important ritually and often functioned in other spheres. The Polynesian principle of ranking created a measured distance in status and prerogative from senior lines. Historically specific to this culture area, such ranking created structural conditions for the formation of social hierarchies.


The rich ethnographic and ethnohistorical studies of Polynesia provided what became archetypical examples of chiefdoms. Polynesian chiefdoms, however, were highly variable, adjusting to local conditions and histories. Furthermore, the extreme isolation of Pacific island archipelagoes actually generated quite atypical historical conditions for social evolution—namely, extreme social circumscription making control rather easy, little trade, and no markets. Polynesian chiefdoms were thus quite unusual and should not be considered typical of how chiefdoms developed and operated.



Tikopia


Tikopia is one end of a spectrum of Polynesian political complexity. It is a small outlier island west of the Polynesian triangle and just north of the Melanesian islands of Vanuatu. British ethnographer Raymond Firth described its society and economy in the late 1920s. Tikopia is an eroded volcanic cone of about five square kilometers standing isolated in the sea. When studied by Firth, the population was less than 1,300, dispersed in twenty or so scattered but named permanent settlements with associated land.


Subsistence was based on dryland farming (especially of taro) with fields on slopes, tree crops (breadfruit and coconuts) on flats, and fishing (net and line, often using canoes). Because no streams existed, irrigation was very small scale and depended on a few springs. The island’s high population density required intensive farming with short fallow and mulching. Because Tikopia was so isolated, its products were little desired and long-distance canoes were lacking. Trade was minimal and Tikopia was mainly self-sufficient.


Tikopia was a typical Polynesian society with ranked lineages that were residential in a particular location. Lineages (called “houses” in Firth’s original account) owned land, orchards, and canoes. Warfare traditionally existed between segments that divided the northern and southern areas. Canoes were small and constructed of poor local wood. They could be manufactured and used for fishing by commoners and chiefs alike. Ritual canoes, however, were somewhat special; according to Firth, “They are built by the commoners’ own resources and at their initiative; and they themselves used then. The function of the chief is to act as titular owner and perform the principal ritual for them” (1936, p. 218).


A few lineages were senior chiefly lines and their leaders maintained some prerogatives. Chiefly lines owned springs and more orchards than commoners, but agricultural practices created few opportunities for control that could generate surplus to support social stratification. The primary role of the chief was ritual, involved in providing touches to ceremonies—like the ritual drink kava—and encouraging surplus agricultural production for feasts. In brief, although some structural elements of hierarchy existed, chiefly power on Tikopia was limited to ritual performance.



The Marquesas


Marquesan chiefdoms are rather typical Polynesian societies. The Marquesas consist of fifteen islands with a total land area of a thousand square kilometers located about 1,400 kilometers northeast of Tahiti. The islands have a romantic image in western art, being the final home of Paul Gauguin—whose paintings captured the mystery and beauty of Polynesia—and the locale for Herman Melville’s ethnographic novel Typee. The islands are steep volcanic peaks up to 1,200 meters in elevation. They are geologically old and deeply dissected with narrow valleys and limited alluvial soil for farming. The coasts are rugged cliffs with small bays at stream mouths, no fringing flatland, and only small reefs. Habitable zones are limited and isolated.


The islands were first colonized circa 1000 CE and remained isolated from the world economy until they were “discovered” by a Spanish navigator in 1595 and subsequently seized by the French in the nineteenth century. The population has been estimated to have risen to over fifty thousand at contact, a large size for Polynesia but divided into many small groups—often of no more than a thousand people. The primary ethnographic description was by E. S. Craighill Handy, with an excellent study of their elaborate tattooing by his wife W. C. Handy.


The subsistence economy relied heavily on tree crops (breadfruit, coconuts, and bananas) grown along stream bottoms and lower slopes, and on taro grown in small, irrigated terraces along the streams. Pigs, chickens, and dogs were raised in limited numbers. Fishing was primarily off shore using canoes, lines, and nets. Settlements were near the coast and scattered up and down the valley; they formed valley communities but were dispersed and unfortified. Except for some minor trade between valleys and neighboring islands, and externally with distant islands for high-quality adzes, each valley chiefdom was largely economically self-sufficient.


Warfare between valley polities was endemic, with the goal of chiefs to displace local ruling lines and create a regional polity. The beautiful Marquesan war club was a heavy blunt instrument for personal conflict; it was artistically decorated with tattoo-like patterns to create an elaborate prestige object for warriors and chiefs (Figure 1.3). The head of the war club represents a tiki, the divine-human figure that symbolized the role of the warrior chief as protector. As shown in the image on the cover, a Marquesan chief held his club to reflect his status—reinforced by his heavy tattooing, which was commonly used throughout Polynesia to exhibit personal power.




[image: Figure 1.3. A Marquesan war club (U’u) with the head representing the tiki, a godhuman protector. Similar motifs were shown as human tattoos. Gift of the Peabody Academy of Science, 1869. © President and Fellows of Harvard College, Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, #PM 69–9–70/1199.]


Figure 1.3. A Marquesan war club (U’u) with the head representing the tiki, a godhuman protector. Similar motifs were shown as human tattoos. Gift of the Peabody Academy of Science, 1869. © President and Fellows of Harvard College, Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, #PM 69–9–70/1199.





The valley polity represented a ranked lineage. Family households were the basic subsistence unit, dependent on their own efforts and technology. Like Tikopia, chiefs were senior lines linked to the gods; commoners were junior lines. Chiefs were recognized as distinctive in prestige but their activities were restricted to ritual, warfare, and some economic matters. They possessed various markers of status—such as elaborate tattooing, war clubs, and serving bowls—fashioned by specialists whom the chiefs sponsored. Chiefly houses were perhaps somewhat larger and better thatched than others but were comparable to commoner houses. Ritual was a chiefly endeavor, involving annual and life crisis ceremonies for chiefly lines. Priests could stand in opposition to chiefs, demanding that chiefs demonstrate legitimacy in warfare.
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