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On a recent visit to Portugal, I was introduced to a charming young man with a shiny new PhD in anthropological archaeology and a brand new government job. We were being feted as visiting dignitaries at a winery, having spent the day looking at rock art. The featured item on the menu, of course was superb Portuguese wine. It was a hot day and there was plenty of chilled wine. Consequently my dinner companion became expansive and undertook to give me and a well-known feminist scholar a lecture on gender, which turned out to be a topic he knew nothing about.

Mulling over the oddness of this experience, since this was actually a very modest young man who would never have presumed to lecture a much older professional like me on – say - stratigraphic method or settlement analysis, why give me a lecture on gender? The reason was, besides the wine of course, that he has never thought about gender as an appropriate subject of scholarly investigation. Like most people, academics and non-academics alike, he feels he knows all he needs to know about gender by virtue of having it. He is a nice, reasonable, and intelligent guy, he sees no scholarship required to understand the experiences of daily life.

Most archaeologists, myself included, indulge in the same sort of seat-of-the-pants reasoning when we reach out to the public or deal with local officials or hire labor from local communities. We do a great deal of scholarly research to piece together the material record of the past in order to gain some understanding of ancient life, but we do not approach the living cultural context of our work as an academic problem requiring scientific investigation. 

But that is exactly what it is, and in fact it is a subject of such great importance that we cannot afford to continue to put it aside until our real research is done, or a source of research support magically appears, or until we have more time. Several scholars have recently argued that archaeology has been hobbled by its traditional anthropological fealty. That allegiance to old ideas about culture keeps archaeologists from discovering new data and new perspectives. I myself have argued against the simplistic application of the direct historic approach to the study of ancient Maya politics and to the investigation of gender (Pyburn 1999).

But archaeologists must continue to be anthropologists for another reason. We need all the analytical tools we can get to understand the present and to make our way toward understanding the past without doing violence to the living. The value of stewardship, decreed by the SAA as the first priority of a professional archaeologist, takes on different meanings in different contexts. As anthropologists, the responsibility to develop an ethnographic understanding of the local context of our research and develop an engaged research design that will promote preservation and discourage looting, includes the possibility that the focus of our efforts may sometimes need to change. This does not mean a decline in the commitment to empirical research or in the production of “good science”; in fact it means the reverse. 

There has been some recent progress in the accumulation of knowledge about human cultures that can help archaeologists make a clearer, more accurate, and more responsible connection between the present and the past. From this work I have derived a set of rules for working with local and descendant communities; these will not apply to all possible cultural contexts, but they bear consideration in all contexts.

1. Do not try to restore the past

First of all, archaeologists should not attempt to “give people back their history.” We have a much clearer picture of what history really is, how it works and where it comes from than did the originators of the New Archaeology. Ethnography has been especially informative on this issue, and there is now very good evidence that we cannot give the living people back their history by translating their hieroglyphs or digging up their ancient relatives.

The best ethnographic account I know about that is immediately relevant to this discussion is Kay Warren’s report on living Maya speakers working with their own translations of the Anales of the Cakchikeles. The point of their efforts was to abstract a set of historical information from the Anales that would be used to teach Maya history to school children. Time was limited and the anales record was long and complex. The Maya speakers focuses on a portion of it (with plans to continue with the rest at a later date) that recounts a battle led by two women. Not necessarily the focal point of the original authors of the document and certainly not the important data for an archaeologist seeking to identify the general processes that underlie the origins of ancient states. But this group of Maya decided that this incident was an important part of their history because it spoke to the Maya tradition of important powerful female leaders, and emphasized Maya respect for women. If you think this reading of Maya history was more biased than yours would have been, think about it some more.

This is what all the outcry about who was a cannibal is really about. When we recount the menu of the Donner Party or describe the human sashimi used to sustain plane crash victims, we do not thereby identify cannibalism with the pioneers or use the data to elaborate a model of the protein needs of a winning soccer team. These incidents become part of understanding of human beings in extremis providing lessons for “all mankind”, not another example of an exotic “them.” The ancient Maya practiced human sacrifice and respected powerful women. Which of these facts has played a more prominent role in our scholarly literature and in our press releases? Which sort of data has the most potential to advance an archaeologist’s career in the political present? Whose history are we writing? Ironically, modern discussions about the function of iconography in states by people like James Scott and Paula Girshick Ben Amos strongly suggest that the ancient Maya themselves were deeply involved in arguments about the interpretation of history.

So the important thing about history is that it exists in the present (as Collingwood has said) and that there are many facts in history from which to select a pattern. I am not saying that all constructions of the past are equally good or equally factual or equally politically motivated or socially blind. I AM saying that there has been a pattern to empirical claims about the ancient Maya by archaeologists that cannot be explained merely by appealing to “the facts,” and that looking more carefully at how we approach our data to see what factors are influencing our interpretations can only make it better science.

2. Do not try to be “nice”

The second thing that archaeologists probably should not do is to try to “be nice” to the locals. At least not without some subtle understanding of what is the local definition of  “nice.” It is nice to bring wages into a poor village. It is not nice to undermine the local political order by paying wages and thereby giving power to village factions who oppose the local majority. At least it is not nice to do this without ever being aware of it. It is nice to be in good standing with the national governments where we work; it is not nice to let the local guardia civil use the project vehicle to transport political prisoners. And it is not nice to tell local people who have been in mortal conflict with their government for generations over their land rights that you have come to take away the ancient altar their ancestors put on the land so that the government can protect it for them. But somehow, we seem to feel that if we intended to be nice and do the “right” thing, then if things go awry it is not our fault and we have a right to complain and nothing to be ashamed of. After all, we are not social workers. 

But for an anthropologist, doing the right thing must be based on a careful analysis of what will be the repercussions of the action. Just how nice are the results of this going to be, and for whom? This is what all the furor about Chagnon and Neel comes down to, not whether they did good science, but whether the science was good enough to merit certain costs and who had the right to evaluate the costs. But these two men were focused on doing the “right thing” from a perspective that might not have applied to their study area in the way they intended. After all, they were scientists, not social workers.

3. Do not confuse poverty with tradition

This brings me to a third point that is especially critical to the practice of archaeology in the modern world. Most of us working on Maya data work in areas where local people are very poor. We are accustomed to one-way interactions with another culture, after all the dead do not answer back. Many of us have sophisticated models designed to compensate for this, to make the other side of the conversation more lively. But we tend toward visions of culture as a sealed package, since no amount of sensitivity or empirical accuracy is going to make it possible to change what happened to the Maya 1000 years ago. I think this immersion in the past has affected how we think about living people, whether Maya or Latino or Creole.  We take the gap between their perceptions of the world and ours, between their life chances and ours, between their education and ours to be cultural gaps. “They don’t know about the etiology of disease,” how can they decide whether I should be allowed to dig up these bones showing the progression of disease.  They are not interested in what I am doing, it makes no sense to them, so I don’t need to explain my project. This is an attitude that partakes of an anti-empirical type of cultural relativism which treats other cultures as unchanging wholes broached at the risk of introducing damaging new knowledge or doomed to failure from the incommensurability of perspectives.  If incommensurability made cultures opaque to each other, there would be no point in any anthropology – least of all archaeology, so none of us really believe this.

I have proposed elsewhere that much of the difference between archaeologists and living Maya people is economic rather than cultural. People mostly use outmoded tools and practice nonwestern medicine, not from choice, but from necessity. A lack of technological, economic, and sociopolitical change is not characteristic of any wealthy culture, past or present. To say that local people do not have enough education to make informed decisions about the disposal of their cultural patrimony is neither disrespectful nor a good excuse to ignore them, any more than it is proof of their preference for tradition. It is an empirical fact of great historical significance that behooves the genuine engagement of any responsible social scientist. Cultural relativism is also not a good platform from which to withdraw from evaluation of cultural practices, says moral philosopher Michelle Moody-Adams. “To view those who accept another culture as so fundamentally other” that they cannot engage in reasonable moral inquiry is to see them as less than fully human”... “What respect for culture, or for the people who accept a culture can possibly reside in the relativist’s conception of culture as principally a shield against criticism” or for our purposes here, as a shield against the assistance and information needed to include them in the discussion? (P212)

4. Do not encourage fundamentalism, ethnic pride can lead to genocide

And finally, attempts to develop social consciousness and political clout for oppressed peoples through appeals to cultural essentialism are not only bad science, they result in bad politics according to many horrifying examples. Ethnographer Michael Jackson points out that European historians, anthropologists, and colonial administrators have in some cases inadvertently “reified and promulgated a divisive language of ethnic fundamentalism and pseudospeciation” resulting in such as horrors as the Rwandan tragedy of the 1990s.  We know that cultures are open systems that form distinctions in relation to each other and thrive through interaction and change. This was harder for anthropologists to learn than the essentialism of Durkheim and Weber, but now that we know it, it need not be harder to teach. And we must begin to truthfully use what we know to teach, and honestly listen to what people say, in order to develop the sort of dialog that will take archaeology into the next century. The political ramifications of essentialism are part of what showed anthropologists the error of such reasoning. While it seems fair to encourage oppressed peoples to use the culture concept that has been used to marginalize them to fight that oppression, social scientists know well what the consequences of essentialism can be, no matter how well-meaning, and it is irresponsible for us to tell only a part of what we know.

5. Be humble about what you can know: do no harm
We also need to admit that some of the misbehavior regarding the treatment of archaeological sites and data has come from archaeologists. Many of our most prominent museums contain data that should at least be shared with local communities and governments where we dig, if not returned; but which the country of origin probably doesn’t even know about. Indeed. “they” probably don’t have  a place to put it and “they” don’t even know how to conserve it, but that might not be entirely “their” problem. Some of the burden of local regulations can be laid at the feet of out disrespectful predecessors who may have been innocent, but who also often really knew better. As the descendants of colonial powers, we inherit great wealth, liberal ethics and the resentment of much of the world. Ironically, it may be the local people who do NOT resent us from whom we have the most to fear.

The upshot of this is almost certain to be important changes in the way our discipline is practiced. We cannot at the same time justify our right to excavate with our scientific methods and at the same time maintain the “we have to get it fist” mentality – it isn’t possible for us to get it all first and displaying this behavior doesn’t deter violence to archaeological sites. In fact it actually encourages looting, because it appears to local people to be exactly that. And if it excuses shortcuts in methodology and outreach, it may actually BE looting. This is sort of like the death penalty; it doesn’t save the victim, it doesn’t deter anyone from committing a crime, and it isn’t possible to kill all the criminals – even in Texas. 

I sent my Portuguese friend a book manuscript I wrote about the anthropology of gender. He hated it. Nevertheless, I still believe in the power of knowledge and information to achieve understanding. I recommend that anyone who wants to think deeply about our engagement in the social context of Maya archaeology should read what ethnographers like Michael Jackson and Philosophers like Michelle Moody-Adams are saying about the meaning of engagement in the 21st century. We are turning a very important corner hear, and I think we need a bit more preparation for what we are likely to see when we change our angle of view.

A PLEA FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND COMMUNITY BASED DEVELOPMENT

Since most archaeological sites are located near (or underneath) modern populations, the relationship between the present and the past is immediate and intense. Preservationists have long seen local people as the enemy, regarding them as the cause of the problems of environmental destruction and wildlife extinction. Archaeologists have inherited this attitude, strengthened by the experience of local collectors and local industries that are based on site destruction and looting (Watkins 1994, Jeske 1994). Like environmentalists, archaeologists have vacillated between keeping quiet about the archaeological resources they find (not wanting to draw attention to them) and outright hostility toward locals and hapless visitors. This hostility reveals itself in many ways, from the flouting of local customs by archaeologists from metropolitan areas, to the enactment of a multitude of laws and the pursuit of legal sanctions against looters and developers. More and more laws are being passed, and violations are at last beginning to receive some punishment, but the truth is that there will never be enough laws or policemen to protect the archaeological resources that need to be saved. There has to be another way. 

When archaeologists use their knowledge about how culture works and what motivates human behavior, some solutions appear. One solution that has begun to be tried by both environmentalists and archaeologists has to do with community development. If archaeologists, and others who wish to see resources protected, want people to give up exploitative practices, alternative sources of livelihood must be sought. Sometimes the environment and the ancient monuments themselves can be developed for sustainable exploitation through tourism. The immediate problem with ecotourism is simply that it has limited growth-potential; if too many tourists come to see unspoiled nature, their needs and numbers spoil the nature they came to see, and they end up only seeing each other. This problem is less intense for archaeology than for a fragile environment, since sites can be consolidated and tourism directed to areas reconstructed to withstand many feet.

 But unless people understand what they are seeing and are taught to protect resources, tourism only stimulates the desire to collect. Unless local people understand and  feel a stake in the industry, they are only being provided with a market for looted artifacts. For tourism to work as a sustainable industry that protects local resources, two requirements must be met: education and infrastructure. These are straightforward concepts, but the reality of what they require can be quite daunting. The are not independent processes, both must proceed together for either to have the desired effect.

 Education must be directed at both local people and visitors (Watkins et al 1995). Such educational programs are expensive, because they require not only consultations with local people, and appropriate strategies such as school curriculum development and museum displays, they require time. People are not changed by leaflets and access to politically correct videotapes. Educational procedures have to be designed to fit local needs and local values. Christian fundamentalist children (and adults) will tune out a lecture full of jargon delivered by a woman archaeologist who talks about evolution and wears culturally inappropriate clothing. Businessmen from developing nations will tune out lectures given by environmentalists and preservationists from countries that have gotten rich by raping their own environments and cultural resources. These facts may seem obvious, but it is surprising how often well-meaning educational programs make these types of mistake. If we want people to protect cultural resources, we must convince them that protection is worthwhile in terms that they can understand; we must be able to speak the language of local needs and values to situate preservation in a viable local context.

 This means that we must know a great deal about the local people we want to reach; we must have ethnographic information if we are going to teach successfully. Sometimes such information is available, and educators can prepare themselves with library research on local values and customs. Other times, ethnographic analysis remains to be done, and must precede any attempts to develop a local preservation ethic or a commitment to preserving the past. Obviously this is a time consuming and expensive program, but it is the only way.

 On the positive side, archaeologists are often very familiar with local customs and able to employ local knowledge in educational outreach programs without the need to gather much additional information. Nevertheless, archaeologists need to be more aware of the crucial role of education to the future of our discipline, since many researchers capable

 of this sort of outreach fail to take the time to do it. This is understandable. There is no money to support such outreach and it is not yet considered a normal part of archaeological research, but only a sort of additional "housekeeping" duty, suitable for pursuit by non-academically oriented project participants and undistinguished graduate students. Institutional means to recognize the participation of professional academic archaeologists in educational outreach programs is still minimal, since such work competes with peer-reviewed publication.

 The second type of education, education of visitors, is more straightforward and requires the training of local guides and the development of accessible materials such as site pamphlets and picture books. These take some time and money to produce. Start-up funds can usually be found, but sustaining educational resources for visitors over many years can be expensive and difficult.

 The key to the success of educational outreach to locals and visitors, as well as to the ultimate protection of archaeological resources, lies in the infrastructure of the local communities. Occasionally small towns and settlements are already organized around a successful and reasonable local governing body, such as a town council or village head, but usually such organizations have a complex history and limited ability to represent

 constituents or mobilize resources.

 Within the development community there is now a fair amount of literature on involvement of local communities in preservation. Some dramatic success stories are told. In South America a community of professional looters stopped selling artifacts, built a local museum and now entertain a large and wealth- generating tourist industry. In visiting primatologist that by leaving a small quantity of trees along the river, they could maintain the howler monkey population without significant detriment to their farms. By leaving the trees, they developed a thriving tourist business without losing their access to farmland.

 But these communities are exceptional. What sets them apart is the long term relationship between the community and the preservationist who helped develop the local success. Without this type of interaction, community involvement becomes a means of patronizing, and even exploiting a local community. Outsiders demanding to know what local people want is a common situation in many parts of the world right now. "Tell us what you want so we can give it to you," the local development agents say. Then comes the howling and the disappointment when the "gift" of a water system or a local museum does not stop the poaching and the looting.

Communities must have time and tools to work together to figure out new and viable alternatives. Preservationists must begin to see themselves as consultants who help local groups form the infrastructure they need before local development can succeed. People must be taught what their alternatives are and encouraged to see the consequences of particular choices. This is more time consuming than doing favors, but it is the only way to succeed in protecting resources from the people who need them now, for the people who will need them in the future.

 Local people must take on the burden of education of their children for succeeding generations, if perpetual preservation is to be achieved. They must work out viable designs for controlling and educating visitors so that the people who bring the income do not erode the resources they come to enjoy. Local people must have economic systems in place that share the wealth from tourism among more than the most powerful members of the group, lest those who are left out sabotage the system, or the next generation lose interest in its goals. Government support and development funds are needed to start this sort of development, but the goal must be to place the future and the profits into the hands of the people whose proximity gives them perpetual access and whose participation in the global economy through sustainable tourism is a direct corollary of their human rights (Pyburn and Wilk 1995).

 THE IMPORTANCE OF CULTURAL CONTEXT: AN EXAMPLE

 The idealism of the foregoing may make the goals of archaeological preservation and sustainable development seem out of reach. In the real world such goals can rarely be met, but nevertheless, we believe they provide suitable aspirations. Details of a project in which Pyburn is currently involved may help to illustrate our point that local involvement

 is essential, but difficult.

  In the early 1980's, the Belizean village of Crooked Tree collaborated with the Massachusetts Audubon Society to create a bird sanctuary around the village. The residents of Crooked Tree have been using the natural resources around their village wisely for many generations. The sanctuary serves mainly to allow the village to protect these resources from increasingly aggressive outsiders, who have no ties to the village and therefore no motive to make careful use of village property. Uncomprehending tourists rarely see local people getting their livelihood from the land, since villagers know tourists think Belizeans should go hungry to protect birds and turtles. But any attempt to prevent all hunting and fishing would result in the immediate failure of the sanctuary.

 Besides protecting the animals and birds around the village from the encroachment of foreigners, the sanctuary creates a destination for tourists, who arrive in a steady trickle to see Jabiru storks, roseate spoonbills, snail kites and thousands of other waterbirds that crowd the lagoon. Not many businesses are set up to take advantage of these visitors by selling food or souvenirs, but three lodges now serve meals and invite overnight stays. Unfortunately, most of the tours that come into the village are scheduled to return to Belize City or some other resort (usually owned by an American) for the evening, so the cost of boat rental and guide service is about all the revenue tourists now bring into the village, and much of the year, the hotels languish.

 To some extent, the picture of a sleepy traditional village populated by unusually attractive and friendly people that Crooked Tree presents to the outside world is an accurate one. What outsiders usually fail to understand, and development workers may fail to remember, is that a great deal of competitiveness and downright feuding is traditional in villages in most cultural settings. Achieving and maintaining a consensus among people with long histories of friendship or rivalry is extremely difficult, and requires a great deal of local expert knowledge of village relations. The Audubon sanctuary, for instance, is as much a result of competitiveness as cooperation: if guides or wardens allow poaching in the preserve, they may be accused of stealing the livelihood of other villagers. The group support of the sanctuary is less related to a love of nature than to a desire for a fair distribution of the proceeds generated by land that belongs to the village as a whole.

 Pyburn was invited by the village of Crooked Tree to come see some "mounds" in 1990. There was good reason to believe that archaeological features in an area as accessible as Crooked Tree would be in terrible shape. Pyburn almost passed up the opportunity to work at the site because she was sure that if it was being kept secret by the local people, it was being mined for all it was worth and must be about played out if they were ready to bring in an archaeologist. Looting is very big business all over Belize, as it now is all over the world.  To make a long story short, Pyburn was wrong. Although villagers had planted a few milpas in the area and had run cows over the site occasionally, the large central precinct of the site was in excellent condition. One looter's trench had been dug about 10 years earlier, but the villagers had caught the culprits and thrown them out.

 Pyburn's next mistake was to think that because the site was pristine (and it was, with artifacts all over the ground) the villagers didn't know what it was and had naively given her access to their treasure. Most villagers did know about the site, but extended their protective group-ownership attitude toward it and had kept quiet about it for many years. It was months before Pyburn found out that the mild and quiet village chairman, Rudy Crawford, not only knew exactly what Chau Hiix was, but had decided with other members of the village council that the village could no longer protect it adequately. Crawford had gone to Belize's capital city, Belmopan, and spent a week in the library studying Belizean law and Maya history. He found out the  village needed a Ph.D. to carry out the research for the site to get government protection, so he was looking for one when Pyburn showed up in the neighborhood. Unbeknownst to her, Pyburn was being interviewed for two months before she was invited to see the "mounds."

 Pyburn's next mistake was assuming that Belizeans were too poor to be able to come up with protection for the site. A completely unknown settlement in this prehistorically populous area was the immediately compelling reason to investigate the site. To get funding for such an excavation, however, she would have to publish the location of the site—it was near Altun Ha and Lamanai, two large well known sites and located only 45 minutes from the largest city in Belize. Obviously, this would be like publishing a treasure map for looters with an "X" on Chau Hiix: "Dig Here." And the village of Crooked Tree could not be left to fend for itself: a few years ago, it had taken the Guatemalan army to rid the site of Rio Azul of armed looters. The village was looking to Pyburn for help and she was determined not to subject them to a wave of armed bandits. But she had no idea how to get money to protect the site. NSF, National Geographic, and the PEW Charitable Trust were not interested. Finally her story was overheard by a tour guide with a Belizean father, a business man whose son had been murdered and who wanted to do something for Belize in his son's name. He gave $10,000 to protect Chau Hiix for two years; enough time to get grant money started.

 Things were OK for a while, but after four years new people came into the village, people who knew nothing about the original arrangements with the Chau Hiix Project. Some villagers were unsure of Belizean laws about antiquities (only a Ph.D. can head a project and dig in Belize, only a handful of Belizeans have Ph.D.s), and thought perhaps Pyburn was a foreigner coming in to steal treasure, having paid off the village chairman. Some people also thought maybe Belizeans were available to run the project. Many believed US citizens to be inherently unreliable and exploitative. In this latter opinion they were not entirely wrong. Many exploitative American development schemes have been tried in Belize. A particularly awful example was a proposal to the Belize government by a Texas corporation to buy a parcel of land with a Mayan site on it, excavate the site, and use the artifacts as collateral for a housing development.

 Rudy Crawford was tired of running the village; he wanted to spend more time with his cows. A woman with a Ph.D. in social science from a US university was elected head of the village council. Like the Crooked Tree policeman, the nurse and the wildlife sanctuary guards, this woman is a villager who made good in the outside world and came home to her village. Unfortunately for the Chau Hiix Project, she believed all people from the US are evil and exploitative and that Pyburn was obviously lying to villagers and taking advantage of them. Since she had been educated outside Belize, she also knew much less about Belizean law than her predecessor, whom she treated with scorn, as an ignorant dupe of an evil colonialist scheme. She proposed that the village excavate the site themselves and tried to discredit Pyburn with the Belize government and have her thrown out of the country.

  Much to the astonishment and dismay of the new village chairwoman, the government of Belize sent representatives to Crooked Tree to support Pyburn and the Chau Hiix Project. Pyburn has been working in Belize for 15 years and has supported government educational programs and tourist development at the local level. The chair's perspective was that she had misjudged the level of corruption and that the government had also been paid-off by Pyburn!  She also made the same mistake that Pyburn made, and that other outsiders often make in dealing with local people: she underestimated them in assuming that their lack of cosmopolitan experience necessarily made them naive about human affairs. Of course the opposite was true. When the village got tired of her in about six months, she suddenly found herself accused of all sorts of awful things and thrown off the council. Rudy Crawford took over again until he could train a more suitable successor.

 Both Pyburn and the villagers are frustrated that everything takes so long. Pyburn got the first chunk of NSF funding in 1993 and hired 15 people for three months. People were pretty happy, especially since the project sponsored a big open house at the end of the season so that everyone got to see what was going on and pass judgment for themselves. The next year, NSF only provided enough funding for one month of work. The watchman kept quitting. Since the site is isolated, watching it is dull. In August of 1994 the store room was broken into and some supplies and equipment were stolen. Then, the worst happened: someone dug into the main structure at the site. Overnight a trench 2 m deep was sunk into the top of a beautiful 1500-year old, 20 m tall building. The man who manages the camp when the Chau Hiix Project is in session found the damage within hours and notified the local policeman and the government. Fortunately, because the original building had an open altar on top, little damage was done, though it was certainly destabilized.

 NSF decided to support research at Chau Hiix for three years. The site is safe through 1997. In 1994, the project opened an Early Classic tomb so perfectly sealed that the air was saturated with 1500-year old perfume for two hours after removal of the capstone. Fragments of a carved stelae were recovered from the surface of an undisturbed palace. Twenty-two men and women got a month's salary that was enough to really help them financially. In 1994 Harriot Topsey, Belize's archaeological commissioner, was beginning a campaign to develop Chau Hiix further and consolidate it for tourism, but then he died in a car wreck. Again, the future of the site (after 1997) is in limbo and its protection will be up to Pyburn.

 Project members are also frustrated that the villagers move so slowly. They had hoped to stimulate a village organization that would apply for development grants, since experience suggests this is the only approach that works. But Crooked Tree is organized exclusively around its village council and seems dependent on the charismatic leadership of one man, who is very busy. People have just not been inspired to develop projects of their own. Some people are becoming resentful that we have not "done more for the village."

 Still, the Crooked Tree project is working and will eventually achieve success. A sorority at Indiana University raises money each year to send used textbooks to Crooked Tree. Tour companies are starting to list Crooked Tree and Chau Hiix in international publications like Archaeology Magazine. Project staff have a long list of goals, including promoting tourism, collaborating with the village school to produce study materials and workbooks, developing exhibits in the village for villagers and visitors, training local people as guides and surveyors and excavation supervisors, and collaboration with wildlife specialists to keep the archaeology and the tourism from destroying the sanctuary. They have no illusions that these goals will be realized overnight, but the Chau Hiix Project is committed to seeing them through.

 The toughest issue is who will control the site. The Belize government has always run archaeology directly and has no experience with community management or a local effort at preservation. National antiquities laws give little thought to local people. We expect there will ultimately have to be some structural change.

 Ecotourism and community development are not panaceas for the needs of local people, but they can offer some help. The Chau Hiix Project shows clearly that time and education, coupled with economic development and patience have the potential to pay off, where short term solutions, legal challenges, and bribes will not. An informed community can make better decisions about the use of its resources, both ecological and cultural. Although archaeologists and development workers will often be frustrated, the success of healthy development of any kind is long-term commitment to solving economic problems from within the cultural system.
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