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Part 1: Introduction

This webgte provides a detailed reply to Stuart Fieddl’ s review “ Artifact Provenience at
Monte Verde: Inconsstencies and Confusion” as well as to other commentators featured in a
23-page SPECIAL REPORT in the October 1999 issue of Scientific American
Discovering Archaeology. His review points out some editoria errorsin the lengthy second
volume on the Monte Verde ste (Dillehay 1997). Fiedd is most concerned with artifact
provenience and the multiple and discontinuous numbers assigned to some artifacts and
features. He dso criticizes us for changing our ideas over the past twenty years about the
nature and function of certain artifacts and activities in the Site.

We argue that Fiedd’ s concerns reflect his misunderstanding of and inexperience with (1)
long-term and interdisciplinary research design and andlyss at a complicated wet Ste like
Monte Verde and (2) the necessity to recode and reclassify artifacts for computational
gudies. Hisreview isfull of factud and interpretetive errors and misrepresentations of Monte
Verde and the research it represents. Fiedd’sargument  mideads the reader to believe that
the research at Monte Verde was “chaotic,” “inconggtent,” and “confusing.” If Fiedd had
sent usacopy of his manuscript prior to publishing it in Discovering Archaeology and if it
had been reviewed by peersin atechnica journa, his queries would have been answvered,
his mistakes would have been prevented, and this new round of questions about Monte
Verde might have had the positive effect of bringing to light errors and specific sections of the
report that needed clarification.

In the Monte Verde reports, we provided much interdisciplinary scientific detail on the
gte, including specific artifact provenience numbers (not just catd og numbers). Our very
openness and scrupul ousness about documenting and reporting on the Site has counter
intuitively provided “evidence’ for Fiedd’s clams. Hefailed to cite supporting evidence that
contradicts his own claims, as we show in Parts 2 and 3 below. Instead, he selected
passages and data to support his position, compared preliminary statements made ten to
fifteen years ago with those in the find report and accused us of changing our minds about
the data, and took quotes out of context to indicate that our analys's was chaotic and
inadequate.

A comment by David Hurst Thomas summarized the Situation:

| am irked at the carping tone of Fedd’s commentary, and the ferreting out
of meaningless conflict in interpretation over two decades of reporting on
Monte Verde. Fiedd cops an atitude, which, in my opinion, isentirely
ingppropriate...I don't see multiple artifact numbers as much of a

problem: - having done this mysdf many times--but maybe a concordance on
critical pieces would have been helpful. And | think it's a chegp shot to
dredge up preliminary assessments and press reports to attack the Monte
Verde project. | ill think it's a good thing to change your mind (so long as
you' re honest about it). (Thomas 1999:2)



We want to makeit clear that we view Fiedd’ s review as hogtile. The draft that he sent
to Scientific American Discovering Archaeology aswel asto severd individuasis not the
one that was published in the SPECIAL REPORT--the published
verson was purged of the more inflammeatory wording. Examples of thiswording include the
following: Fiedd (n.d.) stated in the draft that the report was * bloated, poorly
congtructed...riddled with inaccuracy, interna contradictions, and obfuscation;” and, in
reference to the stone tools, “afew obvioudy worked, the great mgority naturdly fractured
but dlegedly used.” Not only isit important for readers of the web page to be aware of
Fedd’stone, but dso to know that it was hisinitia draft that the severd commentators
featured in the SPECIAL SECTION reacted to. We know that this earlier draft was dso
circulated to an unknown number of individuals and to at least one news reporter.

We serve on severd editorid boards, including Antiquity, Cambridge University
Press, GeoArchaeology, Latin American Antiquity, and others. When editoria boards
receive the kind of hogtile and accusatory review written by Fiedd, they don’t publishiit. Or,
if they do, they make sure the author tones it down, and they send it to others for peer-
review and to the accused. Thisis standard procedure in scientific reporting. This protocol
was not fully followed by Fiede or by Discovering Archaeology.

Why wasn't the Fiedd essay reviewed properly? We cannot escape the conclusion that
the apped of trandating science for public consumption and for expanded readership was
too tempting for Discovering Archaeology and Fiedd. Thereis no scholarly and scientific
reason why this type of erroneous, mideading, and inflammatory review was published. We
encourage congtructive scientific discourse and review of mgjor publications, but in refereed
scientific journas, not popular, unjuried magazines.

Of the Paleoindian experts invited to comment on Fiedd’ s review, David Mdtzer, Jm
Adovaso, and Rob Bonnischen were cautious and saw the review for what it was. For
ingtance, Meltzer asks

are the matters Fiede raisesin his critique inconsequentid, or critical....it is
important to know which iswhich, however, so as not to midead--or to be
mided—into confusing the trivia with the profound. Separating thetwo in
Fedd’ s critique is no easy task, because he gives most of the problems
that he sees equa weight, and because he blankets the whole in a patina of
amogt-conspiratoria mistrust and accusations, layered with al too-
frequent snide remarks. (Metzer 1999:16)

Adovasio (1999:20) says that “Fiedd’ s remarks demonstrate a near tota failure to grasp
the major methodological issues, let done the tactica nuances, of excavations a astelike
Monte Verde” Rob Bonnichsen (1999:21) notes that “ Fiedd did not come to grips with
changes that occurred over the duration of the complex and evolving multidisciplinary
project...which were reopened in the final publication.”

Others (David Anderson, Vance Haynes, and Federick West) uncritically (and, in our
opinion, incautioudy) used Fedd’ sreview to further their negeative opinion of Monte Verde,
Anderson, Haynes, and West were strongly inspired by Fiedd’ s accusations and wrote



passionate and highly critical commentaries about Monte Verde. Haynes (1999:17-18), a
member of the investigative team that accepted Monte Verde in 1997 (Métzer et d. 1997),
ingsted that only Sx “red” artifacts were found at the Site and begins to withdraw his support
of the Ste. Anderson (1999:20) stated that the Smithsonian Ingtitution Press should republish
the second Monte Verde book, because it isfull of errors and that Fiedel should be the
editor of the new volume. West (1999:15) remarked that Monte Verde has aways been
more “news than science.” Ingtead of checking the “facts’ in the second volume and
questioning Fiedd’ s dlegationsin his review, these commentators uncritically accepted the
alegations and joined to discredit the research a Monte Verde.

Fedd’s critique was news. Both Archaeology and Science magazines, two reputable
journdsin the discipline, picked up Fiedd’s story and uncriticaly reported it as fact. Miched
Woods (1999:2), a news reporter, wrote that Fiedel’ s “written critique aso hinted of a
congpiracy by scientists who want Monte Verde as the ultimate proof of pre-Clovis
occupation of the New World.” Not al reporters, however, saw the Fiedd story thisway.
John Naoble Wilford, a science writer for the New York Times, stated that

the attack on Monte Verde, published just before the conference (Clovisand
Beyond conference held at Sante Fein October) raised cries of foul. Many
archaeologists complained that Dr. Fiedd’ s review was biased and ignored
materia that did not support his critica thesis. They deplored histactic of airing his
critique in a popular magazine rather than a peer-reviewed journd. (Noble
1999:D4)

Why the excessively negative dlegationsin Fiedd’ s review? As Deborah Tannen, asocid
linguigt at Georgetown University, notesin her book The Argument Culture: Moving from
Debate to Dialogue, “ Allegations make the news, no matter where they come from, often
without proof or even verification” (Tannen 1998: 278). Tannen’s book is concerned with
the “unrelenting contention--an argument culture” in academia and the news corps that:

Vauing attack as a sign of respect is part of the argument culture of academia--our
conception of intellectua interchange as a metgphorica battle...Y ounger or less
prominent scholars can achieve aleved of attention otherwise denied or uding
them by stepping into the ring with someone who has dready attracted the
spotlight. (Tannen 1998:367-370)

[Argument culture] urges us to approach the world--and the peopleinit--inan
adversarid frame of mind. It rests on the assumption that opposition is the best way
to get anything done. The best way to discuss an ideaiisto set up a

debate; the best way to cover newsis to find spokespeople who express

the most extreme, polarized views and present them as *both sdes;” the

best way to settle disputes is litigation that pits one party againgt the

other; the best way to begin an essay isto attack someone; and the best

way to show that you are redly thinking isto criticize..When thereisa



need to make others wrong, the temptation is greet to oversmplify at
best, and at worst to distort or even misrepresent other’ s positions, the
better to refute--to search for the most foolish satement in agenerdly
reasonabl e treatise, seize upon the weakest examples, ignore facts that
support your opponent’ s views, and focus only on those that support
your own. Straw men spring up like scarecrows in acornfield. (Tannen
1998:268-69, 278)

David Hurg Thomas noted in his commentary on Fiedd’ s review that:

Ambushing the Monte Verde team in this way [referring to a quick, nonrefereed
publication] inevitably raises questions over Fiedd’s motivations. Was the critique
primarily concerned with clarifying the pre-Clovis possibilities at Monte Verde? Or
was thisjust ancther carefully timed headline-grabber? Handed the way it was,
who knows? (Thomas 1999:2)

Clearly, Fiedd isnot a disnterested archaeologist observing a paradigm changein
American archaeology. Fiedd says that

the Monte Verde site in southern Chile has been widely accepted as the long-
sought proof of a pre-Clovis human presence in the Americas. Thisgdte..isa
paradigm bugter...it implies ‘afundamentaly different history of human colonization
of the New World' (Métzer et d. 1997:662). Acceptance of the antiquity of
Monte Verde ensures that other sites...will be less skepticaly regarded. (Fiede
1999:1)

Elsawhere, Fiedd has said that: “1f a pre-Clovis human presenceis confirmed (and |
persondly remain very skeptica), we will al have to go back to the drawing board” (Fiedel
1992:x).

The larger problem isthat Fiedd’ s review seemingly placed a premium on negetive
criticism and misrepresentation of information rather than on scientific method and peer
review. Fiedd mideads readers by distorting evidence and by ignoring facts that counter his
own argument. He attempted to dismiss the entire suite of “compelling” archaeologica
evidence excavated at Monte Verde (Fiedd 1999:1), to cast permanent doubt on everything
about the site, and to make archaeol ogists even more skeptical of other pre-Clovis Stes even
at the cost of professonal protocol and, indeed, truth.

Over the past twenty years, die-hard Clovis advocates have questioned the radiocarbon
dates (Lynch 1990; West 1993), the artifact context (Lynch 1990; Morlan 1984), the
research methodology (Dincauze 1990), the quality of Latin American scholars working on
the Monte Verde project (Anonymous 1982), and certain members of the research team.
The integrity of the site has been sustained despite these congtant attacks. With little el se left
to attack, Clovis advocates have now turned to the find report and other publications. We
suspect that skeptics of Monte Verde (and other early sites) will dways exist and that the



attemptsto invdid the Ste will continue. If attempts Smilar to Fiedd’ s review appear in the
future, we will not respond to them.

In the twenty-year debate about Monte Verde, it is curious that of the 85 professiond
and student archaeol ogists who excavated a Monte Verde between 1977 and 1985, none
have ever clamed that Monte Verde was an invaid ste. More than 35 of these individuas
had archaeological field experience prior to working a Monte Verde. We estimate that they
collectively had about 25 years of professional experience at the time. Today, their collective
professional experience totals more than 400 years. They are now professors a universties
and museumsin Chile, Argentina, Venezuda, Peru, Audtrdia, and the United States. Severd
of those professionas are included as co-authors of thisreply. Further, the project geologist,
Pino, had worked previoudy a Quereo and Tagua- Tagua, two important late Pleistocene
gtesin Chile. Why haven't these professionds ever questioned the validity of Monte Verde?
It is because they excavated the footprints, the points, the hearths, and other artifacts on the
buried use-surfaces at the site, and they know the tight stratigraphic and contextua
associgion among them.

The following Part 2 presents the genera issuesin Fiedd’ s review and our responses to
them.

Part 2. General Issues. Fiedel’sand Haynes' s Accusations and Our Responseto
Them

We have divided this summary of genera issues into seven topics. artifact provenience
and numbers, documentation procedure and research design and andysis; artifact context
and association; absence of “crucid photographs’ and the primacy of the projectile point;
changing interpretations about Ste and artifact function; delay in reporting materid; and Ste
vidgts a Monte Verde. Included below are sections of Dillehay’s (1999) and Collins (1999)
previous short responses to Fieddl.

Artifact Provenience and Numbers

Fiedd givesthe impresson in hisreview that we did not follow standard archaeologica
reporting by providing in situ shotsof “compdling” humanmade artifacts and features and
by adequate documentation of artifact provenience. He states that “the find report failsto
provide even the most basic provenience data about key artifacts’ (Fiedd 1999:2). Thisis
not true and is amisrepresentation. The Monte Verde publications represent one of the very
few times in Pdeoindian dudies that artifact inventory numbers specifying the precise
provenience (not just the catalogue number) have been published for alate Pleistocene Site.
Aswe noted in our short rebutta to Fiedd (Dillehay et. d. 1999), our intent wasto be
forthright and open, providing the reader with as much archeeologica and andyticd detail as
possible. Evidently, we did not provide enough detail about our season-to-season field and



laboratory techniques in the combined 65 pages written about research design and the 1600
pages published in both volumes about the Monte Verde (Dillehay 1989, 19974).

Documentation Procedur e and Resear ch Design and Analysis

The use of multiple artifact inventory numbers and test pit and block excavation numbers
appears to have confused Fiedel and led him to believe that the field work and method of
data documentation was “ chaotic,” “haphazard,” and “inadequate.”

The exploration of buried archaeologica dtes may take place in two ways. Oneisto lay
out a checkerboard grid system across the Site that corresponds to cardind directions. This
gpproach permits a systematic and integrated excavation of exploratory trenches and test
pitsthat fit into the cardina numerica system. Ancther isthe opportunistic placement of
trenches and test pits that are Smply numbered sequentialy as the excavation proceeds each
season. Althoughin 1977 we laid out a 10 by 10 m grid system in Area A where bones and
stones were first reported to be washed out of the creek bank (Dillehay 1985), most of our
exploratory work at Monte Verde consisted of trenches and pits placed in different areas
around the site to define the stratigraphy, collect sediment and other samples, and search for
atifactud materid. Mogt of these pits yielded no artifactud debris and thus were not
expanded into larger block excavations. When trenches and pits yielded artifactua debris
(e.g., X-15 and PZ-25), they were expanded into larger pits and, in some cases, block
excavations. Geologicd pits and trenches were assigned |etters and numbers, sample pits
were given “PMs’ and number designations (1,2,3...); and archaeologica pits were given
“PZs” “TPs” and “Xs.” Further, artifacts (such as X1500001 and D-10-1-1: see discusson
in Part 3) that were first recovered from text pits that were later converted to block
excavations required two or more numbers to reflect the changing excavation srategy. As
Fede has noted, an artifact may bear two or more numbers to document its location within
the expanding Site excavation, and this may initidly be confusing for readers skimming all
publications.

When we first excavated Monte Verde in the late 1970s, archaeologists were just
beginning to apply various computer spatial and satistical programs to the study of
archaeologica data. Weiinitidly did not set up the Monte Verde database for extensive
exploratory computer anadyss. We did so between 1983 and 1985, when newly available
technology allowed us to program the datafor CMAP, SYMAP, SPSS, AUTOCAD,
SURFER, K-MEANS CLUSTER and other analyses. Between 1983 and 1995, we often
recoded artifact and feature numbers to fit appropriate computer programs. For instance, the
programs required that dl artifacts be assgned the same quantity of numbers and letters. This
often meant adding dements (e.g., suffixes, prefixes, and zeroes) to “fill in” the columns.
Once again, artifact numbers changed, which we reported in preliminary publications. Thus,
in combination, depending on itslocation in ageologica pit, or archaeologicd pit, and on the
necessity of adding elements (usudly prefixes such as Rsor Xsand 0s) to its artifact number
to satisfy the requirements of various computer programs, an artifact may bear severa
numbers (e.g., A0100026 or A-1-26; X-1E-1 or X-E-1 or PZ-43-1 and so forth). Too,



some artifacts may have discontinuous or continuous numbers. We aerted readers of this
drategy in the chapter “Research Design” in the second volume. We say:

An opportunistic sampling strategy was employed to test outside areas
of unknown culturd activities...For ease of reference, the grid system
established earlier was divided into aletter-number designation system
for each block and each 1-by-1 m row and column subdivison...This
system was tied into the N100-E100 grid system that was Utilized to
measure exact artifact locations for later computational manipulation.
...During the initia course of excavation al stone, bone, wood, and
miscellaneous objects excavated ...were labeled sequentidly...During
the last two seasons, when an [sic] large amount of debris was
recovered...a sequentiad number system was employed for each type.
The use of these two cataloging systems resulted in discontinuous and
continuous artifact numbers for each category. (Dillehay 1997b:60-61)

Further, we noted that

the reader should be aware that the total number of specimens for bone, wood,
plant, and stone types occasondly varies dightly on tables containing quantitative
data. The reason isthat “missng cases’ gppear in the computer database for
unmeasured variables, such as the length of abroken lithic or the taxon of awood
gpecimen, and so forth. The variations are less than 2 percent, but they exist
nonetheless. (Dillehay 1997h:55)

In addition, computer programs, such as SYMAP, are designed to reflect the generd
digribution of artifacts, not their precise location at the scde of illudtration shown in Volume
2. Inthisregard, where two or more artifacts of the same materia category are located close
together, programs such as SURFER often superimpose them. This may result in only one
artifact being illustrated.

The point isthat the last number given to an artifact and published in the second volume is
itsfind designation; while the different numbers assigned to some artifacts may suggest
different locational contexts to casud readers, the artifact location is consstent. Thisis not to
deny that inconsstencies in data andys's and interpretation exist in the publications (which
we believe is common in along-term and inter-disciplinary project and in alengthy report
like Volume 2). Such inconsistencies as changing functional terms of bone, wood, and stone
artifacts or changing species of wood and plant materias Smply reflect reanayze by
speciaists as new data or more accurate techniques are available. If Fiedd had carefully
read and scrupuloudy quoted from the chapters on research design in dl publications and
had more experience in dealing with the kind of research carried out a Monte Verde, he
would have understood the methods used by the research team and possibly been less
confused about the numeration and location of artifacts and features. Others understood the
vagaries of doing long-term, interdisciplinary research, such as John Driver (quoted in



Anonymous 1999:657), an archaeologist at Smon Fraser University, who stated in the
Science gory about Fiedd'’ s review: “Those are common problems in large, multi-year
excavetions.”

Artifact Context and Association

Fiedd (1999:1-2) complainsthat “ Dillehay fredly refers to objects lying more than 30
meters gpart as ‘associated’ [both functiondly and behaviordly]. Both Fiedd and Haynes
guestion the behaviord inferences we draw from these associations. For example, with
gpecific reference to the projectile points, Haynes (1999:17) saysthat:

Nowhere in ether Volumel or Il by Dillehay can | find any data specificdly
devoted to the micro-gratigraphic provenience of each of the unequivoca
atifacts...The overlying strata are not discussed specificdly in regard to
projectile points, the polished date rod, the grooved bola stone or the core-
chopper. It would be helpful to know the depth of each occurrence below the
modern surface, the thickness of MV-5 over each one and the presence or
absence of intervening strata. (Haynes 1999:17)

Mogt late Pleistocene Sites are characterized by bone beds, lithic scatters, hearths, and
miscellaneous debris that are often distributed several meters across a buried Site, so it is not
unusud to find and to infer associated activity areas separated by 30 metersin distance,
especidly when (1) there are conjoining artifacts between them, (2) the types of artifacts
found in different areas are of the same style and function, (3) the radiocarbon dates are
virtually the same, (4) the cultural debris is embedded in the same Stratigraphic layer, and (5)
the areas make functiond and behavioral sense.

We say in Volume 2 that

al culturd and ecofactud debris of the MV-11 surface rests on or are contained
within the upper 5 cm of Stratum MV-7, the creek bank [terrace], and, to alesser
extent, Stratum MV -6, the adjacent sand bars. Overlying these strataare MV -5,
the basal peset layer that directly covers and seds the habitation layer, and MV-4,
MV-3, MV-2, and MV-1..The MV-II surface is composed of culturd debris
from a angle occupation or from two sequentia ones by the same group. Although
no microdratigraphic layers were observed in the buried MV-7 occupationa
surface, except in the Wishbone Structure [which is characterized by two culturd
building phaseg], the range of thickness of the use surface between 2 and 5 cm
suggests that the tota duration during which artifact “deposition” occurred was
short, possibly stretching over a period of severd months or ayear or dightly
more. (Dillehay 1997f: 230-31)



When the MV-5 fibrous peat was excavated, the cultura festures and artifacts were
found lying on or dightly embedded in the upper few centimeters of the underlying MV-7
sand layer. All artifacts and features were in this Stratigrgphic and archaeologica context, so
there was no need in the report to individually document the precise depth and dratigraphic
location of each artifact from the ground surface.

Findly, we are unaware of any recent publication in Paeoindian studies or by Haynes and
Fedd that has ever produced the kind of documentation they demand.

Absence of “ Crucial Photographs’ and the Primacy of the Projectile Point

According to Fiedd and Haynes, archaeologica documentation of late Pleistocene
culturesis based primarily on the photographic record of in situ bifacid projectile points
(preferably Clovis points) regardless of the presence of other cultural traits, such as hearths,
footprints, wood and bone artifacts, and exotic materials.

Fiedd states that:

To compare Folsom [sitein New Mexico] and Monte Verde ...we

have dl seen the points lying amid the ribs of Bison antiquus [at Folsom).
Similar photographic documentation has been standard procedure a
Pdeoindian Stes ever since.... Where are the photographs, or even field
drawings, of the Monte Verde bifaces at the moment of discovery a their
various locations? (Fiedd 1999:4)

Fiedd iswrong. Photographic documentation of Paleoindian points has not been
standard procedure in the discipline since the discovery of the Folsom site. For
example, Mdtzer (personad communication, 1999) studied 44 Padeoindian Site reports
published after the Folsom site and found that only 11 of the 44 publications showed
in situ photographs of the projectile points. We also examined severd recent
publications on Palecindian sites, including George Frison’s (1996) monograph on the
Goshen Complex a the Mill Iron gte in Wyoming, Joseph McAlvoy’sand Lynn
McAlvoy’s (1997) book on the Cactus Hill stein Virginia, and Ned Lopinot’s and
Jack Ray’ s (1999) monograph on the Big Eddy sitein Missouri. The Mill Iron report
containsonly ten in situ shots of the excavation and artifacts, and only oneisof a
projectile point. No in situ points were shown for the Cactus Hill and Big Eddy Stes.

Does this mean that these are invalid Sites, because they do not show in situ
photographs of projectile points? Of course not.

To compare the Folsom and Monte Verde sites is like comparing apples and oranges.
The*compdling” human artifacts a the Folsom kill-Ste were the stone tools lying in direct
association with the ribs. There were no hearths, no wood, bone or other artifacts at Folsom.
Furthermore, in 1927, the only way to demonstrate and to date the antiquity of
archaeologica finds and their association with the bone remains of extinct animaswasto
show themin situ. There were no standard stratigraphic procedures and radiocarbon dating
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methods a the time. It was thus criticd a Folsom to have a Ste visit and to give primecy to
viewing in situ points. The world is different now. And so is Monte Verde. It is not akill-ste
like Folsom. The mastodon kill-Stes associated with the mgority of the bone remains of sx
to seven animds and probably with the point fragments and other kill-weapons are not
located at Monte Verde, but elsewhere, probably in distant bogs. At akill-site, points and
butchering tools are important for establishing a linkage between human activity and the bone
remains of extinct animas. At Monte Verde, the three projectile point fragments congtitute
only 0.3 percent of the totd artifact inventory. Found at Monte Verde are cultura festures
and artifacts that are equally and even more convincing of human intervention than points.
More importantly, it is these finds that support our inferences about the behavior of the
hunter- gatherers that occupied the Site.

In his commentary on Monte Verde, Haynes says he observed “six unequivoca stone
tools’ in the Monte Verde collection. All Sx represent what Haynes can identify as stone
tools from the perspective of his Clovis template. He dismisses dl other cultura evidence,
including knotted cordage, hearths, other stone artifacts, footprints, wooden artifacts, plant
remains, clear spatid patterning. But Haynes is not an archeologist: he is a geoarchaeologi<t.
(Even when it comesto his geology, he imagines an improbable geologic scenario to explain
the presence of artifacts at Monte Verde. He suggests that coastlines near the Site account
for the presence of severd varieties of marine resources at the Ste.)

We did not emphasize the points a Monte Verde, because we did not consider them to
be the most important artifactsin the Ste. From the outset of the Monte Verde project in the
late 1970s, we emphasized other assemblages over the stone tools and bifaces at the Site. In
the introduction to Volume 2, Dillehay (1997a:2-3) barely mentions the stone tool industry,
giving primary attention to the features, wood, bone, and botanical evidence and their internd
gpatid organization. This emphass dso extends to earlier publications “When viewed from
the perspective of the amount of labor committed to the procurement and preparation of
these materias for use, the macrobotanical and wood remains condtitute the most important
assemblages’ (Dillehay 1988:189).

Furthermore, the sequence of chapters in the second volume indicates the relative
importance of the lithics to us. We placed lithic Chapters 15-16 near the end of the
book, where we thought they belonged with respect to chapters on the habitation floor,
the features, the plant assemblage, the wood assemblage, and other materids. We saw
no need to judge Monte Verde primarily in terms of North American criteria, meaning
bifaces. Besides, if in situ photographs of points are the main criterion for vaidating early
sites, then why hasn’'t Meadowcroft Shelter been accepted by Fiedel, Haynes, and others?
As Mdtzer (1999:16) notes, “Adovasio (e.g., Adovasio and Carlide 1984:136) has
published pictures of a projectile point in pre-Clovis age levels a Meadowcroft, but so far, |
have not seen a massive groundswell of support for that Ste'sclams.”

To conclude this discussion on points, Fiedd’s and Haynes expectation of them may be
judtifiable from the viewpoint of early North American archaeology but it does not apply to
al early South American archaeology, where bifaces are infrequent, rare, or aosent in Sites.
Haynes (1999:17) dated that: “While at the University of Kentucky in 1997 during the tour,
Dillehay explained that [alow frequency or aosence of points istypica of early lithic
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assemblagesin South America. Thisis disputed by Lynch (1990, and persona
communication, 1998).” Lynch's (e.g., 1990) publication record on late Pleistocene South
Americais mideading. Heisastrong Clovis advocate who has generdly ignored the unifacid
indugtries of the south. If Haynes and Fiedel had read the literature on late Pleistocene
cultures in South America, they would have redized that pebble-tool and unifacid industries
are just as prevadent and important as bifacia industries (e.g., Bryan 1986; Dillehay 1999;
Dillehay et. d.1992; Kipnis 1998; Schmitz 1987).

Fiedd aso complains that we have not published in situ photographs of the
non-projectile point artifacts. Thisis not true. We have published 104 in situ shots of
atifacts and featuresin dl of the Monte Verde publications. Seventy-threein situ
photos are presented in the 1997 report done. More than 500 photographs, maps, and
tablesin that report document the location of artifacts and features. And the text
provides detailed and repetitive descriptions of their locations. How much more detail
do we have to make available beyond the 1600 pages and more than total 800
photographs, drawings, and tables aready published?

Conveniently not mentioned by Fiedd isthe standard we established in the Monte Verde
books by publishing the provenience inventory number of artifacts in captions, texts, and
tables. As mentioned above, we know of no other Paleoindian site report that documents a
dtein this manner. Besides, if we had not provided the artifact inventory numbers, how could
Fedd have made his accusations about artifact provenience?

For readersinterested in viewing afew in situ photographs (Figs. 1-9) of projectile
points and excavation procedures, see Part 6 below.

Changing Inter pretations about Site and Artifact Function

Fiedd notes that our ideas about the function of the Ste and the functiond terms of some
artifacts are confusing, largely because the terms have changed over the years as our ideas
about the site have changed. Investigators change thelr ideas in long-term research projects,
as new techniques are applied and new data are discovered. Thisisthe purpose of long-term
research. When we firgt published on Monte Verde (Dillehay 1984), we attempted to be
cautious and not assign too many grict functiona terms, such as knives, scrapers, etc. until
Callins morphologica sudy, Dillehay’ s micro-use wear anadys's, and Rossen, Pollack, and
Dillehay’ s spatid studies were completed and compared to determine artifact use and
context. Thus, the fact that we considered some artifacts to be bifacesin a1984 article
(Dillehay 1984) and later revised our assessment of these artifacts to be choppers, scrapers,
or paintsin the find publication amply reflects our conservative goproach to functiona
typologies. The same can be said of changing interpretations about activity areasin the site.
We were trying to be as complete, cautious, and open as possible about the artifact
assemblage and about the Site andlysis. And we have dways thought that preliminary reports
aejud that, prdiminary. Thefina report isthe last word.



Delayed Reporting of Important Artifacts

Fiedd repeatedly asked in his review why we did not report the discovery of important
artifacts, such as knotted reeds, points, grooved wood and so forth, prior to publication of
the second volume. For example, he states that: “ Although great importance is now attached
to knotted cordage at the Site...this material passed unnoticed or unremarked for years after
itsinitial discovery” (Fiedd 1999:10).

Fiedd iswrong. The cordage and/or other important artifacts were discussed in
preliminary publications and/or presented at professond meetings and invited taks long
before publication of the second volume. Moreover, the specidists andyzing these materias
were aware of them much earlier than their gudies. For instance, Adovasio remarks that:

Fedd impliesthat the indisoutably anthropogenic knotted Juncus sp. Monte
Verde cordage... was, mysterioudy, not mentioned or extensively discussed prior
to the find report. The Snister implication isthat, somehow, this highly diagnogtic
meteria appeared ex nihilo to grace a chapter in Dillehay’ s second volume. This
innuendo, like so much in the Fiedd commentary, is erroneous and mideading. In
fact, this author was aware of the existence of a small modified fiber assemblage
from Monte Verde for over a decade before the opportunity to actualy analyze
this material was presented [which wasin 1992]. (Adovasio 1999:20)

The 1997 Monte Verde Visit

In referring to Site vigts and criteria for evauating Monte Verde, Fiedd says thet when
the ingpection team visited the Site in 1997 (see Mdtzer et d. 1997), “there was no Site left
to see, asit had been largely bulldozed away in 1988. The guest scholars could only ingpect
aremnant soil stub that at most only demonsgtrated that the Sit€' s natural stratigraphy
corresponded to Dillehay and Pino’s descriptions’ (Fiedel 1999:2).

The only figment hereis Fiedd’ simagination. Most of the Monte Verde Il component
(dated about 12,500 years ago) had been excavated by 1985. Only a small portion of the
buried deposit remained and seasona flooding was dowly washing this out. In 1988, a
portion of the embankment containing this component was further disturbed by a bulldozer
collecting gravel to build a nearby road.

Fedd (1999:5) would have the reader believe that we tried to keep people away from
Monte Verde so they would not inspect the stratigraphy and the excavation. Since 1977, we
invited numerous colleagues to vigt the Ste and the [aboratory at the Universdad Audtrd de
Chilein Vddivia Thisdsoisnot true. We repestedly sent telegrams and letters, and made
phone cdls to Chilean and foreign colleagues, inviting them to observe and participate in the
excavation. Most invited colleagues wrote back, saying that they could not vist the site for
various reasons (e.g., Lynch, persond communication 1983; Nunez, persona
communication, 1984; Stehberg, persona communication, 1985, Niemeyer, persona
communication, 1982). We understand thet it was difficult for foreigners (and Chileans) to



vigt the Site. Between 1977 and 1988, Chile was under the rule of the Pinochet regime and
was not an inviting country for casud trave or professona business. Asfor some Chilean
colleagues at the time, we have been told through the years thet travel to the south was too
expensve and that afew chose not to visit because they wanted to avoid a possibly
embarrassng Stuation. What if Monte Verde was not a Site, as the late Junius Bird had
ingsted? Rather than vigt to see for themsealves, these colleagues avoided association and
with it objective evauation.

It isevident from his discussion and from his demeanor and tone in hisreview that Fiedd
is convinced that Monte Verde is not avdid ste. He feds compdlled to offer reasons to
explain the presence of human artifacts there. We believe acrucid problem with Fiedd’s
(n.d.) opinion of Monte Verde goes back to Bird' sinvited visdt to the Site. Aswe have
explained in a previous publication (Dillehay 1989:x-xx), Bird was at the site for only two
days. He was scheduled to arrive 2-3 weeks after excavation began, but he decided to
come much earlier because he had been invited on ayachting trip in the Chilean cands.
During his brief stay a the Ste, Bird heped excavate and screen the culturdly erile
overburden. He never saw the underlying habitational surface dated to about 12,500 years
ago. Although Bird correctly reported that he did not observe any artifacts at Monte Verde,
he omitted mention of the full story: that he left before he could see the underlying artifact
levd (i.e, strataMV-6 and MV-7). He d =0 failed to mention the overlying Serile
overburden (strata MV - 1 through MV-5). Insteed, he led others to believe, such as Lynch
(1990), that Monte Verde was not a genuine Site and that the human artifacts there must be
explained by other reasons.

Lynch has never visted Monte Verde, despite having been invited to the Ste on
numerous occasions. In concurring with Bird' s suggestion that Monte Verde was not avaid
ste, he imagined three scenarios to account for the presence of artifacts. 1) redeposition of
an upstream Archaic Ste a Monte Verde, 2) filtering down of overlying Archaic artifactsinto
the lower Pleistocene level; and/or 3) the invention of the Site by the research team. Fiedd
follows Bird and Lynch in their thinking, and in their errors, by eaborating on these scenarios
even further.

We dated in 1989 that the 1979 foot survey located “thirteen additiond dtes’ aong
Chinchihuapi Creek (Dillehay 1989a7). Two smdl stes were found upstream from Monte
Verde. Both are intact and neither has been redeposited at Monte Verde. One Siteis
Chinchihuapi, located on the south Side of the creek, which is dated at approximately 12,600
years ago (Dillehay and Pino 1997:49). The other is an intact Archaic Ste buried in Stratum
MV -3, located on the north side of the creek, which dates between 8500 and 4500 years
ago (see Pino 1989). ThisSte contains very few lithics, dl of which are made of raw
materias completely different from those found in Monte Verde.

Thereareno Archaic materials washed out of an upstream site and redeposited
in Monte Verde. There dso are no overlying Archaic materias that filtered down into the
deeper levels. We should add that the 1997 ingpection team, which included Haynes, did not
find an overlying Archaic levd & Monte Verde.
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Part 3: A Detailed Reply to Fiedd

Thefollowing rebuttd is organized in terms of different artifact categories, including the
bone, wood, stone, and feature assemblages, and of mapping and interpretative issues. We
correct mgjor errors, omissions, and misrepresentations made by Fiedd in his attempt to
dismissdl “compelling” archaeologicad evidence a Monte Verde. Asthe reader will see,
Fiedd omits passagesin Volume 2 to answer his own queries, misrepresents the scientific
evidence to impart “incongstencies’ and “confusion” on our part, and compares Satements
in preliminary and fina reports to create even more confuson. There are many more
mistakes in his review that we choose not to correct below. Those provided are suffice to
demondrate the inggnificance of Fiedd’ s review.

Human I ntervention and Mastodon Bones

In dismissing the human-induced cutmarks on mastodon bones, Fieddl misrepresents Pat
Shipman’sandysis by sdectively quoting from her chapter to fit his argument. In referring to
the bones and photographs she inspected for marks, Fiede quotes her as saying that: “1 am
unable to diagnose their origin with confidence because of the sate of preservation of the
bone (Shipman 1997:760)” (Fiedd 1999:3). He takes this sentence and extrapolatesit to
her entire andys's and manipul ates the evidence by omitting the remainder of her conclusion:

Three specimens from Monte Verde and a series of macroscopic and microscopic
photographs of additiona specimens were inspected to refute or confirm the
hypothesis that these bones were modified by humans. A tusk fragment showed
microscope and gross modifications to its dveolar end that are consistent with
[human] use-wear. Photographs of severa bones that were not available for direct
study showed marks that possess dl of the microscopic morphology of known cut
marks. Other specimens and photographs were ambiguous, showed probable
trampling marks, or were too poorly preserved for reliable assessments. This study
thus confirmed the hypothesis of human intervention on particular oecimens--or at
least failed to refute this hypothess--while indicating that the bone assemblage as a
whole had a complex taphonomic history. (Shipman 1997:765)

Her conclusion is entirely different from the impression of it that Fiedd gave the reader in
hisreview.

Fiedd (1999:9) aso questions the provenience of the soft tissues of animals recovered at
Monte Verde, whether it isredly “meat” found in the site, whether DNA was preserved, and
whether DNA sudies were performed on the tissues to identify them as mastodon soft
tissue. He dso asks: “If chunks of meeat were lying exposed during occupation and after
human abandonment of the campsite, one must wonder why they did not draw scavengers.
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The beetle experts [Hoganson and Ashworth] who... udied the 956 specimens from Monte
Verde puzzled over the absence of carrion or dung eaters’ (Fiedel 1997:9).

In regard to the “missng” beetles, Fiedd conveniently leaves out the most important
conclusion in the Hoganson and Ashworth report. They say on the same page (that contains
his quote):

Why, then, are species that should have been atracted by human activity absent
from the Monte Verde fossi| assemblage? The mgority of records obvioudy
synanthropic insects from archaeologicd Stes have been removed from thick
midden deposits or dung-containing fills of long-term agriculturd settlements (eg.,
Osburne 1969, 1983). Their occurrences in specific types of depositsisnot an
accident... The stuation at Monte Verde is quite different. None of the deposits
that yieded insect fossls were those of arich midden. The human feces, scrapes of
mest, and other organic debris located during the excavation were scattered and
not heavily concentrated in large pits or thick deposits. Given the digtribution of the
“bait,” the digtribution of synanthropic insects would be decidedly nonrandom...and
extraordinarily low...[and] water-logged scraps of meat and feces...would not have
been attractive to the species that depend upon them...the archaeoentomol ogist
Paul Buckland wrote (personal communication, 1986) that he was unable to
provide an answer to the problem...and cautioned againgt making the assumption
that anthropic insects had exigted in the region at the time of man’s arriva and may
not have arrived in the region and adapted to human populations until later in the
Holocene... we might add that we have not found fossils of any potentid
synanthropic speciesin any “naturd” fossl insect assemblages of the Pleistocene
period we have andyzed from severd samples collected throughout the region.
(Hoganson and Ashworth 1989:226)

Why didn’'t Fiedd inform the reader of thisimportant concluding Satement?

Asfor the mesat, Fiedd is confused and misrepresents the evidence. Firdt, two large
chunks of meat or soft tissues were found in Monte Verde. Fiede states that in arecent
aticle Dillehay (1997m:30) noted that:

Outsde the tent [in Zone D] we found two large commund hearths...Near the
hearths, we uncovered two brown, sopping hunks of meat next to some mastodon
bones. Thefind report mentions only one ‘single large piece of animal soft tissue,
measuring gpproximately 25-by-25 cmin size...(Cibull and Geisder 1997:751).
(Fiedd 1999:9)

Fiedd is confused. As expected, the two pieces had different measurements and contexts
and were discussed as such in various publications. One specimen was recovered from Zone
A, Area A, near the Wishbone Structure; the other was found near a hearth in Zone D. The
latter piece was plit or cut into two contiguous pieces and reported as one. Cibull and
Geasder’s sudy examined only 38 macroscopic specimens available to them. Not dl large
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and small pieces of soft tissue were transported from Chile to the United States, so only
Cibull and Geisder examined samples of some specimens. Given the expense in studying 935
macroscopic pecimens and thousands of microscopic specimens, we subjected only 38
samples to extensve pathologica, cdlular, and histologica andyses. Other samples were
studied by means of amino acids and DNA studies, with mixed results as reported by Tuross
(1997) and by Tuross and Dillehay (1995).

Fiedd iswrong in concluding that “there was no preserved DNA a Monte Verde
(Tuross 1997:79)” (Fiedel 1999:9). Tuross States that DNA is present at Monte Verde,
including both mastodon and human, but that the source of the DNA is not known (Tuross
1997:77-79). Amino acid detection of mastodon remains dso is discussed by Tuross
(Tuross 1997; Tuross and Dillehay 1995), contrary to what Fiedd says.

In dismissing the human activity associated with the mastodon bones a Monte Verde,
Fiedd states:

As Dillehay (1997h:699) notes, finds of mastodon bones eroding from cut river
banks in proximity to gravel depodts are not uncommon in southern Chile... A tota
of 414 bone fragments, nearly al from mastodon, were found a Monte Verde. To
distinguish this particular bone concentration as the result of human activity, unlike
those pa eontological locaes, requires unambiguous evidence of butchering,
skinning, or modification into tools. Of the total 414 bones, Dillehay (1997h:725)
recognized “clear” (as opposed to “probable’ or “possble’) cut marks on only 6
mastodon bones...Another 29 bones had “probable’” marks...[and] it must be
emphasized that there are no whole or fragmentary bone or ivory points, awls,
needles, fleshers, reamers, or ornaments at Monte Verde. Thereis nothing that
looks even as superficialy convincing as the bone pseudotools from Old Crow
(e.g., Morlan 1978, Figures 5 and 6). (Fiedd 1999:3)

Here, Fiedd offers an unredigtic (and mideading) expectation of the Ste. He failsto point
out that human intervention in the bone collection dso can be documented by the minimum
number of individud (i.e., MNI) animas and by the type, frequency, and spatid digtribution
of bone dementsin the site (Casamiquelaand Dillehay 1989; Dillehay 1997h). We say that:
“the clear to probable cut marks on bones are expected, given that asmall percentage of
bones from some well-documented archaeologica butchering sites show stone tool marks
(Crader 1983; Guilday et d. 1962)” (Dillehay 1997h:732).

Fiedel does not mention that more than 80 percent of the mastodon bone collection are
broken ribs and that at least Sx individua animals are represented at the site (Dillehay
1997h:746-748). Fiedel does not say that bone awls, needles, fleshers and other kinds of
“pseudotools’ like those found at Old Crow or elsewhere also do not occur at other late
Pleistocene Stes in the Americas. These artifacts are common features, however, a Archaic
Stes associated with bison, ek, deer and other big-game hunting.

In questioning the context of four Sde-by-sde rib fragmentsin Zone A, Fiedd wonders
whether 21992 preliminary report (Dillehay 1992) on another possible group of sde-by-
dderibsin Zone D isthe same asthose in Zone A. He questions whether:
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The eastern residentia side[i.e., Zone D] [which] yielded... three broken ribs
positioned side-by-sde on the occupationa floor of one structure’ (Dillehay
1992:195) is the same set of side-by-sderibsfound in Zone A. The 1997 report
neither describes nor illustrates any other bone arrangement of this sort, so it must
be the same one shown in the photograph and repestedly ascribed to Zone A.
(Fiedd 1999:9)

In 1990, when the 1992 article was presented as a paper at a conference and later
submitted for publication, Dillehay thought that the three rib fragmentsin Zone D (Hut 8) o
might have been placed sde-by-dde like thosein Zone A, but after further study, redized
that they were not as closaly juxtaposed and arranged with the articulator ends reversed as
thosein Zone A. Thus, it was decided thet the cluster of ribsin Zone D were not intentiondly
placed by the site'sinhabitants and did not warrant the same behaviora interpretation as
thosein Zone A. Thethreeribs of Zone D are shown and discussed (Dillehay 1997h:674-
78), contrary to what Fiedel says.

Flede aso questions whether the provenience of the Sde-by sderibsisin Area A or
AreaB in Zone A. We show in Volume 2 that the ribs stretch across both Area B (Units 12
and 13) and Area A (Unit 13) though the primary provenienceisin AreaB of Zone A.
Figure 4.1 (Dillehay 1997b:61) does not include aUnit 13 in AreaB. The“Unit 13" actudly
refersto A13, near the western edge of the bone scatter in Area B, Unit 12. Thus, Area B,
Unit 12 and Area A, Unit 13 are contiguous and both proveniences are correct.

Exotic and Human M anipulated Plants

Curioudy, once Fiedd was confident that he had successfully dismissed the
“unprovenienced artifacts and inadequately mapped [tent] ‘ structures ...[and] the lithics,
bones, and microscopic resdues,” he saysthat we are left with only “the peculiar suite of
plant remains as the most convincing proof of a human occupation” (Fiede 1999:3).
Unsurprisingly, Fiedd discredits this evidence too. He states that “the overdl digtributions of
the most common plant taxa, Lycopodium (club moss) and Scripus (totora), are nearly
identical (see Figures 13.3 b, ¢, [Dillehay and Rossen] 1997:361). Their spatid congruence
thus only reflects smultaneous deposition by some single agency, not functiona association in
ahuman economy” (Fiedel 1999:3). What proof does Fiedd offer the reader to demonstrate
how those two species were deposited in the archaeological record? He provides no
evidence, just guesses.

Worse yet, Fiedd failsto mention in the same text other frequent exctic plants that have
incongruent spatia associations. For ingance, Carex sp. (n=1262) and Gunnera sp.
(n=239) have numerous occurrences and have spatid ditributions different from those of
Lycopodium and cirpus. So do fifty-five other plant species (compare Figs. 13.3 and
13.4). What can we conclude from this? In his attempt to discredit our findings, Fiedd
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selected 2 of 72 speciesthat have similar (“not exactly congruent,” as he says) spatia
digributions to dismiss the cultura vaidity of entire plant assemblage in the Site.

Fiede does not and cannot effectively chalenge the plant assemblage. The 72 species
include exatic plants from dl four directions from the site, including the aforementioned
Lycopodium from the high Andean grasdands 50 km east of the Site, and Peumus bol dus from
at least 200 km north of the gite. It is not just the remarkable variety of the plant assemblage but
many sub-components such as the four species of seaweeds, each from different marine habitats
and seasondities, eleven varieties of coasta sand dune and salt-marsh plants from 55 km west
of the gte, ten exclusvely medicind plants, and tubers, to name but afew examples, that dl defy
explanations of natura agency. No one with expertise in plant ecology or archaeobotany has
chdlenged this collection.

Fiedd cites a single attribute--the physica condition of some plants--to further dismissthe
assemblage. He quotes us as saying that: “the physical condition of the plant parts does not
reved much information about the nature of the cultura collection (Dillehay and Rossen
1997:357)" (Fiedd 1999:3). Fiedd does not mention that we employed severd traitsin
combination--not just the physica condition--to andyze the plant assemblage, which isa
standard procedure in archaeobotany. We say that: “ Analysis of plant taphonomy, dengty,
fragmentation [part of the physical condition], and spatia distribution can provide important
datafor evauating the integrity [meaning human or naturdl agency in its depostion and
digtribution] of the archaeobotanica collection” (Dillehay and Rossen 1997:380). We dso
discuss why and how the spatia distribution and selection of plant parts srongly indicate
“humean intervention.”

In explaining his case for natural agency in the salection and deposition of exatic plants,
he states that “trandtory ‘nesting birds may have deposited them in their excrement” and left
them in the Ste (Fiedd 1999:3). If thisisthe case, why isn't the excrement of these birds
found at Monte Verde where preservation of al perishable materia is very good? And why
aren't the exotic plants found insde the excrement? How does he account for the presence
of burned and unburned plant parts from the same and different speciesin the same hearth or
cluster of plant parts? Do birds control fire like humans do? How does he explain the potato
skin fragments and seaweeds in the cracks of wooden mortars? How could birds have
brought whole, unmeasticated boldo leaves, measuring up to 5 cm in length to the site? Why
do birds collect only the medicina and poisonous parts of some species and bring them to
the gte? Why didn’t we find the same kinds of occurrences in the non-cultural areas we
excavated? Why haven't the geologists, paynologigts, and phytolith experts working in the
region over the past 35 years found smilar exotic and sdected plant species and partsin
natural sites? (see Hoganson and Ashworth 1989; Heusser 1989). Why didn’t Fiedd cite
our experimenta and naturd studies (Dillehay 1997a-m) on the sdection and deposition of
natural elements by birds and other animas in different depositional environments? Fedd’s
attempit to dismiss human agency in the plant assemblage doesn’t end here. He fantasizes that
“mastodons migrated hundreds of miles (Hoppe et d. 1999)...which could account for the
presence of somelocaly exatic plants (Fiedd 1999:3). How far is Fiedd willing to Stretch
the scientific data to support his argument? Why didn’'t Fiedd turn his criticd eye toward this
unredigtic argument?
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Wood Artifacts

Fiedd’ s misrepresentation of the wood artifacts is found in the following paragraph.
Fedd datesthat:

In photographs (Figure 8.16, Figure 8.18, Dillehay 1997e:206, and Figure 7.25,
Dillehay 1997d:153), the grooved log is Stuated at the southeast corner of the
[Wishbone] structure, at the open end of the wishbone, and the braziers A-2-5 and
A-2-6 are adjacent to the inner face of the north wall. In drawn plans, however,
thelog is at the southwest, closed end of the wishbone (e.g., Figure 8.3), and the
two braziers are in the open entrance on the east Sde. Even by assuming some
consigtent printing error that has somehow reversed dl the pertinent photographs, |
cannot reconcile the drawings with the photographs. (Fiedel 1999:11)

Fiedd cannot reconcile the drawings and the photos becauise he misidentifies the wood
artifacts and their contexts. Figure 8.18 shows the Wishbone Structure after we had
excavated architecturd Phase 2 (in 1981 and 1983), the last use phase of the structure. The
grooved log was excavated at the same time as the Phase 2 architecture and removed from
the site for conservation trestment in the laboratory. Phase 1 was reveded in 1983 and
excavated in 1985. The concentration of wood Fiedd identifies near the opening of the
dructure is not the grooved log in question but smply a different concentration of wood. The
two different wood clustersin question are shown in Figures 8.1, 8.3 and 8.15. The wood
pile he confuses with the grooved log is located to the left of the entrance to the structure.
Thispileis different in form, sze, and location from the grooved log. The grooved log is
located near the closed end of the structure, not the open end. Compare Figures 8.1, 8.3,
8.15, 8.16, and 8.18 (Dillehay 1997). This kind of mistakes typifies Fiedd’ s review.

Fiedd questions the provenience and function of the “tent stakes.” In this case, he
misidentifies and guesses the provenience of severd stakes and then blames us for his error.
That is, he saysthat:

The stake in the background [Fig. 7.51a, page 170; Dillehay 1997]...with a
digtinctive triangular shape, appear s [our emphasis] to be the one shown in Figure
7.54f, with a provenience given as A-1- 16. The foreground stake seems [our
emphasig] to be A-1-15, shown as Figure 7.54e... Both stakes are attributed to
the Wishbone Structure in Area A on page 170, it is Sated [by Dillehay] that
stakes were “ placed againgt foundation timbers (Fig. 7.51a)” and on page 167, the
dekes shown in thisfigure areintringc to adiscusson of Hut 5in AreaD...[thug| if
the two illustrated wood pieces actudly derive from the Wishbone Structure, their
function has been misinterpreted.. It aso is noteworthy that Adovasio (1997:226)



describes “an overhand knot or clove hitch with auxiliary overhand knot tied
directly to a stake that wasleft in situ at the Site” (see Fig. 7.51a)...the knot seems
to have been tied to A-1-15, which was removed from its origind location and
photographed (Dillehay 1997: Figure 7.54€). That photograph shows no knotted
cordage attached. (Fiedd 1999:9-10)

Thisis one of the most blatant errorsin Fiedel’ s review. There were 82 stakes recovered
from Monte Verde. Much like lithic, bone, and other tools, the wooden stakes dso fit a
generd template and form. That is, they generdly have curved bodies, cut and often burned
tips, and bashed and flattened ends. Fiede selects two stakes from the photographs of
dekesin Volume 2 that gppear to him to have smilar forms and matches them (those shown
in the foreground and background of Figs. 7.51a and with those shown in 7.54e-f,
respectively), clamsthat these two are the same stake, and then accuses us of
misrepresenting the evidence both contextudly and functiondly. The two stakesin Figure
5la are not the same asthose shown in Figure 7.54e-f.

To show where Fiede iswrong, the foreground stake in Figure 51a has a curved body
and a pointed head, and it has a knotted reed tied around it. The dleged “same’ stakein
Figure 5eis draight, has aflat head, and is not associated with a knotted reed. (Fiedd is
wrong about us removing the reed to photograph the stake. It is not the same stake and no
reed was removed from it.) Asfor the background stake in Figure 514, it is different from
the one in Figure 54f. Although both have smilar forms, so does the one shown in Figure
51b and many other stakes not shown.

In questioning the provenience of three wooden mortars and associated plant parts at
Monte Verde, Fiedd mentions the different terms we gpplied to them over the years (i.e,
“bagn-shaped items” “wooden mortar basins,” “wooden basins’). He notes that:

Dillehay reports potato fragments from “two wooden basins’ (1997d:570),
athough Ugent (1997), the botanica andy4, refersto only one as the source of his
samples. The mortars are d so said to have yielded two pieces of ...seaweeds that
are difficult to account for without invoking human agency (Dillehay and Rossen
1997:371). (Fiedel 1999:9)

Fiedd wonders whether the basins were located in Workshops 2 and 3 or Hut 3. He
states that

the potato skins...Scirpus and Juncus seeds, appear to have been taken from a
“long mortarlike implement” in the northwest corner of Hut 3 (Dillehay
1997e:188)...Its measurements are given as 120-x-18-x-6 cm (Dillehay
1997e:188), which corresponds to none of those given for the three mortars on
page 162. It isin Hut 3, not Workshop 2...or Workshop 3. However, it is not
depicted in any maps of Hut 3...[and] the associated lithics [manos| are
unidentifiable. (Fiedd 1999:9)
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Fedd is misrepresenting the evidence. First, Ugent (1997:906) refers not to “one” mortar
basin but to “a’ basin. It is a generic designation like saying an areainstead of Area A, for
ingance. Fedd takes Ugent’s generd statement out of context to imply the existence of only
one mortar basin and thus to create more confusion. Second, we say on page 109 that “aso
present in the area [Workshop 2] were two grinding stones and a wooden mortar” (Dillehay
1997¢). In referring to the mortars on page 162, we call them “wooden mortar basins.”
When we discuss Hut 3, we say a“long mortarlike [our emphasis] implement that was
found ...in the northwest corner of the hut” (Dillehay 1997e:188). Contrary to what Fiede
implies, we do not say that thisimplement is one of the three “wooden mortar basins” We
intentiondly refer to it as a“mortarlike implement” to digtinguish it from the other basins,
despite the fact that it contained edible plant remainsin its cracks. Because thisimplement
was different in size, form, and context from the three mortar basins mentioned by Fiede, we
thought it warranted a separate description. Furthermore, this implement does gppear in the
northwest corner of Hut 3, contrary to Fiedel’ s supposition (see Dillehay 1997d: Fig. 7.40).

Stone Tools and Points Take Precedence

A response to Fiedd’ s comments on the lithic assemblage from Monte Verde was
published in the SPECIAL REPORT (Collins 199:14-15) and there is no need to repest it
here. However, there are some important consderations to be reiterated. Monte Verde is
not defined on the basis of itslithics. There are severa absolutdly unequivocaly human-made
gtone artifacts from the site, and there are many more stones whose presence, form, or both
cannot be parsmonioudy explained as anything but the result of human behavior. In this latter
group are numerous pieces that viewed individudly or without their context are either
equivocally of human authorship or would never be consdered to be artifacts. In his study of
these latter pieces, Callins was acutely aware of the responghility being born because, as
sad, without its context, most of this assemblage would be overlooked archaeologically.

The crux of the respongbility that Collinsfdt in this study is that another discovery of such
stones may lack associated features, perishable artifacts, and other externd indicators of
ther culturd gatus. Thus, it was important to criticaly and carefully evduate thelithicsas an
assemblage and establish independent criteriafor evauating the cultural status of the stones--
criteriathat might aso gpply to some future discovery. The find report (Collins 1997:383-
506) demonstrated that at least 41, and perhaps as many as 56, stones are geologically
exatic to the Ste; humans introduced these to the locdlity. The remaining “equivocad” stones
a Monte Verde were distinct as agroup from theloca gravels both in lithology and in form.
Inkind of rock and in Sizes and shapes, the stones found in the Site are not a Satistical
reflection of the kinds, Szes and shapes of stonesin the nearby stream beds. Stones with
atributes like those found in the Ste were shown experimentdly to be effective astools.
Taken together, these findings indicate that people sdectively collected and brought to the
gte locdly-available stones that possessed useful characteristics. Furthermore, many of these
stones were modified before or during use and traces of use-wear could be discerned
macroscopicaly aswell as microscopicaly. For Fiedd or anyone to dismiss the stones from



Monte Verde as non-culturd, they must present adetailed, parsmonious, and believable
case for naturd causesthat explain dl of the attributes of these stones as an assemblage and
in the context presented by Monte Verde. To state Smply that these stones appear
“dubious’ as artifacts (Fiedel 1999:3) or that other than six pieces, “the items proposed as
atifacts are equivoca, some highly so” (Haynes 1999:17) is not enough--in fact, thet isthe
very heart of the problem that had to be solved. We do not see where Fiedel or Haynes has
grappled with that problem nor offered a solution different than the one presented by Collins.

In dismissing the stone artifacts and their provenience, Fiedd quotes a sentence from
Alan Bryan'sforward to the 1989 report: “Intentionaly shaped stone artifacts were so
infrequent [a Monte Verde] that it would be easy to hypothesize that dl had been intruded
from later occupations of the area [referring to the Archaic period]” (Fiedel 1999:4).
Curioudy, Fiedel does not provide the reader with the remainder of Bryan’s sentence, which
isa

careful study of the Stratigraphic and sedimentary context [referring to Pino’'s
geologica work at the site] demondtrated that the artifact and bone bearing layer
was overlain by an impermegble layer that not only prevented intrusion, but dso
had sedled the peaty culturd layer from the usua processes of decomposition and
any further turbation by geologica or animd action. (Bryan 1989:xv)

Why didn’'t Fiedd cite the remainder of Bryan's concluson?

Fiedd dso ponders “the long delay between the discoveries [of the projectile points] and
the first publication (1988) of their photographs...the lack of reference to projectile pointsin
severd publications that gppeared in the intervening period (e.g., Dillehay 1984 and 1988)
[between the early publications and the 1997 report]” (Fiedd 1999:4). He continues that:
“Since indubitably chipped stone was so rare on the sSite, the discovery of each of the three
biface fragments and the basalt core must have occasioned considerable excitement” (Fiedd
1999:4). In building on Fiedd’ s supposition, Haynes states. “ Perhaps they would have taken
photographsin situ or even made notes regarding their find which, | expect, would have
raised consderable excitement at the time of discovery” (Haynes 1999:17). It isclear by
these statements that points take precedence over other kinds of human evidence for
documenting late Pleistocene Stes. These satements reflect the profundity of North
American centrism.

Congder this. If points are expected to be arare and exciting find in early sites, then
humean footprints, well-congtructed hearths with well- preserved food remains, worked and
grooved wood, including tied stakes and burned wooden lances, chunks of meat, and the
fdlen remains of hut structures are even more rare occurrences and make even more exciting
finds. Points are found every day in survey and excavation at many Stes, and they don’t
aways excite dl archaeologigts the way they do Haynes and Fiedd. The perishables are truly
rarefindsin early Stes. Indeed, some excitement was produced at Monte Verde during
those moments when we found the footprints, mesat, and other exotic artifacts and features.
Little, if any, excitement was generated by the projectile point finds.



Asfor the earlier publications that don’t mention the points, in the 1984 article, the
editorsof Scientific American requested line drawings of the stone tools after they saw the
lack of detall onthe stones in photographs. One projectile point fragment (A-1-26) was
submitted for drawing, but it was not included in the publication because it was too smdl and
fragmented and thus uninteresting. Moreover, it was not mentioned in the 1984 text, because
Dillehay thought it was secondary to other more important cultura materials and patternsin
the Ste.

In the 1988 publication mentioned by Fiede, we focused on the preservation of organic
remains, not the lithics, in the gte. This publication resulted from a conference on wet Site
archaeology that was sponsored by Barbara Purdy at the University of Florida (Purdy
1988). Not only were the points not discussed in this and other early publications on Monte
Verde, but other important non-perishables aso were not mentioned. In fact, only seven
linesin the wet Site publication were given to stone tools (Dillehay 1988:195).

In turning to other errors and misrepresentations made by Fiede in his comments on the
gone tools, the following is a case whereby he mistakes different artifacts and leads readers
to believe that our provenience records were wrong and confusing. He says thet:

A handaxe-like artifact was found by Carlos Troncoso in 1976, amid dumped
materid eroded from the creek bank...Its discovery thus preceded Dillehay’s
involvement at the Ste. However, in an dternative verson of the find... Dillehay
reports that he and his students “uncovered ... abifacidly flaked chopper made of
quartize...an irrefutable stone tool.” (Fiedd 1999:4)

Fiedd iswrong. In discussing Troncoso's work, we say that he “removed severd small
bone fragments and one large bifacidly flaked tool made of quartzite’ (Dillehay 198%a4).
We dso say that: “1n 1977...we uncovered...a bifacidly flaked chopper made of quartzite”
(Dillehay 1989a:5). These are two different tools found by two different excavators during
two different seasons. The former was found by Troncoso in 1976 and is made of a
laminated gray quartzite (Collins 1997:424, Fig. 14.16). The second isa pink granite (that
could easily and was mistaken for quartzite in the 1989 archaeologicd report; see Callins
1997:428, Fig. 14.20a) that we excavated in 1977. Both were found in Zone A. We never
sad that the pink “quartzite’ biface was the same artifact as the gray laminated biface
excavated by Troncoso. In this case, Fiedd confuses the terms “quartzite” and “biface,” and
“pink” and “gray” in dl ingtances to show confusion on our part in documenting the finds.

The next st of artifacts Fiedd dismissesis the flake facets on the laminated biface and
other lithics and their possible correspondence with facets on worked wood, which we
believe are rdated functiondly in the Ste. He dso questions the provenience of these
atifacts. To ded with the provenience matter first, in associating the laminated bifacia
chopper and its facet traits with achopped log in Hut 3, Fiedd Satesthat a*“map [Fig.
20.1] does not accurately reproduce the appearance of Hut 3 as depicted in photographs’
(Fiedd 1999:4). He iswrong again. This map does depict Hut 3 accurately and the
placement of the wood in question (see Dillehay 1997eii: Figs. 8.4 and 20.1).
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Fede believes that the form and size of the facets on the bifacid chopper and those on
different specimens of worked wood are different and that the laminated quartz biface could
not have been used to chop or cut the wood. Fiede casts doubt not only on our
interpretation of artifact function and association but aso on the provenience of these
artifacts. For example, he notes that:

The other [wood] pieces dlegedly worked by the biface are reported to be
illustrated in Figure 7.13a (DW-1-4-4) and 7.23a. However, the latter figure
shows a piece with agroove that is attributed not to the quartzite biface, but to a
large percussion flake, specimen D-11-1-1, found 10 cm away fromit... A
photograph and drawing of the biface agree in showing both ends as lessthan 3 cm
wide, s0 it isimpossible to match them with 5 cmwide cut facetsin the
wood...This casts doubts on Dillehay’ s other claims to have matched cutmarksto
the used edges of threelithic “tools’ found in close association. (Fiedel 1999:4-5)

First, Fiedd iswrong. We never say that the laminated quartz chopper was used to make
the grooved specimen D-11-1-1 (compare Fig. 7.13aand Fig.7.23a Dillehay 1997d:145
and 149). He confuses the “bifacid chopper,” which is designed to chop, with the flake
(shown by the arrow in Fig. 7.233), which is designed to gouge and scrape, and which is
shown in direct association with the grooved wood. Moreover, close inspection of the two
figures shows that the chopped wood with facetsis in the lower right hand corner of Figure
7.23a. We do not confuse or point the reader to the grooved wood depicted in the upper
half of the photograph (see Fig. 6 in Part 6 below). In fact, if we had meant the grooved
wood, we would have cited Figure 7.23b, which shows a close up of these specimens and
its chopped not grooved facets. Further, the chopped wood in Figure 7.23ais the same
wood specimen in Figure 7.13a, contrary to what Fiedel says.

Second, Fiedd apparently knows little about stone tool technology and the marks they
leave in wood. He measured the width of the “edges,” not the edge-end width of the
chopping tool. The edges of the bifacid chopper are indeed about 3 cm in width. However,
when atool such asthe chopper cutsinto wood, it isthe edge that first penetrates, followed
by the wider interior end or distal body, the latter of which widens the path of the cut as it
penetrates deeper into the wood. Thus, the edge of atool 3 cm in width and its adjacent
interior body of 5-7 cmin width will leave acut facet of 5-7 cm, not 3 cm in width, as Fiedd
believes. If Fiedd had been careful enough to check his facts, he would have seen that the
chopping facets on the wood and the distal edge-end facets on the bifacia chopper in
question are both about 5 to 7 cm wide and thus correspond. Further, dthough it isaminor
point, we do not conclude that the bifaces were used to chop al wood in the site. We infer
and smply say they may have been used to produce the kinds of facets seen on most of the
chopped wood. We believe these errors by Fiedd are due in part to his hasty and biased
review of thefind report and to hisignorance of lithic tool technology and morphology.

Fiedd questions the location and association of stone artifact D-11-1-1 and anearby
grooved branch (the same branch discussed above; see Fig. 6 in Part 6 below). He says
that:
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Although this branch is said to have been located 2 m east of Hearths D-9-5 and
D-8-17, and a photograph (Figure 7.23a) shows it as seemingly oriented
northwest- southeast at the creek edge, there is no manio piece of corresponding
length, materid, and orientation, mapped in thisvicinity in Figure 8.2 or 8.4
([Dillehay] 1997e:174-5), nor isthere any lithic in Figure 20.1 ([ Dillehay]
19971:775) that might represent D-11-1-1. Scatterplots show no planing or
gouging in this sector (Figures 15.50 and 15.52, also Tables 15.30, 1997g:609).
(Fiedel 1999:8)

Fiedd iswrong. The wood is about 2 m east of Hearth D-8-17 and thereis awooden
branch gpproximately 45 cm in length in the correct place on the maps. The wood maps
should depict it as manio, but the symbol mistakenly shows lumanot manio. The latter isan
editorial oversight on our part (see Part 4). Given the scae of the map and the location of the
lithic 20 cm from the branch, the computer superimposed the two specimens in question and
the lithic unfortunately does not appear. However, this flake is one of the tools shown in the
far eestern Sde of Figure 15.41a Why doesn't Fiedel mention its location in this figure?

Fiedd questions the provenience of two “crude axelike bifaces.” He dates that

the 1989 report mentions both “large bifaces made of exotic basdt and quartzite”’

.. digtinct from ... “bifacidly flaked, willow-leaf shgped tools’ (Dillehay 1989a:15).
Collins (1997:401, 427) describes two “ choppers,” one (DW120410) from Zone

DW that he regards unequivocally as artifactud, the other (BO704008, from Zone

A) as aprobable geofact. (Fiedd 1999:6)

Fedd asksif we are confusing the two bifaces and what provenience they have. Fiedd
dismisses one biface, specimen B0704008, as a“ geofact.” After dismissing this specimen, he
attempts to replace it with another biface, one he atemptsto “find” esewhere in the Ste.
Fiedd fails to note that, on the very same page from which he took Collins' quote about
the “geofact,” Collins aso Satesthat “it seems best to regard this specimen [B0704008]
ether to have been anaturdly fractured and rounded pebble sdected for its Size and shape
characterigtics, brought to the site, and lightly used, or, as previoudy inferred, to have been
culturdly flaked and used heavily enough to batter and round its edges’ (Collins 1997:401).
So, asit turns out, Callins did not just ponder whether this specimen was a geofact, but
concluded that it was probably used and modified by humans. In trying to build a case for
more incongstencies on our part, after dismissing biface BO704008 as a geofact, and thus
requiring the presence of another biface to replace it as the “second” biface, Fiedd looks for

it by saying thet
thisleaves the two “hand axes’ [bifaces] found near the Wishbone Structure to be

identified. One is surely the quartzite preform. The second corresponds to none of
the artifacts now attributed to Zone A [because Fiedd has now diminated oneasa

26



“geofact’]. The only large, flaked tool of exotic basdt, resembling a handaxe, isthe
core (PZ-43-3) now ascribed to the early MV-1 assemblage. (Fiedd 1999:6)

In his search for areplacement biface, Fiedd leads the reader from Zone A, where the two
origina bifaces are located, to Zone C across the creek, and encourages the reader to
believe that we are mistaking bifaces from different zones and from different time periods. In
fact, itis Fiedd who is confused by dismissing the second “biface’ as a“geofact” and by
replacing it with a“core” in Zone C, not Zone A.

In discrediting projectile point X 150001, Fiedd questions its provenience and why it has
three artifact inventory numbers. We explained the artifact numbering sysem in an earlier
response to Fiedd (Dillehay et. d. 999) and in Part 2 above and will not reiterateit in detall
here. In brief, the origina number of the point was X150001. This number reflectsitsin situ
provenience in Test Ait 15 that was excavated by Hernan Vidd, and Argentine
archaeologig, early inthe 1983 field season. Later in that season, Test Pit 15 was
incorporated into an expanding Zone D and the point’ s number was changed to D-10-1-1
and D-10-1-2. After extending the Zone D grid system into the Test Pit 15 area (not to be
confused with a Test Pit 15 on the south side of the creek in Zone X-2), the “new” point
provenience was located on the line between the arbitrary units D-10-1-1 and D-10-2-1.
We then referred to the point provenience as both D-10-1-1 and D-10-1-2. Later, when
we computerized the artifact inventory numbers for spatid and Satistica analyses, these dud
unit numbers for the same specimen were rgected by the computer, so we changed the
number to D-10-1-1. Aswe mentioned earlier, there are other indtances like thisin the Site
and in the Site report. Thein situ postion of the point is shown in Figures 1 and 2 in Part 6
below.

Fledd saysthat “the 1985 work occurred only on the western sSide of ZoneD...a
photograph ... showsthat features... located at the far eastern end of the excavation were
exposed prior to clearing of debris from the centra ‘huts in AreaD in 1983" (Fiedd 1999:
4). He complains that Point D-10-1-1 cannot be seen in photographs of the surface of units
inthe D-10-1 area. And he saysthat the “1984 Scientific American article contains amap of
the structure in Area D, excavated in 1983, but there is no mention of any projectile point
(Dillehay 1984)" (Fiedd 1997:5).

Fiedd iswrong. We say that “the west Side, Area DW, iswhere most [our emphasig] of
the 1985 excavation took place and where most revisons are”’ (Dillehay 1997e:182). In
1985, we continued to test and reexcavate dl areas. We dtate that: “The last field season
[1985] was designed (1) to complete the excavation of the main resdentia zone, Aress A,
D, and DW” (Dillehay 1989a:10).We aso say that we excavated on the Southside of the
creek during that same year (Dillehay 19970b:71-72).

Asfor the photographs (see Figs. 6.19 and 8.9, Dillehay 1997c,e: 103 and 182) showing
the surface of the D-10-1 unit and surrounding units and not depicting the point, they depict
wide angle views of genera excavation features, not pecific artifacts. Their scae of the
photographs is smply too large to show smal artifacts. And in regard to the 1984 map
published in Scientific American, it isa schematic drawing of hut outlinesin al zones and
shows no artifacts. By pointing out that no projectile point is depicted in the 1984 article and
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in the generd maps of the 1997 report, Fiedd leads the reader to believe that we are not
properly documenting the evidence. If he had not been so selectivein his use of our
publications, he could have corrected his own error in this and many other instances.

A related matter typifies Fiedd’s play with the evidence to creste more confusion. In
pondering the provenience of D-10-1-1, he guesses at a blurry artifact number in one
photograph of the point, designating this number as X-12-1 when, in fact, it is X1500001
(Fiedd 1999:5). By introducing another “number” into the provenience and questioning it, he
crestes more confusion.

In continuing his discussion of Point X1500001, Fiedd says tht:

The point is ot depicted in the scatterplot of basdt artifacts, in Area D ([Dillehay]
19979:601). There are no bifaces included in the cluster analysis of lithics from
Area A ([Dillehay] 1997g: 634-640; note particularly Figure 15.66, showing
clugters of basdt artifacts). Table 15.32 ([Dillehay] 19979:614) locates one biface
in Hut 4, one in Workshop 1, one in the vicinity of the Wishbone Structure, and
onein Areas A-C. By aprocess of dimination, only X1500001 could possibly be
the specimen in Hut 4; but the description of this hut’ s contents ([ Dillehay]
1997e:190) mentions no bifaces among the lithic artifacts. (Fiedel 1999:5)

Heisincorrect. Figure 15.41 shows an asterisk just outside the boundary of unit D-10-1-
2 where the computer analysis placed it. Also, in comparing Figures 4.1 and 15.41, the point
location is correctly placed. The point occurred on the boundary between Workshop 4 and
Hut 4, so satements regarding its functiona association are relevant to both aress.

Asfor the cluster anadlyss, he failsto inform the reader that there also are no basat
artifacts shown for Groups 1,4,6,7,25, 26,27,28,29, and 30. The reason that these groups
and the biface(s) are not depicted in the clugter figuresis because this analysis did not include
lithic groups with fewer than 7 specimens. Why didn't he tell the reader thisimportart fact
(or isit that he didn’'t understand the andlysis enough to know why smaller sample groups
were not included)? He also says that “athough 41 lithic and ecofactud artifacts are reported
to have been found in this area [Workshop 4], there is no mention of a projectile point
(Dillehay 1997d:201).” The descriptive statement he citesis very genera and not intended to
detall dl artifactsin the area. In this same generd statement, not only do we not discuss the
point, but we aso do not mention the specific kinds of scrapers and other unifacid tools
found in thisarea

Fiedd (1999:6) also questions the provenience of point fragment A-1-26. This point was
found near the Wishbone Structurein Zone A. As stated earlier in the section on “Wood
Artifacts,” the Wishbone Structure is made up of two distinct construction phases. an earlier
underlying Phase 1 and alater overlying Phase 2 (Dillehay 1997e:203-10). We first found
the structure in 1981, a which time we only exposed it. When we returned to the Stein
1983, we excavated Phase 2 of the Structure and its surrounding habitational or use surface.
We excavated Phase 1 in 1985. Point A-4-06 was excavated by Jack Rossen and Gaston
Munoz in 1983. It was recovered from the habitationa surface near the outside northwest
corner of the structure (see Figures 3 and 4 in Part 6 below).
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In questioning the location of Point A-1-26, Fiedd statesthat: “ Severa photographs
(e.g., Dillehay 1997e:8.15, 8.18; Dillehay 1984: 107) show the Wishbone Structure during
excavation, but the A-1-26 biface is not shown. It is not depicted on maps of the Wishbone
Structure)” (Fiedd 1999:6). Figures 6.1, 8.3, and 8.6 show only features, wood types, and
dructura remains, respectively, not artifacts, so we should not expect the point to be
illugtrated in them. Further, this point is approximately 2.5 cm in length and cannot be seenin
the large- scale photographs, such as Figures 8.15, 8.16, and 8.18 (Dillehay 1997e:204,
206, 207; see Fiedd 1999:6), which shows dl of Zone A and some of its features. As Sated
earlier, no specific artifacts are seen anywhere in these photographs. The captions of these
photographs and drawings clearly state their individual purposes, but Fiedd distorts the
evidence to make the reader believe that something should be there when it should not.

The point is shown, however, in its correct position in the northwest corner of the
gructure in Figures 15.39 and 20.1 (Dillehay 19979,i:596 and 775, respectively). We point
out in the text thet “ Five other stone tools were found nearby, including one of the broken
projectile points [A1-26]" (Dillehay 1997e:204).

Fiedd commits another error in noting our cross reference to features near the point and
the Wishbone Structure. He states that in one description we say the point islocated “1 mto
the southwest, adjacent to the north side of the western prong of the structure” and that in
another description we say it is*associated with severd stone artifacts’ and “Hearth B-1-1”
(Fiedd 1999:6). All of these proveniences are correct. In different descriptions of the
Wishbone Structure, we discuss the horizonta association of the point with different features
and artifact clusters, whether they be hearths, clusters of wood, bones or stones, or
architectural debris.

In turning his attention to the third point fragment, Fiedd questionsits asociation  with
mastodon bones and with the Stein generd. He says.

The provenience as reported to Kay (1997:659), is from the C-2 cutback profile
in Area DW, Zone D, at the southern end of Workshop 1 near hut partitions 8 and
12; one paleocamelid scapula and three mastodon ribs are in the nearby vicinity.
Thaose bones, it should be noted, had been found ten years earlier; and whatever
ribs are meant, none are listed from the same provenience as the scgpula (Dillehay
1997h: 676), nor illugtrated in the plan of thisvicinity (Dillehay 1997h:676, Figure
17.12). (Fiedd 1999:5)

Fiedd is mistaken. We say (Dillehay 1997b:72) that: “From 1985 to 1993, ... vidits[to
the site] have produced two additiona bone fragments and one projectile point fragment [the
point in question].” These three fragments, as well as one other smal rib fragment, were
found eroding from the creek bank where the scapula was recovered. So Kay, in making a
passing comment on the generd vicinity of the point in his use-wear chapter, is correct in
associating the point fragment with the bonesin Area DW. The three bones in question are
thus discussed in the 1997 report and they are listed in Table XIV.1 (Dillehay 1997k),
contrary to what Fiedel says. Pino and Dillehay found this point eroding from the north creek
embankment in Area DW in 1993.



Fiedd complains about disagreements between Collins morphologica study of the lithics,
Kay’s micro use-wear sudy, and Dillehay’s micro use-wear andysis. To Fiedd, thisimplies
more confusion, though it is entirdly norma for investigators studying the same stone tool
assemblage from different perspectives to disagree on its function. Why doesn't Fiedd
mention the numerous agr eements between these same studies? Instead, he prefersto
focus on ambiguities and incongruencies to cast further doubts on the project.

Asfor the questioned provenience of the date perforator (Fiedd 1999:8), it wasfound in
Zone A, Area A13-1in 1985 when we were excavating the remaining portion (Phase 1) of
the Wishbone Structure. Thistool was found in floor fill by the Argentine archaeologist
Hernan Vidd, when we were cleaning and bagging the habitationa use surface and midden in
Zone A, after we had completely excavated Phase 1 of the Wishbone Structure.

Fiedel (1999:8) saysthat Tables 15.24, 15.25 and 15.32 do not list the perforator asa
date artifact in Zone A. Thisis an editorid oversght on our part for which we gpologize. But
why doesn’'t he point out thet it is mentioned in other tables deding with artifact function and
context? Those tables are Tables 14.3, 14.4, 14.8, 14.14,15.6, 15.31, 15.52, 15.33,
15.38, 15.39, and 15.40 (Dillehay 1997¢). Tables 15.38, 15.39 and 15.40 are frequencies
and percentages of Collins Groups for aFive-Cluster K-Means solutionin Zone A. These
data accompany lithic scatter plots shown in Figures 15.68, 15.69, and 15.70. By not
mentioning these latter tables, Fiedel emphasizes the absence, not the presence, of
corroborating evidence.

In questioning the hafted scrapers a Monte Verde, Fiedd cites selected passages from
severd generd articles dating back to the mid-1980s (i.e,, Dillehay 1984, articlein Scientific
American). For instance, he says that: “The 1997 report contains dispersed referencesto
these artifacts, which adds to the uncertainty about their number and provenience” (Fiedel
1999:7). He further states that we mention three hafted scrapers and that: “In those
publications, we refer to the hafted artifacts as ‘ stone tools and ‘ stone scrapers,” and the
wooden hafts as ‘hafts and ‘handles (cf. Dillehay 1997d:159; 1984:112; 108, 112).” By
condantly pointing out our use of “different” terms over the years, Fiedel creates more
confuson and inconsstency. He fallsto note that the earlier published terms are generd and
as our ideas about tool function became clearer as aresult of more analyses, our ideas about
the function of these tools changed.

In this same context, Fiedd questions the provenience and function of one scraper by

saying that

specimen B-8-18...a hafted basdt scraper with bitumen and wood polish (resulting
from hafting) Stuated on the proxima end...[and]...adhering bitumen fragment [B-
8-18] shown in the accompanying microphotograph. .. the relevant text surprisngly
reveds no knowledge that the tool previoudy had been stuck to a haft with this
materid...The photograph indicates, as does this description, that bitumen was
found on the laterd edge of this artifact, not its proximal end, as stated on pages
564 and 573 (Dillehay 19979). (Fiede 1999:7-8)



Thetool in question was both hafted with bitumen and used to scrape bitumen. The tool
had bitumen only on its proxima edge, not the distal end, which is dightly broken (and not
shown in Fig. 15.12 because the damaged side gppears on the unphotographed side of the
specimen). We never say that the laterd side isworked or has bitumen. In this case, Fiedel
guesses from the pogition of the arrow in the Figure 15.12 that the laterd sSde displays use-
wear when, in fact, it isthe proxima sde. By mistaking the laterad and proximal sides,
however, he builds a case of mistaken identity on our part. Lastly, we committed an editorid
oversght. B-8-18 was hafted on the wood specimen shown in Figure 7.33e, not on the one
shown in 7.33g (see the erratalist in Part 4).

In the 1984 Scientific American article, we thought that there may have been three,
instead of two, hafted scrapers. After further micro use-wear and morphologica studies, we
redlized that one specimen was not a scraper and that it was not hafted to an adjoining piece
of wood. After redlizing thisin 1988, we no longer referred to three hafted scrapers.

Fiedd concludes his section on hafted scrapers by saying that “ despite the
inconsstencies, it gppears that a hafted scraper may have been found in AreaB...itisaso
gtated [by Dillehay] that: ‘ One specimen recovered from Area A... [has]...no description or
illugtration of ahandle or attached stone... in the 1997 report’ ” (Fiedel 1999:8). Fiedd's
datement istrue in this case: we did not [our emphasiq] illustrate or describe this tool.
However, he does not inform the reader that we did not illustrate and describe every other
single stone, wood, and bone specimen found in the site. If we had done this, the report
would have been impossibly long for publication.

Regarding the provenience of the MV-1 core or specimen PZ430003, Fiedd
misrepresents its provenience and mideads the reader once again. Fiedd dtates that: “This
unifacialy chipped basdt core...[whosg] provenience...[is] PZ-43...[was| excavated in
1979... and ... is reported to have been found in direct association with one of the three
‘features’ found in this part of the Ste: * Specificdly, one hearthlike feature of charcod was
found in direct association with a split basdt core (Dillehay 198%a7)” (Fiede 1999:6).

Fedd is mistaken. Firg, the units in question were excavated not only in 1979 but aso in
1985 (see Dillehay 1997hb:71-72; see earlier comments about the excavation seasonsin this
paper). Second, he confuses the “unifacidly chipped basalt core,” which he says*“is reported
to have been found in direct association with one of the three fegtures found in this part of the
gte’ (Fiedd 1999:6), with a“ split basdlt core” Both were found in Zone C and reported
separately by Coallins (1999:460-65). The split basalt specimen of Callins Group 27 is
shown in Figurel4.73b. It isasingle faceted stone “split into two haves.” Callins (1997:
463) dates clearly that these stones are * pebbles split in haf by percusson.” Thisis not the
core found in PZ-43, which is chipped (not split), and shoud not be associated with “a
featurein TP 43,” as Fiedd (1999:7) contends. In this case, Fiedel does not pay attention to
the morphologica characterigtics and to the written descriptions of these two distinct pieces
with distinct contexts and becomes confused.

In regard to the inventory numbers for flakesin Test Pit 45, Fiedd wonders why
specimen “PZ-45, MV-8, No.1” was “labeled asNo. 1,” if it had been found six years after
the pit was first excavated in 1979 and another artifact found before it. The answer issmple
and relates to the MV-8 number above. When this specific artifact was excavated in 1985, it
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was resting on adark bluish stain that appeared to be adight risein layer M-8, which lies
immediatdy below the gray MV-7 layer containing the MV-2 artifacts (including PZ-45,

MV -8, No.1) on the south Side of the creek. We thus assigned it a different number, in this
case MV-8, No. 1, to digtinguish it from other artifactsin the pit. Once the pit was
completely excavated and we dug deeper to document the underlying Stratigraphy in greater
depth and expanse, we discovered that the stain was not part of stratum MV-8, but smply a
localized and degraded peet lens that happened to gppear Smilar in color and texture to the
MV-8 layer.

Fiedd (1999:6-8) questions our reasons for assigning discontinuous and duplicate
numbersto artifacts in Zone C. Asfor non-sequenced artifactsin Zone C, we assigned
numbers to everything found in the degper pits of this area, including the few small naturd
clasts (< 2 cmin diameter) occasiondly recovered in some pits, thinking that some could
have been exotic manuports or perhaps artifacts. Nearly dl pitsin Zone C, where few
materids were found, were excavated and cataoged in this manner. And duplication of some
artifact numbers (e.g., PZ410002) is because some artifacts were broken and the two
conjoining pieces were given the same number and later glued together.

Fede continues. He saysthat in Figure 10.33, Dillehay depictsthe:

“Use layer of MV-1 component showing threelithicsin situ [Dillehay 1997f:305].”
The unit is not specified, but the lithic objects are Stuated near the north end, and
thus, according to the plan (Figure 15.58), this can only be Unit 25. This
identification is confirmed by the unique shape and medid ridge of the westernmost
piece, which matches the multifaceted stone in Figure 14.76 (b) (Collins
1997:465). The latter figure even showsthe labd, ‘R-PZ-25 (77?)." It seems that
the photograph, Fig. 10.33, has been reversed, like so many othersin the volume,
since Figure 15.58 shows both numbers 7 and R7 on the eastern side of the unit. In
fact, artifact R-7 is shown in the plan as Stuated in the southeastern corner of Unit
25, not along the north wall. (Fiedd 1999:7)

Fiedd continues with alonger commentary about this piece and othersin Test Fit 25 and
questions their provenience, thinking thet heis building another case of inconsstency and
confusion againgt us.

Fiedd ismistaken. Thereis another test pit with three artifacts located close to the north
wall. Thisis Pit 42, which is the one depicted in Figure 10.33. It isnot At 25. By guessing
the pit number and by associating the flake in the left corner with the flake with amedid ridge
shown in Figure 14.76, he misrepresents our evidence and builds afase case againg us. The
flake depicted in Figure 10.33 is not the same flake shown in Figure 14.76. Collins
Multifaceted Flakes group, to which flake R-PZ-25 (7?) belongs, and the Single Faceted
Flakes group are collectively comprised of 18 stones, twelve of which have medid ridges.
The reader should compare Figures 14.74 and 14.76. In his haste to find our “mistakes’
(Fiedd 1999:8), Fiedd makes them himsaf.

He questions the “three dternate designations’ or artifact numbers (i.e,, PZ-43-1, X-E-1,
X-1E-1) for the basdlt core. The Xsrefer to an earlier stage of the project when the high
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ridge on the south side of the creek was designated as Area E (see the later explanation in
Part 2 of zone and area designations). An archaeologica Test Pit 15 was located on the
north sde of the creek where Zone D is Situated. A second Test Fit 15, thisone being a
geologica trench that eventudly yielded two artifacts (PZ150707 and PZ15063), was
placed on the south side of the creek. Contrary to what Fiedd says, this pit is shown on
Figure 15.58.

Fedd concludes his comments on the south Sde of the creek by saying thet: “The
mapping of Zone C seems to have been haphazard, therefore the uncertainty regarding the
core s provenience is not surprisng” (Fiedd 1999:7). We grant that some confusion is
produced by the sequentia numbers and different pit numbers, but this nomenclature
becomes clearer when one understands the field strategy as we outline it in the second
volume. Mogt of the inconsistency and “uncertainty” is produced by Fiedd. His mistaken
identity of the chipped basalt pebble for the split pebble, of Test Pit 25 for Test Fit 42, of
some features for other features, and so on produced the confusion.

Y et another case of aleged confusion on our part in the lithicsrelates to Collins
(1997:429), who mentioned atotd of “14 flakes’ but who studied only the six that Dillehay
showed him, dthough another eight were said to be found by Dillehay and Collins
(1991:337; see Fiedd 1999:6). Dillehay had only six of the 14 flakesin his possession at the
Universty of Kentucky when Collins sudied them. The remaining flakes werein Chile.
Although Callins never saw the other eight flakes, he did study the rest of the entire lithic
collection.

Micro Use-Wear Evidence

Fiedd aso questions the micro-use wear evidence at Monte V erde because the presence
of exotic maerids (e.g., seaweeds and other imports) implies human agency. In rgecting this
evidence, he sdects a pecific passage to support his argument

the presence of microscopic traces of wood and other organic residues on the
edges of unshaped stone “tools’ seem convincing at firgt, but Dillehay (1997g:507)
admits that, “Some are Smply loose particles in the use surface that have been
atracted and attached to the sharp edges of stones by e ectrostatic and kinematic
forces in post-depogtiond times.” His arguably strongest cases for activity-derived
resdues are the stone “tools’ alegedly found lodged in grooved wood
pieces...However, this evidence actudly isweek, because the claimed association
of the lithics and grooved wood pieces is inadequately documented. (Fiede
1999:3)

Fiedd iswrong. He misrepresents the evidence. The provenience of the artifacts,
particularly the grooved pieces of wood (see discussion above), is not inadequately
documented. It ishis error in misidentifying the contextually associated grooved wood and
flake used for gouging and planing it that led to confusion. He adso failsto point out that not



al human-produced wear is determined by resdue analysis. Wear patterns and spatia
contexts are aso important indicators of human activity.

Fiedel does not provide the reader with additiond evidence in the use-wear chapter. For
instance, in regard to the seaweeds, we state that “the worked edges of some lithic artifacts
possessed traces of exotic seaweeds and other plant species, which are rare occurrencesin
use surfaces and features. The linkage between exotics and worked edges argues againgt the
fortuitous adherence of articles’ (Dillehay 1997g:513). We dso say that: “ Once the resdues
were removed from these stones, a number of edge-wear attributes were studied, including
edge microchipping, driaions, rounding, and polishes. Thirty-six (55.3 percent) of these
showed strong agreement between residues, context, microwear, and gross morphology in
estimating function” (Dillehay 1997g:595).

Context of Radiocar bon Dates

Fiedd notes that we first published radiocarbon date OXA-105 as 11,800+/-250 b.p.
(Dillehay 1988:183) and later reported it as 12,000+/-250 b.p. (Dillehay and Pino
1997:44). The same istrue for date OXA-381, reported initidly as 12,090+/-150 b.p. and
later as 12,450+/-150 b.p. (Fiedel 1999:10). Both dates were processed by John Gowlett
at the Oxford Accelerator Lab. In 1988, Gowlett first reported the dates as 11,800+/-250
b.p. and 12,090+/-150 b.p., respectively. The laboratory later corrected the dates and
reported them to us as 12,000 and 12,450 respectively (J. Gowlett, persona
communiceation, 1989).

In regard to the first date, Fiedd questionsiits provenience. He dates that its
“provenience is consagtently presented as Zone A, Area B, Column 9, Unit 5... However,
Figure 6.2 in the 1989 report showsits location is about 2 m farther west, around unit C-7
or C-8" (Fiedd 1999:10). If the reader compares Figures 3.4 and 6.2 in the 1989 report
(Dillehay 1989a-c), it can be seen that the bone in question isindeed located in the correct
contextual position, contrary to Fiedd’ s accusation.

Fiedd questions the location and function of the mastodon tusk tools. Here again are
severd errors on his part. To give one example, after referring to one tusk gouge, he Sates
that:

The provenience of the other tusk gouge, which is said to have smilar dista wesr,
Is ungtated [which is not true, because we provide proveniences for al of themin
Table V.1 and/or in their artifact number]. Perhapsit is the specimen designated as
T-5A...and illustrated in Figure 17.10b (Dillehay 1997h:673). However, that piece
has latera, not distal wear. (Fiedel 1997:10)

Fiedd isincorrect. It isFigure 17.10a, not Figure 17.b that he should have cited. The
latter has the distal wear. Fiedd sdects“b” to suggests confusion on our part.

Fiedd questions the association of radiocarbon date TX-3208, Point A-1-26, and
Hearth B-1-1. He notes that the



midsection A-1-26 is reported to have been found ether in the vicinity of Brazier
A-1-2 or next to Hearth B-1-1 (Dillehay and Pino 1997:47-8; Dillehay
1997e:211). The latter hearth produced the sample that yielded the TX3208
radiocarbon date. This sampleis said to have been “in direct contact” with a
mastodon bone (Dillehay 1982:549; Dillehay and Pino 1997 989:139). However,
the 1997 descriptions of Hearth B-1-1 mention associated stone artifacts and
worked pieces of wood...but no associated pieces of bone. (Fiedd 1999:10)

Fiedd iswrong. First, we do not say “pieces of bone” but a*“bone.” Furthermore,
located within a short distance of the point midsection were the Wishbone Structure, Hearth
B-1-1, and Brazier A-1-2. We say on page 212 (Dillehay 1997e:212) that: “ The hearth [B-
1-1] comprised charcoa fragments, seeds, burned fragments of leaves, and other
miscellaneous organic remains. Other burned remains were scattered around the edges of
thisfeature.” “Organic remains’ refers to and includes smal bone fragments. In fact, one
boneislisted in Table X1V.1 for Hearth B-1-1 (see Dillehay 1997k:932). It is 7.63 cm long.
The reader should al'so examine Figure 17.11, which shows asmal black dot. This
represents a bone contained within Hearth B-1-1 (Dillehay 1997h:675).

All of the artifacts and features Fiedel questions with regard to Point A-1-26 are |ocated
within 2 m of each other and pertain to the same limited activity area around the structure, so
when we say that the point and the date are associated with different features, we mean the
limited activity areaaround the structure. This kind of association isvery commonin
archaeologica descriptions of activity areas. The term “direct contact” means near a
feature. It does not imply contained within afeature. Fiedel conveys a sense of contextud
and association confusion by citing different passages referring to different associaions and
different materials without explaining that they belong to the same limited area and are
functiondly related.

Fiedd questions the location of the radiocarbon date TX-5375 taken from a manio stake.
He states that “the provenience of the northwest corner of Area DW, about 5 m away from
the closet huts (H.9 and H.12)...[has] no piece of manio wood mapped &t this location”
(Fiedd 1999:10-11). If Fiedel had been more cautious and looked closer at the report, he
would have seen this stake in association with timbers in Figure 8.2 on page 174 of the 1997

report.
Fiede dtatesthat the OXA-381 date wasinitidly cdled a

“culturdly modified log of Nothofagus’ (Dillehay and Pino 1989: 140), and in 1997
(Dillehay and Pino 1997:48), it is a section of wood taken from “a cut, burned, and
planed timber of luma...not Nothofagus...in Hut 3in Zone D.” He [meaning
Dillehay] aso satesthat “the three ‘fire-drill hearths found in Areas D and DW
are described as made of soft manio and huahuan woods’ ... yet]...the hearths are
dternatively put in Hut 5 (not Hut 3, but also 5 m east of the sample location).
(Fiedd 1999:11)



We say on page 191 (Dillehay 1997€) that the “three fire-drill fragments and their fire-
drill hearths’ were primarily “clustered near the opening of the unit near the hearthsin
Workshop 2.” The west Side of Workshop 2 overlaps with and opens into Huts 3 and 5.
Fedd conveniently relocates “dl” fire-drill piecesin Workshop 2 for the sake of his
argument when, in fact, only three are Stuated there and they overlgp with the entry to Huts
3 and 5. Furthermore, some of the fire-drill pecimens are located in a cluster of woods on
the northwest sde of Workshop 2, which includes luma, huahuan, and manio. Also, the
lumafire-drills are mentioned in Workshop 2 (Dillehay 1997e:199), contrary to what Fiede
says.

In questioning the provenience of the Beta- 6755 radiocarbon date, Fiedel cites severd
passages in the 1997 report to show how confusing the data are:

The radiocarbon date of 12,230+\- 140(Beta-6755) is reported to have been
obtained for a“digging stick” with afire-hardened tip, made of ulmo (Dillehay and
Pin01997:48). The reader isreferred...to Fig.7.38...That figure, however, shows a
“wooden lever made of alerce wood” that was found in Area B of Zone A.
Perhgps Figure 7.36 is meant; it shows three “ possible digging sticks,” the farthest
left gpparently being the one shown in the National Geographic photograph.
Although the figure caption describes “possible digging sticks from various floors of
Huts 1, 3, and 11"...an aternative stated location is Zone A, Area A...and the
1989 report gives the provenience... as Area D, Column 5, Unit 4...[which] puts it
in Workshop 2. (Fiedel 1999:11)

There is no confusion on our part here. However, Fiedel was confused whether we are
dating adigging stick or a lever. The single dated piece in question is possibly both, aswe
indicated in the 1997 book. We say that the specimen in Figure 7.38, which was dated, “had
been used asalever to pry or asadigging stick [our emphasis]” (Dillehay 1997d:161).
Thetip isdightly burned but mainly blunted. And the piece is correctly located in the
entrance to Hut 3 (see Figures 4.1 in the 1997 report and 6.2 in 1989 report). Fiedd
confuses this dated archaeologica digging stick with a generic stick shown in the National
Geographic (Gore 1997) magazine The photograph in the magazine was taken of a“digging
stick” to depict digging action. It does not correspond to the actual dated piece shown in
Figure 7.38, and we never stated that it did. It is Fiedd who misdentifies the two different
pecimensin the National Geographic report and in the 1997 report and then accuses us of
confusion.

Fiedel asked why we did not radiocarbon date the cordage from Monte Verde. We
provide the answer Dillehay gave to Archaeol ogy:

Fedel obvioudy does not comprehend the nature of ...research a awet
archaeological gte like Monte Verde. Excavation at wet Stesis dow and tedious,
often requiring immediate chemica trestment of such perishable remains as wooden
tools, cordage, and other organic remains. Because some knotted cordage and
other perishables a Monte Verde were very fragile organic materids, such as



wooden tools and chunks of charcod in hearths, were chosen for dating.
Obvioudy, once the cordage was contaminated. by chemicals, it could not be
dated by radiocarbon means. The answersto this and many other questionsraised
by Fiedd arein volume two of the ste report. (Dillehay quote in Rose 1999:1)

The reader isreferred to Figures 7-9 in Part 6 to view an in situ stake with cordage and
photographs of the some excavation and conservation proceduresin the field.

Human Footprints

Fiedd (1999:11-12) questions the location of the three footprints, saying that prints B
and C are mistakenly attributed to Area DW in the cgptions of the photographs. Thisisa
petty complaint. In fact, the footprints are on the border between Area D and AreaDW;
both references are correct as the border meanders between the two arbitrarily defined
aress. He a0 questions the matrix of the prints, saying that they were found in “mud” and
then in a“hardened muddy sand and sit” (Fiedd 1999:11). When we excavated the prints,
they were embedded in awet clay or muddy silt. After drying out during the excavation, the
muddy st became a hardened clay and sit. We aso mention that the clay isimported and
probably stored in the Site, but Fiedd aso questions this interpretation.

Because we describe different matrix conditions for the prints, Fiedel believesthat “If
stored, imported clay cannot be readily digtinguished from muddy silt; one must wonder
about the identification of other ‘caches of ‘exotic’ clay (Dillehay 1997¢:102)” (Fiedd
1999:12). The imported clay was determined not by Dillehay but by geologica and
geochemicd andyses made by Pino and Karathanas's, respectively. We state that

(2) their absence in noncultura areas of the excavated MV-7 dratum and in
exposed profiles of trenches and creek banks, (2) their patterning in the site and
association with open workshop areas and hearths, and (3) their exotic nature, as
indicated by x-ray diffraction, x-ray fluorescence, and differential scanning
caorimetry analyses (see Appendix | [Karanathanasis 1997]), suggest human
intervention. Moreover, Pino (1989:109-120) has observed no geomorphological
evidence indicating that these deposits were formed by sedimentary processes and
that they occurred in the exposed surfaces of the MV-7 gratum. (Dillehay
1997¢:102)

Scaling and Mapping
This section of Fiedd’ s review aso isfull of errors and misrepresentations. We correct only
afew of them here.

Fiedd (1999:12) complains about scaling and mapping problems and specificaly doubts
that the limited space within the Wishbone Structure was related to human activity. When we
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refer to functions in an around the structure, we do not imply that dl activities, such as
butchering and use of medicind plants, had to have taken place within it. Fiedd aso refersto
an exaggerated artist drawing of the structure in the National Geographic report (Gore
1997) and aludes to further scaling problems. He wonders how people could have dept or
moved around the individua smdl hut cellsingde the long tent-like structure. If he had read
the report closely, he would see that our description of the hut follows that of the
ethnographic Toldos tents in Argentina, which are shown in Chapter 8. The Toldos tent has a
wooden frame with interior poles draped with animal skins. People could have moved fredy
from one area to another between and around the poles.

Fedd aso says that “the cause and confusion and contradictory statements about
[artifact] provenience is unclear. Apart from the few that were recovered from bulk sediment
samples...dl atifacts a the Ste were presumably found in situ. They were not found in
screens, because ‘ constant Sfting was unnecessary except as aperiodic check’ * (Fiedd
1999:12). All hearths were bagged and returned to the laboratory for bulk processing, as
was alarge portion of habitation midden, where we later found severd artifacts. Other
artifacts were covered with sediment attached to timbers. When the timbers were preserved
in chemicals, transported to the [aboratory, and cleaned, the artifacts were found.

He states that: “With respect to the location of the X-15-1 or D-10-1 projectile point,
the mapping of Zore D is chaotic. The row-column grid system shown in 1989 Figure 34,
Dillehay and Pino 1989:49) and 1997 (Figure 4.1, Dillehay 1997h:61) has somehow shifted
to the east by about 5 or 6 metersin the larger-scale maps, such as Figure 20.1 (Dillehay
1997i:775)" (Fiedel 1999:12). Thisisnot true and again represents a misrepresentation of
the data by Fiedd. The reader should compare al these figures and others scattered
throughout our book.

Fiedd assertsthat: “ The scatterplots (e.g., Fig.15.55a) show numerousitemsin the
western section of the site where, to judge from Figure 20.1, no excavation was conducted.”
Thisisjust plain wrong. Figure 20.1 depicts activities only in Zone D, not Zone A, which is
located to the west where excavations did occur. Zone A is represented by another map,
Figure 20.2. He says that Figure 20.1 shows artifacts north of Huts 9 and 10, but the artifact
scattersplots do not. Thisaso is not true. Scatterplots 15.54 d, 15.55 a-c, 15.56 a,c and,
15.57 and others throughout the text show artifacts north of these huts (see Dillehay 19979).

Fiedd (1999:5) doubts the size of the excavation blocks that we placed at the
Chinchihuagpi site, wondering whether we employed 1 by 2 m or 5 by 5 m test pits. We
began our excavations at the Ste with 1 by 2 m test pits and ended by expanding two of
them into 5 by 5 m block excavations after discovering artifacts in them. After excavating 15
cmin the 1 by 2 m pit, we found alarge boulder and abandoned work there.

In regard to artifacts and ecofacts recovered from these two sites, Fiedel confuses
readers. He says that we initialy reported the presence of “39 plant species... at PM 3C-10
[Chinchihuapi Site]” in 1989 (Dillehay and Pino 1989¢:245) and later said that “No organic
materid was preserved” in the locality (Dillehay and Collins 1997:335). Fiedd collgpsesthe
Archaic and the Chinchihuapi dtes again. Different assemblages are ascribed to the two
different locdlities--one being the Archaic Ste where there is no organic materid and the



other being the Chinchihuapi Site where there is organic materia (see Part 2 bovefor a
discussion of these two Sites).

Fiedd (1999:5-7) questions the use of different designations for excavation areasin and
around the Monte Verde site, specificaly the“ X” site and area nomenclature. When we first
worked at Monte Verde, we designated “X1” for the north sde and “X2” for the south side
of the creek. Later, asthe project expanded in space, we changed the area nomenclature
desgnations. That is, excavation zones within both the north side and the south sde of the
creek were designated A-E and the test pits within each were sequenced 1 through 15, 58,
etc. Where test pit numbers do not appear on the map, such as Test Pits 4 and 15, they
were converted to block excavations and to a different numbering system.

In this same discussion, Fiedd attempts to relate different spherica stones (e.g., ding and
bola stones) with different catalog numbers to different archaeologicd sites by citing different
publications that appeared between 1984 and 1997. The multiple artifact inventory numbers
amply refer to different geologica and archaeologicd pits, trenches, and blocks that were
excavated within the Monte Verde site between 1977 and 1995.

He questions the location of Zone A in the site. Zone A developed from test pitsto a
large block excavation, as opposed to other zones, which were examined primarily by test
that were designated either “Z” or “PZ” (referring to pozo or pit in Spanish). If test pitswere
productive, such as X-15 on the north side of the creek, they were converted to larger block
excavations.

Fiedel accuses us of producing different representations of features, architecture, and
atifactsin Zone A. The different maps and photographs smply depict two different use
phases of the Wishbone Structure, each of which has adightly different form and is
associated with different materids. These differences are Sated clearly in the text and in the
captions. Furthermore, each map or photo isintended to show the location of the different
feature, wood, lithic, bone, and plant assemblages. Other maps show dl features and
atifacts together. Thisdso is sandard procedure in documenting the evidence in agite.

Fiedd ends his review on an accusatory note “thereisahint that AreaD at onetime
referred to part of the western excavation block in Zone A. The latter islabeled Figure 12.2
as ‘Excavation Area A through D’ in the 1989 report in a chapter by Hoganson and
Ashworth” (Fiedd 1999:12). Thisisnot a hint of confusion between the two zones. When
we firgt excavated Zone A, we divided it into Areas A, B, C and D. An unproductive
geologica trench (see Fig. 5.4 in Pino 1989) was placed in the area north of the main
excavation block in Zone A. This areaand trench was labeled “Area D” within Zone A.
Although we found no archaeologicd materid in this area, Hoganson and Ashworth did find
pa eobestle remains and used the designation in their map. A single and minor map depicting
an “Areas A-D” designation hardly congtitutes evidence to warrant the accusation made by
Fiedd.

There are many more errors, misrepresentations, and inconsstencies in Fiedd’ s report.
We smply have addressed the mgor ones here. The remaining accusations are secondary
and represent corollary issues that build on his previous mistakes.



Part 4: Editorial Oversightsin Volume 2

We thank Fedd for finding severd editorid errorsin VVolume 2. As Callins (1999:14)
pointed out in his commentary on Fiedd’ s review, many errors were corrected on page
proofs at the last minute but, unfortunately, were not integrated by the Smithsonian Ingtitution
Pressinto the published version of the volume. We take responsbility, however, for these
mistakes. We do not pretend that we have found al errors in the second volume. As more
are found, they will be listed below.

Corrections to Some Errorsin Volume 2.

1. Page 43, radiocarbon dates Beta- 35193 and Beta-41983 were taken from srata
associated with Test Pit 45, not Test Pit 42 (see Table 3.1, Dillehay and Pino 1997).

2. Page 44, Table 3.1, radiocarbon date Beta-6754, was found in Test Pit 45, not “Test
At 5" (Dillehay and Pino 1997).

3. Page 48, column 2, paragraph 2, line 2, radiocarbon date OXA- 381 was taken from
lumawood, not manio wood (Dillehay and Pino 1997:48).

4. Pages 89-94, Feature 3in Zone C wasfound in Test Pit 47 not Test Pit 45 (see
Dillehay 1997c).

5. Page 162, column 2, last line says“ They are very smilar to those found by Lynch
(1981:240-250).” This should read “They are very...by Lynch (1981:240-250) at
Guitarrero Cave in northern Peru” (Dillehay 1997d)

6. Pages 174 and 175, respectively, Figures 8.2 and 8.4, shows two pieces of luma
wood in the far eastern end of Zone D near the edge of the unit and about 2 m east
of the arealabeled “Hearth.” The specimen closest to the hearth area should be
depicted as manio wood, not lumawood (see Dillehay 1997€).

7. Page 205, column 2, paragraph 3, last sentence: “A radiocarbon date on the post
was processed at 12,650+/- 130 B.P. (TX-4437)" should be struck from the
paragraph (Dillehay 1997¢).

8. Page 543, column 1, paragraph 2, lines 17-18 should read “(see Figs. 7.23, 7.25,
7.27)" not “(see Figs. 8.23, 8.25, 8.27)” (Dillehay 1997q).

9. Page 533, column 2, paragraph 4, lines 6-8. The polyhedral core was found in Zone
A, Area A, not Zone D. The text should read “This specimen was recovered...in
Areal, ZoneA...,” not “AreaD, Zone D" (Dillehay 19979:553). See Figure 6 in
Part 6 below.

10. Page 563. The stepped wooden handle on which scraper B-8-18 was attached is
not Figure 7.33g but 7.33e (Dillehay 1997g). This scraper has bitumen on both its
latera and proxima edges. The tool was probably attached to the wood with
bitumen and used to scrape bitumen aswell. The distd edge dso is dightly broken
likethat of B-11-6-31 (see Fig. 7.33g and pages 547, 564, and 573 in Dillehay
19979).

11. Page 612, column 2, line 15, should read “was recovered recently from a cut

profilein AreaDW,” not “was recovered... from Area D" (Dillehay 19979).



12. Page 614. The date perforator should be listed in Table 15.32 under “Area A-C’
(Dillehay 19979).

13. Page 677, Figure 17.13 caption (Dillehay 1997h) should read * Four in situ bone
fragmentsin Zone A, Area B, Unit 13 and Area A, Unit 13...” not “Four in situ
bone fragmentsin Zone A, AreaA...”

14. Page 673, Figure 17.9 should read “Area B, Zone A” not “Area A, Zone A”
(Dillehay (1997h).

Part 5: Conclusion

In concluson, we believe that Fiedd attempted to discredit Monte Verde in defense of
the Clovis modd. If the Monte Verde volumes had been impeccable and free of any editoria
overgghts, we believe that he would have questioned them anyway. We never forwarded
Monte Verde as a pre-Clovis ste. Unfortunately, a mythology about Monte Verde has been
gimulated by the Clovis and pre-Clovis debate. The Site has become the lynchpinin a
paradigm change. Thus, it is not surprising that some critics will chalenge the site, but
unscrupulous chalenges are unnecessary.

Fiedd rushed to publish in an unjuried magazine a biased and error-ridden review of our
work a Monte Verde. A few commentators followed his lead and added to the negative
evauation of the ste. By publishing these as a SPECIAL REPORT, cientific American
Discovering Archaeology imparted an ar of vdidity to their specific dams and even to
Fedd’simplication that we unscrupuloudy misrepresented Monte Verde. Fiedd seemsto
question whether any benefits to the professon were wrought from the 1997 vist to Monte
Verde, but as Meltzer (1999:16-17) makes clear, there were benefits, and probably lasting
ones a that.
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