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Long anticipated by Eric Wolf’s Sons of the Shaking Earth (1959) and George Foster’s Culture and Conquest (1960), it has now become a commonplace that cultural anthropologists working in Mesoamerica ignore history at their peril.   Similarly, Marxist as well as postmodernist theorizing has inspired historians of Mexico and Guatemala to begin “articulating hidden histories” of peasants, Indians, and other “people without history.”
  This apparent disciplinary convergence, however, reflects abiding ironies in the ways anthropologists and historians borrow “history” and “culture” from each other.  Trained to infer oppositional and associational patterns of significance from observed interactions, yet unable to cast this ethnographic eye directly on the past, anthropologists tend to extract from the histories they find—preferably far from any archive (cf. Chance 1996)—structural accounts of cultural confrontation, resistance, and transformation.
  In turn, knowing that histories from below must still begin with documents written largely from above, cultural historians confront both empiricists who ask what documents they have to read, and postmodernists who doubt they can read them.  Recovering past cultures becomes increasingly a matter of hegemony, that is, reading for how documentary elites routinized their authority and authorship over otherwise undocumented others, and how this skewed the representation these others found (in the sense of portrayal as well as political voice) within this documentary discourse (cf. Lovell 1990; Tedlock 1993).
  Ironically, an ethnographic appreciation for complexity in the present yields abstracted structures in the past, a historian’s immersion in the past an overly presentist preoccupation with the cultural power—and limits—of texts.


This paper addresses certain methodological and conceptual issues enveloped in this fashionable (if diffident) disciplinary cross-dressing of structural histories and hegemonic documentary cultures.  Methodologically, it concerns strategies for researching and writing histories from below, especially where this involves having to read across racialized linguistic and cultural divides about “Indians” or “peasants” in documents written from above by non-Indian non-peasants.  Conceptually, it ponders use of the term “hegemony”—or more equivocally, “hegemonic processes”—to characterize the accommodations and antipathies between those at the top, who presumably have (and write) history, and those on the bottom, who most often end up in someone else’s—however much they may have or make of their own.  In both regards, the paper argues for a greater melding of anthropology and history in order to resolve problematic oppositions between Indian peasants and non-Indian authorities, between those with history and those supposedly without it.


Rather than blurring such contrasts with the rhetorical indeterminacies of a postmodern poetics, anthropologists and historians might instead apply each others’ respective disciplinary strengths all the more closely to those particular places and moments in which history gets made—not just written—across differences of race, class, culture, and power.  By disposition, historians most readily document—they articulate occurrences and outcomes; ethnographers evoke—they seek in specific instances the multiple possibilities of what might have happened instead.  Each discipline risks its own teleology—history of preordaining already-known historical events, anthropology of reifying inferences into overly-determinant cultures—but together each might benefit from the other’s potential excesses.  An ethnographic eye for complexity and contingency could certainly discern more than disembodied global histories or theoretical moments of structural transformation, but to do so anthropologists must look to the immediacies of historical encounter and interaction that only emerge from primary sources.  Conversely, historical immersion in text and period might usefully relativize what happened by asking what constituted the horizon of material, social, and conceptual possibilities—that is, the culture—within which something else might have happened instead.  Lacking such mutual emulation, historical anthropology and cultural history in Mesoamerica risk recapitulating, albeit in more subtle and sophisticated ways, the ahistorical cultures and unfathomed histories each seeks to transcend.


I purposively overstate this irony, not to dismiss recent interdisciplinary efforts in history and anthropology, but to highlight the current state of this conjunction, the limitations it imposes, and how we might move beyond them.  To develop these thoughts, I begin with a discussion of how current usages of hegemony more closely approximate what anthropologists mean by “culture” than those critical of now largely outmoded anthropological formulations of the term might suspect; my concern here lies with the methodological implications of where to look for “culture” in historical records and how to recognize “power” when we see it.  I then discuss two recent histories—one of rural Mexico, the other of Guatemala—to illustrate the advances as well as ironies in their hegemoniacal interrogations of Mesoamerican history.  Drawing contrasts with other recent anthropological histories, I will suggest another way of investigating the articulation between peasants and powerholders through the “procedural culture” evidenced in administrative records, especially those that document face-to-face interactions between Guatemalan state officials and local Maya citizenries.  Specifically, I will focus on annual inspections of Maya communities by jefes políticos (provincial governors) in the department of Huehuetenango, western Guatemala, during the last quarter of the nineteenth century.


Put in somewhat different fashion, this study explores the possibility that, despite the notorious reputation of bureaucracies for depersonalizing and dehumanizing social relations, formal bureaucratic regularities—or in the case of corruption, their highly personalized irregularities—may serve to forge mutual (if often disparately understood) national accommodations across otherwise seemingly intractable divides of culture, power, and history.

Culture and Hegemony


Current anthropological preoccupations with history, hegemony, and the complex ways local and global processes contextualize (and thus relativize) each other reflect three theoretical developments in anthropology since the 1960s—the shift to a symbolic definition of culture predicated on “systems” of meaning rather than configurations of material or behavioral traits (cf. Geertz 1973a; Sahlins 1976); neo-Marxist critiques and dependency theory insistent that no culture since the sixteenth century could be understood independently of its historical place in a world capitalist system (cf. Wolf 1982); and postmodernist formulations bent on politicizing the personal and subverting the authoritative and the essentialist (Clifford and Marcus 1986; cf. Marcus and Fischer 1986; Rodseth 1998).  I suspect these contending yet accretional concerns for meaning, power, and agency underlie hegemony’s current appeal as a conveniently ambiguous gloss for the “contested spaces” of domination and resistance ethnographers now feel obliged to survey.  Indeed, the more anthropologists seek to define “hegemony,” the more it recapitulates these recent developments in culture theory as a culture-like backdrop of conventional forms rooted in prior struggles over meanings and power against which actors consciously articulate new meanings in the face—or pursuit—of power.  As this kind of cultural “system,” hegemony becomes increasingly redundant, at least in anthropology.


Ever since James Scott’s (1985) work on peasant resistance in Malaysia definitively dispensed with hegemony as the seamless, elite-imposed ideological consensus some once took it to mean, the term has come increasingly to refer to a more “problematic, contested, political process of domination and struggle” that presumes “not a shared ideology but a common material and meaningful framework for living through, talking about, and acting upon social orders characterized by domination” (Roseberry 1994: 358, 361; cf. Comaroff and Comaroff 1991: 19-30).  Hegemony in this revisionist view becomes a “language” or “discourse” through which power gets articulated, conveyed, and contested; it is not simply the exercise of power by the dominant, much less the foisting of some unfalsifiably false consciousness onto the dominated.  As a discourse, hegemony necessarily assumes some level of shared, normative givenness that

may not be experienced as power at all, since its effects are rarely wrought by overt compulsion.  They are internalized, in their negative guise, as constraints; in their neutral guise, as conventions; and in their positive guise as values.  Yet the silent power of the sign, the unspoken authority of habit, may be as effective as the most violent coercion in shaping, directing, even dominating social thought and action.  (Comaroff and Comaroff 1991: 22)
The consensus this hegemony effects, however, involves deciding on “the rules of the game” of power, not necessarily on who will win any particular (let alone every) contest—or even what exactly it means to “win,” since play never ends.  Whatever the ground rules, playing always implicates winners and losers, not just disinterested players, and winners get to adjudicate or amend the rules, presumably in their favor, as long as they continue to win often enough to make theirs the most important, if never the only, game in town.  As such, hegemony remains an ongoing process rather than a final endpoint, a collusive but unequal negotiation of power expressed through everyday practices rather than open coercion (cf. Mallon 1994; Roseberry 1994).


What makes hegemony in this sense hegemonic lies in its culture-like givenness, its ability to appear as part of the natural, accepted order of things.  Conceptually, however, hegemony draws attention to power in at least two ways that culture typically does not.  First, it reminds us that, far from neutral or timeless, cultural conventions reflect the historical conditions of their production and reproduction.  These conditions can include—if by no means always or only—the interests and outlooks of various dominant groups who most directly influence this production such that their “traditions, meanings, and forms of discourse are being produced and extended, with apparent success, to situations and groups who have not experienced those events or who would have experienced them in profoundly different ways” (Roseberry 1989: 45).  Second, while culture usually connotes a tacit, shared, homogenizing inclusiveness, hegemony explicitly addresses the way “shared” conventional forms can work across social and cultural differences to sustain strategic inequalities, whether between states and their citizenries (Mallon 1995; Rubin 1997; Stephen 1997), colonial powers and their colonies (Kaplan and Kelly 1994), or missionaries and their foreign converts (Comaroff and Comaroff 1991).  In both these ways, hegemony emphasizes the unstable interplay of integration and differentiation, conventionalization and contradiction, through which systems of power and meaning historically confront committed social actors and alternative ideological constructions (cf. Roseberry 1989: 46-48).


At the same time, this conflation of hegemony with the “silent power of the sign” risks the unintended reduction of all of culture to power, or worse, the rehabilitation of a false consciousness now diffused from the level of consciously formulated ideologies to unconsciously held culture.  Regarding the first problem, if hegemony refers to a habitual taken-for-grantedness instilled by rhetoric and routine (cf. Comaroff and Comaroff 1991: 22-26), then much of culture may indeed be said to be hegemonic at least to some extent.  Hegemony, however, also implies self-serving messages and practices dominant groups wish others to accept, and not all of culture can be so readily traced to such interests and intentions.  This is in part because culture possesses a “nonagentive power” of its own (Comaroff and Comaroff 1991: 22) manifested, not simply in the routinization of specific signs or messages, but also in the degree to which it remains “systemic,” that is, in the way often unspoken, cross-cutting semantic associations and oppositions emerge pragmatically through social usage and individually acquired understandings to articulate a meaningful “form” of associational patterns inseparable from the representational “content” through which the culture’s conventional distinctions come to convey messages.  The ineffability of culture results from these extensive, densely overlapping, evocational semantic fields (cf. Sperber 1975; Hanks 1990), its reality from the mutual recognition individuals familiar with these associations experience in using them effectively to make sense of—and to—each other.  “Meaning,” as Jean and John Comaroff (1991: 21) observe, “may never be innocent, but it is also not merely reducible to the postures of power.”  The power of taken-for-grantedness thus pertains to the semantic structuring of culture itself, not simply to the routinization of domination (cf. Kaplan and Kelly 1994: 127), and hegemony as a “materially and meaningful” discursive framework imbued with this kind of “nonagentive power” more rightly reflects the culturalization of power rather than any necessary politicizing of all culture.


Regarding false consciousness, revisionists find themselves constantly having to argue against hegemony’s prior signification of inescapable compliance or complicity with superordinate powers.  They do so most often by invoking “consciousness” in two ways.  First, like any discursive form that remains inevitably (if never infinitely) open to interpretation and implication, hegemony never achieves total, unchallengeable domination because variations in historical experience, interests, and outlook motivate different groups and individuals to formulate their own pragmatic understandings of its forms (cf. Roseberry 1989).  Second, hegemony also reflects consciously articulated “ideologies” comprised of the specific “worldviews” groups formulate to justify, defend, and reproduce their interests and agendas.  Indeed, the Comaroffs (1991: 25) explicitly define hegemony as “that part of a dominant worldview which has been naturalized and, having hidden itself in orthodoxy, no more appears as ideology at all.”  Residing as it does, however, in those more or less “enduring forms (or ‘structures’)—the commodity form, linguistic forms, epistemological forms, and so on—in relation to which substantive differences of social value and political ideology are given voice” (1991: 30), hegemony may at decisive historical moments “rise to the level of explicit consciousness, of ideological assertion, and [thus] become the subject of overt political and social contestation” (1991: 29).  Just as hegemony depends on the taken-for-grantedness of culture, the historical experience and conscious ideology of social actors continually deny it the irrefrutability of false consciousness.


In the end, hegemony proves conceptually at odds with itself, caught between its cultural givenness and ideological assertiveness.  Indeed, to the degree that culture may be hegemonic but never hegemony, and hegemony is actually “culturalized” ideology, the term becomes doubly derivative of power’s interplay with culture and ideology.
  It refers redundantly to the historically derived, culturally constituted creation, distribution, and exercise of social power.  In invoking culture here, I intend the term in its contemporary anthropological sense, not as neatly bounded constellations of essential, immutable traits, but as that necessarily “naturalized” but historically derived (and learned) minimal consensus of conventional presuppositions, expression, and implication that enable individuals and groups to communicate and rationalize their actions and interests to themselves and each other.  Where such meaningful exchanges occur, a culture exists, however rudimentary, contested, or contingent these exchanges may be.  As this kind of conjunction of “densely overlapping, evocational semantic fields,” culture never autonomously determines social action.  Instead, it constitutes the conventional “ground rules,” shaped by previous interactions and prevailing material conditions, by which heterogeneous actors act based on their perceived historical circumstances and differing command of the myriad cultural discriminations and associations available to them.  These in turn, by their very extent and multiple valencies, never result in a totality uniformly experienced by everyone in the same way.


As such, culture never subsumes power, but a cultural perspective reminds us, first, that power depends on the knowledge, position, and ability of individuals acting in relation to one another as they use this culture, and second, that domination in these relations must be demonstrated rather than presumed, however obliquely.  As Kaplan and Kelly put it in criticizing characterizations of hegemony as a “whole social process” or as “self-sufficient discourses,”

For Foucault, subjectivities, agency, resistance, and dialogue take place inside of the discourse defining a time and place.  For Bakhtin, discourse resides inside dialogues.  The difference is important.  Dialogue is a different kind of residence for form, grammar, and power, than “a discourse,” a class structure or a “whole social” anything.  If form and grammar reside in dialogue, then they no longer exist in a clean, unified order apart from chaos.  Then the power in varieties of incitement and repression flows not from discursively given conditions of possibility (as Foucault would have it) but from necessities and contingencies of form and order that are made, unmade, and remade dialogically, in social, historical processes that cannot be finally captured in any larger structure.  (Kaplan and Kelly 1994: 128)
Finding culture and recognizing power thus demand close attention to the immediacies of social interactions, whether past or present, ethnographic or historical.  This, however, by no means denies that larger systemic regularities exist—or matter—beyond these individual interactions.  Indeed, even dialogue presumes the unconscious “patterning tools” of grammar (Kaplan and Kelly 1994: 127).  Instead, attention to face-to-face interactions directs us to the complexities and contingencies by which wider circumstances, whether local or global, ideological or material, historical or cultural, become articulated and reciprocally entailed through individual actions and initiative, as well as how these systems come to conventionalize such individual inventiveness (cf. Wagner 1981).  I turn now to examine more concretely some of the pitfalls of looking for hegemony instead of culture in recent Mesoamerican histories “from below.”

Hegemony and History


Two rural histories of nineteenth-century Mexico and Guatemala clearly exemplify recent empirical advances as well as theoretical preoccupations with a cultural history of power in Mesoamerica.  Florencia Mallon’s Peasant and Nation (1995) defines and compares what she calls “peasant nationalism” in Mexico and Peru.  David McCreery’s Rural Guatemala, 1760-1940 (1994) compares and contrasts the Guatemalan countryside before and after the coming of coffee in the 1860s.  Although different in subject, scope, and theoretical ambition, both books predicate their approach on questions of “hegemony” and agency “from below.”


Mallon contributes three important theoretical points.  First, rather than conceiving of nationalism as specific ideologies by which already-existing states seek to preempt other regional, class, and local attachments within their borders, she argues we might better think of nationalism as an ongoing dialogue or project regarding the formation of a collective identity based on the idea of citizenship—that is, on a notion of “individual membership beginning from the assumption of legal equality” (1995: 4).  Second, nationalism in this sense becomes problematic as soon as elite prerogatives belie claims to such equality.  In post-independence Latin America, as elsewhere, this contradiction “became a central tension in the historically dynamic construction of national-democratic discourses and movements, providing space for struggles over their practice and meaning” (1995: 9).  Third, rather than passively enduring nationalist domination or elite exploitation, “local intellectuals” in rural communities articulate their own understandings of the rights and duties of national citizenship, drawing on local “communal hegemonies” predicated on “notions of reciprocity, communal responsibility and accountability, and solidarity . . . to reinforce the universal promise of national-democratic discourse” (1995: 11-12, 18).  As national crises such as the French Intervention in Mexico move national elites to rally peasants in defense of the patria, peasant claims to rights of citizenship become meaningfully embedded in local experience and expectations.  Over time these claims may appear to wane, but they can reemerge all the more forcefully onto the national stage at later crises, as Mallon argues happened during the Mexican Revolution, and one could say happened again in 1994 with the Zapatista rebellion in Chiapas and its cries for “democracy, justice, equality” (Marcos 1995; cf. Collier 1994; Harvey 1998).


In contrast, McCreery’s conceptual framing centers less on how state discourses become apprehended, accepted, or appropriated by local communities and more on how the advent of Guatemala’s coffee economy changed the nature and conditions of state rule in the Guatemalan countryside.  McCreery begins by distinguishing between political and ideological hegemony.  The first, he says, depends on the use or threat of coercive force; the second reflects the compliance of commonly acknowledged but variously understood ideas and values (1994: 9).  He then argues that long years of colonial rule and Catholic indoctrination established a tenuous ideological hegemony in rural Guatemala that legitimized a quid pro quo  between local communities and the state consisting of Indian tribute and labor—especially to the Church—in return for a conditional local autonomy from Church and state authorities.  Guatemalan independence from Spain in 1821, then the Liberal state’s anticlericalism and abetting of coffee’s growing demand for Indian labor after 1871, weakened, then destroyed this arrangement.  As the state, now bankrolled by coffee revenues, turned increasingly to direct coercion, the exercise of political hegemony set the stage for the polarizing political violence of twentieth-century Guatemala (cf. Piel 1995).


These two books make important theoretical and empirical contributions, but they reveal complementary, even inverse, methodological ironies.  Mallon offers an invaluable theory for conceptualizing the way nationalist discourses become internalized and rearticulated within rural communities through locally understood rights of citizenship.  Empirically, however, her key concept of “communal hegemony” (1995: 11-12, 66-74) rests on composite summaries of twentieth-century ethnographies from the Puebla region and beyond, with only minimal documentary corroboration (Mallon 1995: 66-74, 367-370, notes 8, 10-14, 16-21).
  This implies a homogenized—if not essentialized—conceptualization of local peasant communities that she then extends to peasants on haciendas in nineteenth-century Puebla (1995: 25-26) who may or may not have possessed the same patriarchal, gerontocratic communal structures that ethnographers would later describe for more autonomous peasant communities.  Similarly, when she seeks the “local intellectuals” who articulate national and local discourses, she looks to community school teachers and chroniclers whose work most closely approximates written academic histories, neglecting other “political leaders, teachers, elders, and healers” she initially includes in this group (1995: 12).  Thus, despite her anti-essentialist, populist rhetoric, Mallon ends up treating nineteenth-century peasant communities at best at arm’s length, at worst, as unapproachable—if not timeless—black boxes.  Her valuable theoretical insights beg for more effective documentary grounding.


In contrast to Mallon’s seeming reluctance to delve into local communities, McCreery works closely with local land titles, administrative and judicial records, and economic reports from all over the Guatemalan highlands in pursuit of an overview of changing patterns of state domination and Maya resistance.  He organizes his detailed findings into topical categories of “land,” “labor,” “community,” and commercial agricultural production, each periodized into before the coming of coffee (roughly 1760 to 1860) and after (1860 to 1940).  For each topic, he marshals extensive details from one side of the highlands to the other, drawing from across the hundred years or so that each of his periods covers.  Consequently, he provides little locally integrated analysis and only rarely any discussion of regional variation in the general patterns he describes (cf. 1994: 242-247).  Neither does he offer any finer-grained periodization of developments beyond “before” and “after” coffee.  Like Mallon, McCreery says in his introduction that he wishes to “locate Indians at the center of their history, not just as objects, victims, or symbols but as actors” (1994: 10).  Unfortunately, the dichotomous scheme of his theoretical model leads him to sacrifice insights into the local centers where Indian actors most often acted in favor of overarching oppositions between generic Indians and an equally generic, if variably hegemonic, Guatemalan state.


However much Mallon and McCreery seek histories “from below,” their concerns with hegemony lead them both to overdraw oppositions between those at the top and those at the bottom, whether inadvertently in Mallon’s reluctance to work the local level, or more intentionally in McCreery’s choice to recombine, and thus obscure, local details in the interests of national-level generalizations.  In a certain sense, one could say that they have both taken to heart an anthropological approach—but perhaps the wrong one.  That is, they tend to follow the generalizing, globalizing tendencies of anthropological structural histories rather than looking to a more situated, contingent, explicitly interactive ethnographic model of how to relate the peasant and Indian voices they deem so important to national discourses and histories. 

Procedural Culture


To obtain a more interactive, ethnographic view of relations between local and translocal “hegemonies,” I look to how the two may become linked through a “procedural culture.”  Procedural culture refers to the patterns of interaction and signification that emerge from encounters between local and translocal actors as these come over time to reflect the impositions, accommodations, and appropriations of the different parties involved, especially where they represent groups we would normally think of as distinct by class, culture, or ethnicity.  I focus on procedures because it is out of patterned interactions more generally that individuals come to attribute meaning to their own and others’ actions through the acquired habits of often unspoken (but never static or simply determinant) expectations (norms) and preferences (values).  Such meaningful exchanges imply a culture, not in the sense of enduring traits or traditions, but as a negotiated ground for meaningful social action, however diversely understood.  Like hegemony, procedural culture entails the play of power in routinized—and to that extent accepted—forms; yet unlike hegemony, it frames interactions and their outcomes without assuming a priori who or what ultimately controls them or whose interests they inevitably serve.


This notion of procedural culture thus takes culture, not simply as a marker of enduring difference—or of shared homogeneity within difference—but also as any historically derived, lived nexus of expectation, experience, and expediency that informs meaningful interactions across differences (cf. Roseberry 1989: 11-14).  It draws from anthropology the lesson that one must look to ongoing events and encounters for the emergent construction of cultural representations and the inevitable play in them across differences of power and interest; from history, the reminder that events and encounters never occur in unequivocally determined or determinant fashion, but they always entail prior occurrences and experiences refracted through habit and memory that inform subsequent conjunctions of aspiration, opportunity, and action.  Attention to such cross-cutting conventional forms may help temper too easily disembodied (and disjunctive) oppositions between top-down, nationalist hegemonies and bottom-up, popular resistance by focusing on the more emergent—but far from arbitrary—interplay of self-ascribed and other-attributed identities routinized (and thereby experientially reified) through face-to-face encounters.


To exemplify this kind of procedural culture, I look to late nineteenth-century administrative records from the department of Huehuetenango in western Guatemala.
  Rather than mining these documents for the rare ethnographic gem—much less the mother lode of institutional histories—I use them to explore when and how Maya communities emerged into administrative note.  Specifically, I will discuss in this paper the annual municipal inspections (visitas) of jefes políticos (provincial governors) between 1872 and 1900.  I focus on these inspections because they document direct exchanges between local Maya communities and Creole (Guatemalan-born “white”) and Ladino (Spanish-speaking mestizo) authorities over issues of everyday civil administration, local autonomy, and rural livelihood.  While hardly offering a rounded view of these communities, and indeed, privileging the words of local Maya justicias and principales (officials and town elders) only insofar as non-Indian secretaries and bureaucrats came to translate and transcribe them, these reports provide valuable accounts of face-to-face contacts between communities and the state, citizens and the nation.  Indeed, they may well represent the closest approximation we have of actual dialogues between local Maya and Guatemalan state functionaries that may convey something of the emerging attitudes, expectations, and interests that informed—and formed across—ethnic, class, and political boundaries a century ago in rural Huehuetenango.


To a certain extent, such an inquiry makes a virtue of necessity because these reports constitute some of the only documents dealing with nineteenth-century Maya communities currently catalogued in the Archivo General de Centro América (General Archive of Central America, AGCA) as part of the incoming correspondence of the Ministerio de Gobernación (Ministry of the Interior, AGCA-MG).  A wealth of uncatalogued materials for nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Huehuetenango exists in the AGCA, but it remains only incidentally accessible.
  However much this at times left me feeling like the drunk looking for his lost keys under the street lamp because that is where the light shines, these reports do in fact span the last quarter of the nineteenth century, and they document the institutional consolidation of the “modern” Guatemalan state, from the Liberal reforms instituted by Rufino Barrios in the early 1870s to the second year of the long-lived dictatorship of Manuel Estrada Cabrera, president of Guatemala from 1898 to 1920.  They cast a revealing light—no less valuable for shining only where they do—on how the ethnic divides and political economy that still dominate Guatemala crystallized into their twentieth-century forms.


Given the constraints of available sources and my concern with translocal procedural cultures, this work does not attempt to read passed these documents to discern local community histories, as Robert Carmack (1995) does so skillfully for Momostenango, or John Monaghan (1995) for Santiago Nuyoo in Oaxaca, Mexico.  Neither can I aspire to the nuanced “politics of memory” in the recovery and reconstruction of local histories that Joanne Rappaport (1990) provides for the Colombian Andes.  Instead, I seek here a cultural history of power centered on how encounters between Mayas, Creoles, and Ladinos in late nineteenth-century Huehuetenango began to forge—in the sense of “wrought” as well as “counterfeited”—their places as citizens of a Guatemalan nation, however unequal.  In this sense, I hope to relate Mallon’s theoretical insights about the genesis of “peasant nationalism” to mundane bureaucratic interactions between Maya communities and the Guatemalan state, and so sharpen McCreery’s assiduous attention to documentary sources into more nuanced local histories.

Late Nineteenth-Century Huehuetenango


The department of Huehuetenango lies in the far northwestern corner of southern Guatemala adjacent to the Mexican state of Chiapas (see Map 1).  It forms part of the mountainous interior hinterland of the Pacific coastal piedmont, where commercial coffee production dramatically expanded following the Liberal Revolution of 1871 (cf. Smith 1978; Cambranes 1985; McCreery 1994).  Remote and mostly too high and cold for coffee, the department became a reserve of forced Maya labor for the Creole- and Ladino-controlled lowland coffee economy.  Despite the exactions and interventions of coffee, however, the vast majority of the department’s population in the late nineteenth century remained ethnically Maya, speaking some eight different Maya languages and living wherever possible as subsistence maize farmers.  Maya production centered on the extended family household; major social divisions followed territorial boundaries, usually, but not always, coinciding with administrative jurisdictions called municipios—so-called “head towns” (cabeceras) and their outlying hamlets—each identified by distinctive Maya speech, dress, customs, and ritual ties to local land (Watanabe 1990; 1996; cf. Tax 1937, 1941).  In contrast to these ethnically distinct Maya townships, the national society, the plantation economy, and the state remained securely in Creole and Ladino hands.


In 1876, the jefe político of Huehuetenango reported that the department covered over 4,550 square miles and contained more than 100,000 inhabitants, over 90,000 of whom were Indians.  It consisted of 38 municipios, all but six of which contained “nothing but Indians, who preserve their traditional customs” and, to this jefe, their “near-primitive ignorance.”
  While potentially rich and productive, the land produced little more than subsistence crops of barely enough maize, beans, coffee, and sugar cane to meet local needs.  The jefe blamed this on the region’s isolation and its lack of capital and “enterprising spirit,” especially among the Indians.  These he saw as “prisoners of custom,” locked by their past into a “natural repugnance” to progress and education.  Still, he hoped that “with a few years of continued effort . . . it will be possible to educate them.”  To this end, he reported in the department 44 primary schools for boys—none for girls at that time, although he had ordered six built—with 1,200 pupils.
  Roads remained poor, although by 1879, horse roads built mostly by unpaid Maya labor had penetrated north from the department capital to Soloma and Santa Eulalia to gain access to lands suitable for cacao, coffee, and sugar cane, and another road extended beyond Cuilco to Agua Dulce, an aldea near the Mexican border where residents had begun planting coffee (see Map 1).


To help maintain public order, the jefe político relied on seven comisionados políticos (political commissioners) posted in Malacatán, Aguacatán, Soloma, Jacaltenango, San Pedro Necta, Cuilco, and Nentón.
  These assistants also served as military commanders of their districts, mustering the local Ladino militias for three hours of drill instruction on the last Sunday of each month.  Some 1,139 Ladino men remained registered for militia service, but because of exemptions or relocation elsewhere in Guatemala, only 600 actually served.
  These reserves supplemented three permanent army garrisons stationed in Huehuetenango, Cuilco, and Nentón.
  Five guard posts along the Mexican frontier collected customs duties on imported goods and sought to stem the flow of contraband, especially aguardiente (sugarcane rum).  


Locally, each municipalidad (town council) consisted of one or more alcaldes (mayors), a number of regidores (aldermen), and a síndico (town agent), elected annually and serving without pay.  Attached to the town hall was a municipal secretary, usually a Ladino, who often doubled as the local school teacher.  Each town had to pay the salaries of its secretary and school teacher and make its contribution to the salary of the district political commissioner.  Local police most often consisted of unpaid town residents appointed by the town council to serve for a year.  As late as 1900, only the departmental capital could boast a regular police force comprised of a chief, two inspectors, twelve officers, and a secretary paid for out of municipal funds.

Jefes Políticos and Annual Inspections


Following the Liberal triumph in 1871, departmental jefes políticos soon became the most visible, commanding representatives of the Guatemalan state after the president.  On October 7, 1879, Decree 244 from president Rufino Barrios formally charged the jefes políticos with broad administrative, economic, and judicial responsibilities.
  They had to reside in the district capital of their department, carry out directives from the central government, maintain public order, oversee and enforce judicial decisions of the local courts, collect taxes, provide for schools and education, diversify agricultural and industrial production, “civilize” the Indians, curtail the prerogatives of local priests, and improve public works, including roads, bridges, municipal buildings, and cemeteries (Jones 1940: 53-54).  Personalistic caudillo rule on the national level found direct replication in the jefes políticos on the departmental level.  Their sweeping mandate, and the relative remoteness of places like Huehuetenango, gave them great latitude, not only in enforcing standards of public conduct, but also in interpreting and applying these standards.  Because they served solely at the pleasure of the president, their loyalties and accountability flowed upward, and local constituencies had little recourse but to seek individual understandings or accommodations with their jefes in order to minimize the arbitrariness and abuses the system so readily allowed (cf. Piel 1995; Falcón 1994).  Corruption could quickly become endemic, at best held in check by a periodic turnover of officeholders.  Indeed, between 1872 and 1900, eleven different jefes served in Huehuetenango, two of them serving twice at different times; the longest tenure ran through six years, the shortest less than one.
   Their effectiveness suffered according to the degree each incumbent had to establish his own conditions of rule.  As Wolf and Hansen (1967) noted long ago, such strongly centralized and personalized caudillaje gave the appearance of stable “strong-man rule,” but it often masked chronic weaknesses in the actual institutionalization of power.


For the population in general, and certainly for Maya in outlying municipios, the most direct (and often probably only) contact they had with the jefe político came during the inspection he was required by law to make each year of all towns under his jurisdiction.
  Usually during the dry season, most often between January and May, jefes would make two or three forays from the departmental capital, one to the municipios west down the Selegua River, another to those in the north, and sometimes a separate trip to nearby Aguacatán, Malacatán, and San Lorenzo to the east and south (see Map 1).  In all, jefes spent anywhere from two and a half weeks to well over a month each year visiting these scattered towns, often taking a break of several weeks or even months between circuits to tend affairs in Huehuetenango.  Given the rugged terrain, poor trails, and rustic conditions in the municipios, these inspection tours undoubtedly challenged the jefes’ devotion to duty.  Indeed, nearly all their reports begin by reminding the Minister of Gobernación that Huehuetenango “is one of the most extensive” departments in the country.  Understandably, the jefe and his secretary, at times accompanied by other departmental administrators or judges, would spend at best a day, sometimes only a few hours, in any given town.  Records for these visits convey the formulaic quality the inspections themselves undoubtedly took on.


Upon arriving in town, the jefe would convene the town council and determine if officials had complied with directives from previous year.  If they had not, which commonly happened, he admonished them to do so as soon as possible.  He then reviewed the municipal books, including the civil registries for births, deaths, marriages, and citizenship, and ledgers on town income and expenditures.  He would compare the number of children in the school registry with the number actually attending classes, question the school teacher on the progress of the students, and at times examine some of the students himself.  After inspecting public buildings, roads, and cemeteries, the jefe would dictate measures to the town council to correct any deficiencies he found.


His directives regularly ordered local officials to augment municipal incomes; to keep in better order the civil registries and minutes for sessions of the town council (if sessions occurred or notes taken at all); to seek out and punish parents who refused to send their children to school; to clean and repair—at times even rebuild—town halls, jails, schools, and roads; to move burials from under church patios and floors to cemeteries on the edge of town and wall them so animals could not get in and dig up the bodies; to guard against contraband and public vagrancy, especially drunkenness; and sometimes even to procure copies of the civil code and the law of municipalities so as to better administer their community according to the law!
  When necessary, the jefe would also adjust fines and jail fees for incidental offenses such as drunkenness or letting pigs roam freely in the streets, or the more weighty punishment for priests who performed church weddings without first obtaining civil marriage certificates.
  If any time remained, the jefe would hear complaints from the community and seek to adjudicate conflicts that local officials could not resolve themselves, most often boundary disputes with neighboring towns or plantation owners.


After completing his inspection tour, the jefe would write a summary report and submit it to the Minister of Gobernación in Guatemala City, along with the actas (minutes) of each municipal visit.  The Ministry would then forward the report to the fiscalía (attorney-general’s office), where an inspector would review the legality of the jefe’s directives for each community.
  If serious breaches came to light, the Minister would inform the jefe, and he could respond or rectify his pronouncements.  These reports thus reveal the administrative workings of the state on the local, regional, as well as national level.  At the very least, they bring home the sheer amount of paper work involved in producing them, since the reports and minutes could run to as many as 75 folio pages, with copies of the relevant actas needed for each municipio and at least one full copy for Guatemala City.  The jefes also reveal something of themselves in these reports, with wide variation in the grasp (or even interest) they had of Maya communities, ranging from the incisive to the self-promoting and sycophantic.

Taxes, Registries, and Schools


Three interrelated issues dominated the jefes’ reports, and presumably their everyday concerns—proper municipal administration, taxation, and education.  Throughout this period, most municipios in Huehuetenango remained administered by Maya officials, at times without even a local Ladino secretary to oversee them.  Jefes complained incessantly about the inability, if not purposive refusal, of Maya officials to administer justice in their towns according to the law.
  Even in 1888, the jefe railed against the local “circles of elders” (círculos de principales) who controlled Maya towns.  The Indians, he wrote,

know no Spanish, loathe all communication with the Ladino class, and find nothing to their liking that would attract or stimulate them other than their own outlandish customs; I have had the disappointment of finding in nearly all these pueblos the same abuses of ignorant authorities, the same rule of a circle of elders over the common class . . .  Those ruling circles, who serve their own interests, insist on perpetuating absurd beliefs, on keeping others ignorant in order to exploit them, on keeping their extensive and uncultivated lands forever communal in order to seize for themselves the best plots, to which no Ladino can gain any possession and so that the races will not enter into communication with each other.

In other words, he saw at issue here, not just supposedly backward, ignorant Indians, but also contending interests between local Maya authorities and Ladino planters seeking commercial access to land.


More concretely, “good government” centered perennially on augmenting municipal incomes and making sure children attended school.  Each year, the jefe would lament the inability of municipios, at times even the department capital, to raise sufficient funds to meet their most basic operating expenses—minimally the salaries of the municipal secretary and school teacher, often the same person.
  Without good record-keeping and education, Maya, they felt, would never become “civilized.”  In order to raise municipal funds, jefes repeatedly urged town councils to plant communal fields and use the proceeds from the harvest—in most places corn, but in those with suitable lands, sugarcane, coffee, or wheat—to cover needed expenditures.
  Lacking such resources (or I suspect more commonly, the willingness to mobilize local labor to work such fields), towns had to rely on household contributions from local residents collected as necessity arose.  Jefes regularly chastised town officials for their careless bookkeeping and the ease with which such incidental assessments could occasion abuses and unequal taxation.  Indeed, in some towns, the burden of office could mean literally carrying the books for the town council, with outgoing officials each year handing over to their incoming counterparts a fixed sum representing the year’s municipal rents.
  To correct such perceived irregularities and abuses, jefes repeatedly ordered communities to create tax lists to keep track of individual households’ annual payments.  


Such record-keeping, of course, presumed a minimally competent municipal secretary.  Given the uncertainty of municipal finances, however, the jefes faced the chronic difficulty of finding qualified Ladinos willing to live in outlying municipios where they might be the only non-Maya resident.  As already noted, even where literate Maya might qualify, jefes often found them too intractable to serve state interests effectively.  In 1882, one jefe, frustrated with the ineffectiveness of municipal secretaries, wrote in his yearly report,

To my mind, one of the most effective measures to reduce these abuses would be to make the secretaries immediately and directly responsible and have the punishment that falls on the alcaldes, who are almost always ignorant, fall equally on them.  The secretary is everything in these miserable towns, and the town councils do nothing more that carry out what he tells them, without thinking of the outcome, or even less, anticipating the grief they will suffer due to the ignorance in which they generally vegetate.  If the secretary is indeed to blame for the poor management of alcaldes and town councils, it is natural he should be held responsible and suffer the punishment that falls on them, who are almost always innocent.

The jefe appears hard pressed to decide which was worse—incompetent Ladino secretaries or unthinking Indian authorities.  In the end, the fiscal in Guatemala City disagreed with holding secretaries responsible, since alcaldes remained the duly constituted official in charge, and “blame should fall where the fault lies.”


The same problems of funding and competence held true for school teachers, especially since one person often discharged both duties, despite the fact that schools supposedly convened during the same working hours as the town hall.
  Neglect readily occurred, as in Santiago Chimaltenango in 1878:  although 30 of the 48 students in the school could read and write, they received no other instruction because the teacher made the children work for him, sending them on errands to San Pedro Necta and even Huehuetenango.  The jefe dismissed the teacher and left the school in charge of the oldest students—but “without benefit of a salary.”
  For the jefes, the notorious and enduring Maya resistance to education only compounded problems with teachers; again in 1878:

It is well known the respect this wretched and underprivileged class has for anything that is practiced for any given time.  Custom, pernicious as it may be, is law for the Indian; anything that opposes it they believe unjust, and unfortunately it has been a custom not to educate their children.  Parents do not understand the advantages of education, however rudimentary, but on the contrary, they think that any occupation other than working the land and serving the Church will harm them.

Twenty years later, the jefe in 1899 echoed nearly identical sentiments:  “they elude instruction by whatever means possible [and] local authorities neglect it because they too for their part reject it . . . Relatively long periods of time have passed, and in Indian communities the present [education] system has produced no positive results.”
  In the end, however, jefes continued to believe that only schooling, especially teaching Maya children to speak, read, and write Spanish, would free them from costumbre—the local traditions, as well as “folk” religious practices—that dominated Maya life.


The problems of municipal income, orderly bookkeeping, and education of Maya children remained much more than rhetorically intertwined.  Indeed, each problem required the other two be solved first:  towns needed funds to pay secretaries and school teachers, but they proved unwilling to collect taxes regularly unless an effective secretary supervised them.  Conversely, qualified secretaries and school teachers could only be had if decently paid, but towns would only attain solvency and progress by freeing Maya from the dictates of their traditions—or the tyranny of their elders—through education and good Ladino administration.  With little financial support forthcoming from Guatemala City, jefes in Huehuetenango could do little more than exhort Maya communities to pay for their own incorporation into the state.  For their part, Maya had no reason to comply, since to do so would only bring closer state supervision through the arrival of Ladino outsiders as municipal secretaries and school teachers in their communities.  Little wonder, then, that Maya proved so refractory to the “civilizing light” shone on them by the new Liberal state.

Procedures and Power


The annual reports of jefes políticos in Huehuetenango reveal equivocal administrative achievements.  On one hand, the jefes succeeded in instituting the trappings of civil procedures:  yearly inspections occurred; civil registries for births, deaths, marriages, and citizenship were opened and kept; town halls, jails, classrooms, and cemeteries were built; children were enrolled in schools; and a voluminous—at times contentious—correspondence developed between the department capital and the “pueblos of the margin.”
  On the other hand, despite such outward compliance, jefes had to repeat the same directives year after year—increase municipal incomes; make regular, meaningful entries in the civil registries; make sure children attended school; keep town halls, jails, and cemeteries in decent repair.  Each year, the jefe arrived and dictated the same administrative directives with all the appropriate warnings and admonitions; Maya nodded and agreed, then the next year claimed not to know why they had failed to carry out the previous year’s directives, forcing the jefe to issue the same orders all over again.


Rather than immediately drawing a global opposition here between bureaucratic indifference and purposive Maya resistance, or between self-serving political careerists and heroic counterhegemonic subalterns bent on resisting the injustices and hypocrisy of the state, the actual face-to-face interactions between jefes and Mayas suggest perhaps a more committed, even collusive practice.  To their credit, jefes continued to carry out their tedious, at times arduous, inspections, a few for several long years in succession, without ever much hope of rectifying the difficulties they encountered.  While some indeed filled their reports with rote formulas, if not thinly disguised self-promotion or obsequious self-exculpation, others sought to carry out their responsibilities—and get others to meet theirs—expressing genuine frustration when measures fell short or resources failed to materialize.  Most inveighed against what they saw as stubborn Maya conservatism, but at least in the early years following the Liberal triumph of 1871, jefes laid the blame for Maya recalcitrance, not on some innate racial inferiority, but squarely on the previous Conservative regimes of Rafael Carrera and Vicente Cerna.  As the jefe in 1872 wrote, “It is essential to be in these pueblos and observe them with some care to realize the incalculable evils that the previous Administration produced, destroying what the Colonial Government had left and impoverishing and brutalizing the people through tyranny, ignorance, and fanaticism.”
  By the end of the century, however, jefes had come to hold Maya costumbre and the machinations of their elders most at fault, but even here, the jefe in 1899 still felt that effective education could “eventually lead to the redemption of the Indian class.”


Although largely silent in these documents, Maya too did more than follow time-honored peasant strategies of telling authorities what they thought they wanted to hear, then playing dumb if caught out later on.  In addition to resistance, the seeming dissimulation and delay of Maya officials also reflected ambiguities in their role as both state functionaries accountable to the jefes and local representatives of their communities before those same superiors, all compounded by the fact that municipal officials changed every year, duly elected in early December and formally installed on New Year’s Day.
  Regardless of the circles of elders who might lurk behind the scenes, the legally constituted authority of alcaldes, however temporary, made them more than puppets of local or national authorities:  alcaldes remained answerable to the jefe for their towns, but in turn, formal relations with the jefe and other itinerant bureaucrats could give alcaldes at least the potential of local distinction.  Indeed, serving as alcalde usually elevated a man into the ranks of the local elders.
  At the same time, the one-year terms of local officials made it difficult for jefes to place administrative blame for non-compliance on them individually, and Maya officials could always hope that a new jefe would show up the next year anyway.


Thus, although a structure of power and authority developed, the shifting personnel within it enabled both sides to stay within the bounds of apparent good faith by legitimately disclaiming knowledge of what their predecessors had done or agreed upon.  Under these circumstances, I would argue power ended up residing, not in institutional structures, but in the individuals who occupied these positions and who came largely to personalize them, however transiently.  Structures did not confront one another; individuals did, and when at least one party changed from one yearly encounter to the next, discontinuities in the effective exercise of power could easily ensue.  The presence of local Ladinos clearly complicated such indeterminacies, but not always in the interests of the state, since these Ladinos often had competing agendas of their own regarding local power and privileges (cf. Carmack 1995: ch 11-12; Piel 1995).  In Maya communities, municipal secretaries could play a strategic role as bearers of institutional memory, and perhaps for this reason—not just financial ones—jefes and Maya communities contended so doggedly over funding them.


In the end, one wonders how the jefes must have come to feel, toiling far from the limelight for the lofty goals of “order and progress” but given so little support to accomplish either.  Resentment must have arisen at times against comfortable bureaucrats in the capital ignorant of the realities of rule in the countryside.  One such moment perhaps came in 1881, after the fiscal in Guatemala City had admonished the jefe in Huehuetenango for not, as a matter of course, abolishing Indian town councils in municipios where resident Ladinos had established a separate Ladino town council.  The jefe responded pointedly:

Everyone knows how much the Indians love what they see their elders practice; their customs are for them the most immutable and sacred law.   If you were to want them to make the slightest change, the tranquillity of these semi-barbarous pueblos would be betrayed; they would revolt and heap unending disgust on the Supreme Government.  I have always thought our Indians, especially those in this department, are still in no condition to comprehend the benefits resulting from the laws of the Supreme Government; and so the authority to hold them obedient and submissive must employ all the means that prudence would suggest.

Conclusion


Given the way anthropologists and historians have borrowed “history” and “culture” from each other, this paper has argued that anthropologists might turn their ethnographic sensibilities more directly to primary archival materials, just as historians could perhaps allow themselves more inferential freedom to think about culture, not as some deus ex machina, but as the horizon of possibilities presumed but often left unspoken in the documents they read.  Within such readings, however, lurks the larger question of how to articulate local places and national (or transnational) spaces without succumbing to romantic essentialism, global historicism, or postmodern presentism.  While hegemony conveniently glosses these conjunctions of meaning, power, and agency, its conceptual ambiguities too easily polarize, if not totalize, what might in fact be more straightforwardly analyzed in terms of culture, power, and ideology (cf. Wolf 1999); at the very least, a concern with hegemony has led recent histories from below in Mesoamerica to reaffirm rather than unravel global oppositions of power between elite domination and popular resis​tance, hegemonic states and local peasant communities.  To transcend these polarizing oppositions, this paper has proposed inquiry into the “procedural culture” of recurring interactions and remembered, personalized histories that informs meaningful interactions across such differences.


Annual administrative inspections of Maya towns in late nineteenth-century Huehuetenango exemplify such a procedural culture.  The patterned interactions and negotiated outcomes between jefes and Maya highlight two broader points.  Methodologically, inquiry concerns, not abstracted frameworks or discourses, but emergent encounters across local-translocal divides as these come to express—as well as shape—perceived meanings, the exercise of power, and the latitude of individual agency.  Conceptually, rather than evoking images of compliance or consent that already imply where a unitary power resides and who it serves, these interactions reflect a universe of possibilities informed by hierarchies of power that nonetheless never simply dictate the affinities, alliances, and antipathies that result.  Power in this sense becomes less the intrinsic property of given structures—or the willful creation of individuals—and more the “potential energy” in social arrangements that individuals or groups actuate and defend according to their situated—and shifting—positions, abilities, ambitions, and opportunities.  Tracing out these complex dynamics enables us to see better how, and perhaps even why, cultural histories of power remain contingent, negotiated, and ongoing—and must remain grounded in specific times and places, whatever their global antecedents and implications.  


Regarding Huehuetenango more specifically, further work on nineteenth-century land claims, ethnically motivated jurisdictional disputes, rural policing and surveillance, and punitive expeditions and reparations will considerably extend the procedures and complicate the meanings suggested here, but several preliminary points may still be worth venturing.
  On the one hand, regularized interactions clearly established mutually acknowledged routines and formulas dictated by state authority.  On the other hand, these procedures remained highly personalized in that the change of officeholders on both sides tended to undermine any easy institutionalization of power or authority.  Jefes políticos may have railed against Maya traditionalism and the tyranny of local elders, but the yearly turnover in local officials and their own uncertain tenure ultimately schooled prudence, if perhaps also sharpening their disdain for “benighted Indians.”  In the end, what truly crippled their efforts were the unfunded state mandates Maya sought to avoid paying whenever they could.  For the Maya’s part, they soon learned that the arrival of a new jefe, to say nothing of a change in national regime, constituted an oft-availed opportunity to renew old disputes or to appeal past defeats.  In a real sense, nothing was ever finally done.


This is not to say things never changed.  They did, at times decisively so, but the incremental nature of change and the reversibility of many bureaucratic decisions make it difficult to determine exactly who was always getting to do what to whom.  The heavy hand of state power could—and did—make itself selectively but tellingly felt, at times ravaging entire communities with fines and executions (cf. Grandin 1997), but Maya too used state procedures to obtain community rather than individual titles to their land, despite Liberal ideologies of individualism, private property, and capitalist enterprise (Watanabe 1995).  In contrast to Mallon’s peasant nationalism in Mexico, the stability (if by no means peace) of long stretches of caudillo rule by Barrios, Cabrera, Ubico never instilled nationalist rhetorics of inclusion in Maya communities because no national crisis ever moved Guatemalan leaders to look to the countryside with anything other than a dread of Indian revolt.  With no inspiration, let alone invitation, to join the nation, Maya had little reason to extend whatever promise they found in claims of citizenship to anything other than literally their own backyards.


But lest we too quickly over-romanticize such localism as idealistic resistance or ethnic solidarity, life chances on the margins remained neither ideal nor equal.  In March 1900, the District Commandant and Political Commissioner in San Pedro Necta reported that María Vicente had been found dead in San Juan Atitán on March 12, and María Aguilar on March 26, perhaps the victims of drunken beatings.  The jefe político in Huehuetenango upbraided the alcalde in San Juan for doing and reporting nothing, but to no avail.  Barely two weeks later, the local police and municipal constables, along with the alcalde and the rest of the town council, went on a three-day drunken binge.
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� Phrases come from the titles of two volumes, the first edited by Jane Schneider and Rayna Rapp (1995) honoring the work of Eric Wolf, the second Wolf’s own anthropological history of the world since 1400 (1982)—in turn an ironic borrowing from Marx and Engels writing unsympathetically on “some national separatist movements of eastern Europe” (see Wolf’s Preface to the 1997 edition of the book, p. x).  Oliver La Farge in “Maya Ethnology: The Sequence of Cultures” (1940)  was perhaps the first to offer a cultural history of postconquest  highland Guatemala by periodizing stages of Spanish-Indian cultural exchange.  More recent historically-minded (if theoretically diverse) anthropologists working in Mesoamerica include Bricker 1981; Wasserstrom 1983; Hanks 1986; Hill and Monaghan 1987; Chance 1989; Jones 1989; Hill 1992; Carmack 1995; Monaghan 1995; Frye 1996; Carlsen 1997; Dumond 1997.   Anthropologically-minded historians include MacLeod 1973; Taylor 1979, 1987, 1996; Farriss 1984; Clendinnen 1987, 1991; Lockhart 1992; Lovell 1992; Florescano 1994; Joseph and Nugent 1994; Lutz 1994; McCreery 1994; Mallon 1995; Rugeley 1996; Wells and Joseph 1996; Restall 1997b.  For a valuable synthesis of ethnohistorical work based specifically on native language sources, see Restall 1997a.


� See Eric Wolf’s Europe and the People Without History (1982) and Marshall Sahlins’s Historical Metaphors and Mythical Realities (1981) for influential examples of such anthropological histories.  Despite wide differences in approach, focus, and scope, Wolf’s concern with political economy and Sahlins’s with cultural logics both result in histories more of “structures” than of “events.”


� Although neither Lovell (a cultural geographer) nor Tedlock (a linguistic-cum-literary anthropologist) are historians, their papers directly address the problematic nature of historical representation in documents as well as the histories they inform.


� Jean and John Comaroff (1991: 19-30) have specified more explicitly than others the relationship between culture, hegemony, and ideology.  Ironically, the degree to which they succeed (as I think they do) in situating hegemony as the middle term between the other two, mediated by the consciousness of political actors, the more I think they actually explain hegemony away.  That is, they begin with culture as the unmarked term:  since “it is possible, indeed inevitable, for some symbols and meanings not to be hegemonic—and impossible that any hegemony can claim all the signs in the world for its own—culture cannot be subsumed within hegemony” (1991: 21, original emphasis).  They then note a fairly standard “symbolic” definition of culture as “the shared repertoire of practices, symbols, and meanings from which hegemonic forms are cast . . . it is the historically situated field of signifiers, at once material and symbolic, in which occurs the dialectics of domination and resistance” (1991: 21), but they quickly shift to a more abstract, universalistic “Culture” as “the space of signifying practice, the semantic ground on which human beings seek to construct and represent themselves and others—and, hence, society and history” (1991: 21).  This leaves hegemony to cover what many anthropologists might still see as culture, i.e. “that order of signs and practices, relations and distinctions, images and epistemologies—drawn from a historically situated cultural field—that come to be taken-for-granted as the natural and received shape of the world and everything that inhabits it” (1991: 23).  What distinguishes culture and hegemony here appears to be hegemony’s taken-for-grantedness.  As I have already argued, however, large parts of culture, like grammar in language, work effectively precisely because they are taken for granted (Kaplan and Kelly 1994: 127-128), but they remain irreducible in any simple or direct way to a “dominant ideology”—except perhaps on the most general level of say “Tswana” as opposed to “Balinese” culture.  Clearly, this taken-for-grantedness belongs to culture, not hegemony.  Regarding ideology, hegemony in the Comaroffs’ formulation represents those aspects of a dominant “world view” that become tacitly taken for granted and internalized but which, because they remain so closely associated with the interests and agendas of specific groups, they become open more often than other cultural forms to conscious challenge and alternative.  Here again, hegemony remains derivative.


� The Caste War of Yucatán, beginning in 1847, represents another example of the politicizing effect elite mobilizations can have on rural peasants, in this case with near-catastrophic consequences for Yucatecan elites, cf. Reed 1964; Rugeley 1996; Dumond 1997.


� Piel’s (1995) analysis of late nineteenth-century El Quiché, the department immediately to the east of Huehuetenango, closely parallels McCreery’s argument.  He argues that, during the colonial period, Dominican friars internalized in Maya a submissive obedience, but Liberal rule after 1871 sought increasingly to control not only Indians but also local Ladinos by militarizing the ethnicized “culture of violence” that Ladino intrusion into El Quiché had already established beginning in the late eighteenth century.  After reforms by President Manuel Estrada Cabrera in 1901, the Guatemalan Army became an increasingly professionalized, autonomous, self-directed “state within a state,” ever more unaccountable to “civil society.”


� John Monaghan’s (1995) careful ethnographic and archival research on the Mixtec town of Santiago Nuyoo in western Oaxaca belies the “composite” generalizations so easily assumed in Mallon’s ethnographic extrapolations back in time.  He shows how local patterns of cargoholding or feasting may endure, but the kind of social solidarity or local integration they represent clearly changes, if not metamorphoses, over time.


� A procedural culture need not apply only to formalized, bureaucratic records and procedures.  For example, Welsch and Terrell (1998), writing on a reciprocal exchange network between friends along the Sepik Coast of northern New Guinea, describe a set of conventions by which “virtually the entire coast shares the same basic idea about what a friend should do and how a friend should behave” (1998: 55), despite enduring cultural and linguistic differences between local communities.  This could also constitute a “procedural culture” as discussed here.


� An index of materials sent to the AGCA from the jefatura (office of the jefe político) in Huehuetenango for 1843 to 1946 includes nearly 5,800 entries concerning to land claims, jurisdictional disputes, and civil complaints.  Other expedientes (files) contain general circulars from the jefe in Huehuetenango, jefes’ correspondence to local town mayors, and local reports on schools and labor drafts, cf. B. 119.21.3.0  47874 for such documents from San Juan Atitán for 1900.  McCreery (1994) cites many such documents, but when I requested ones he cites by number, I was told they were irretrievable.  Archives from the jefaturas of some departments, such as Alta Verapaz, have been catalogued and can be requested by year.


� Archivo General de Central America, Ministerio de Gobernación (AGCA-MG) , B leg. 28654 exp. 135, cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 108.  The number of municipios in the department fell to 35 in 1885 after San Francisco Motocintla, Mazapa, and Amatenango were ceded to Mexico, AGCA-MG B leg. 28712 exp. 270; Recinos (1954: 11) notes the treaty was signed in 1882, but municipal inspections continued through 1884, AGCA-MG B leg. 28699 exp. 1048 and B leg. 28708 exp. 1375.  AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 6 notes that in 1878 only the department capital of Huehuetenango along with Chiantla and the municipios of Malacatán, Cuilco, Ixtahuacán, and Soloma had enough Ladinos to warrant separate Ladino town councils; AGCA-MG B leg. 28680 exp. 339 identifies only the first four as Ladino in 1881.  Petzal, El Trapichillo, Nentón, Jacaltenango, San Antonio Huista, and Santa Ana Huista had mixed town councils of Ladinos and Maya, indicating at least a few resident Ladinos.  The other 26 municipios remained entirely in Maya hands, an almost sure indication that no Ladinos lived there, since Ladinos generally refused to submit to local Maya authorities, cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28728 exp. 1211.


� By 1885, there were 26 schools for girls in the department with 933 students, along with 49 schools for boys with 1,928 students, AGCA-MG B leg. 28712 exp. 270; in 1895, the number of schools had risen to 78 for boys, 58 for girls, and 10 mixed, AGCA-MG B leg. 28910 exp. 2145.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28669 exp. 114.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28712 exp. 270; cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28674 exp. 280; B leg. 28728 exp. 1211.  AGCA-MG B leg. 28838 exp. 158 mentions only five comisionados in 1892, at Soloma, Jacaltenango, San Pedro Necta, Cuilco, and Nentón; those in Aguacatán and Malacatán may have fallen under a different budget than these others.


� McCreery (1994: 180-181) reports that militias in theory “included all ladino males between the ages of 18 and 50 who were not otherwise exempt” and that all Indians except those “well on the way to becoming Ladinos” were banned from militia training, service, and access to arms, especially the repeating rifles increasingly supplied to the militias; but cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28680 exp. 339, which reports “the spontaneity with which the Indians of the pueblos of San Martín and El Trapichillo have presented themselves for enlistment in militia service [servicio de Armas]:  would that all the other Indians would follow their example!”  Whatever the case with militias, all Indians remained liable for conscription into the national army, presumably where they came under stricter discipline and direct command of regular Ladino officers; cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28712 exp. 270 on the mock training of Indian school children with “wooden Remingtons” and “blue and white uniforms with corresponding caps,” which “later will greatly serve the discipline and improvement of the National Army.”


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28680 exp. 339; B leg. 28712 exp. 270.  In 1882, the jefe reported a total of 70 troops manning these garrisons, with 232 Remington repeating rifles, 223 cartridges, and “18,120 cartridges with bullets available” stored in their armories, along with one field artillery piece in Huehuetenango, AGCA-MG B leg. 28700 exp. 1105.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28988 exp. 197, cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28910 exp. 2145.  The department capital’s police force was established in 1881, AGCA-MG B leg. 28686 exp. 874, and in 1895, the national legislature granted an impecunious Huehuetenango a monthly subvention of $300 pesos to pay the members of the force, AGCA-MG B leg. 28910 exp. 2145; only in 1900, did the jefe político propose a departmental-wide police force, AGCA-MG B leg. 28999 exp. 2631.


� cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28979 exp. 1394.


� Jefes and their tenures for Huehuetenango, at least as far as can be determined from surviving reports and communiqués in the AGCA were as follows:  Nicolás Rodríguez, 1872, AGCA-MG B leg. 28634 exp. 355; Manual Soto, 1874, AGCA-MG B leg. 28642 exp. 53; Victor Morales, 1874, AGCA-MG B leg. 28643 exp. 248; Arturo Ubico, 1875-1876, AGCA-MG B leg. 28650 exp. 470, B leg. 28653 exp. 29; Francisco Palacios, 1876-1878, AGCA-MG B leg. 28655 exp. 323, B leg. 28664 exp. 6; Vicente Castañeda, 1878, AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 108; Evaristo Cajas, 1878-1881, AGCA-MG B leg. 28668 exp. 495, B leg. 28669 exp. 28, B leg. 28674 exp. 280, B leg. 28680 exp. 339; José D. Andrade, 1882-1884, AGCA-MG B leg. 28700 exp. 1105, B leg. 28699 exp. 1048, B leg. 28708 exp. 1375; Mariano Castañeda, 1884-1885, AGCA-MG B leg. 28706 exp. 951, B leg. 28712 exp. 270, B leg. 28738, exp. 2784; Hipólito Ruano, 1885, AGCA-MG B leg. 28713 exp. 606 (Ruano may have also served briefly as jefe in 1882 because he signed the municipal actas, although José Andrade signs the final report, cf. B leg. 28700 exp. 1105); Vicente Castañeda, 1885-1886 , AGCA-MG B leg. 28723 exp. 2420, B leg. 28734 exp. 2619; Francisco Fuentes, 1886-1891, AGCA-MG B leg. 28729 exp. 1486, B leg. 28746 exp. 1061, B leg. 28762 exp. 1160, B leg. 28768 exp. 62, B leg. 28793 exp. 1669, B leg. 28798 exp. 18; Joaquín Mont, 1889, 1890 (as substitute?) AGCA-MG B leg. 28776 exp. 1561, B leg. 28793 exp. 1669; Raymundo Aguilar, 1891-1892, AGCA-MG B leg. 28817 exp. 314; J. Joaquín Mont, 1892-1897, AGCA-MG B leg. 28820 exp. 985, B leg. 28838 exp. 158, B leg. 28842 exp. 800, B leg. 28886 exp. 97, B leg. 28910 exp. 2145, B leg. 28941 exp. 1242; Tiburcio A. Molino, 1897, AGCA-MG B leg. 28961 exp. 1282; Raymundo Aguilar, 1898-1901, AGCA-MG B leg. 28961 exp. 1282, B leg. 28979 exp. 1394, B leg. 28988 exp. 197.


� Complete reports of inspections by jefes políticos in Huehuetenango can be found in the AGCA-MG for 1872, 1876, 1878, 1879, 1881-1884, 1887, and 1899.  Subsequent reports make reference to inspections in 1873 and 1880, but these either do not appear in the index of the AGCA-MG or they have been lost (no mention appears of inspections or reports for 1874, 1875, 1890, 1894, 1897, and 1898); no inspections occurred in 1886 or 1900.  Summary reports without individual accounts for each municipio exist for late 1877, 1885, 1886 [partial], 1888, 1889, 1891-1893, 1895, 1896, and 1900.  See AGCA-MG B leg. 28634 exp. 355; B leg. 28653 exp. 29; B leg. 28664 exp. 6; B leg. 28664 exp. 108; B leg. 28669 exp. 28; B leg. 28684 exp. 796; B leg. 28700 exp. 1105 [miscatalogued as 1883, but it is in fact the report for 1882]; B leg. 28699 exp. 1048; B leg. 28708 exp. 1375; B leg. 28712 exp. 270; B leg. 28734 exp. 2619; B leg. 28746 exp. 1061; B leg. 28762 exp. 1160; B leg. 28768 exp. 62; B leg. 28807 exp. 1500; B leg. 28817 exp. 314; B leg. 28838 exp. 158; B leg. 28842 exp. 800; B leg. 28898 exp. 1220; B leg. 28910 exp. 2145; B leg. 28934 exp. 13; B leg. 28941 exp. 1242; B leg. 28979 exp. 1394; and B leg. 28988 exp. 197.


� This last occurred during the jefe’s inspection of 1879, AGCA-MG B leg. 28669 exp. 28.  Even in 1892, however, the jefe had to remind town councils to know the ley de municipalidades, implying that they still did not, AGCA B leg. 28817 exp. 314.  Regarding cemeteries, as late as 1899, the jefe fined the alcalde in Colotenango $25 pesos when he found human skulls rolling around unburied in the cemetery, AGCA-MG B leg. 28979 exp. 1394.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28746 exp. 1061; B leg. 28699 exp. 1048.


� Reports for 1881, 1882, 1883, and 1899 contain such reviews; cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28684 exp. 796; B leg. 28700 exp. 1105; B leg. 28699 exp. 1048; B leg. 28979 exp. 1394.


� cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 6; B leg. 28680 exp. 339.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28762 exp. 1,160:  “[los pueblos consisten en indígenas] que ignoran el castellano, que repugnan toda comunicación con la clase ladino y que, fuera de sus extravagantes costumbres, nada hallen de su gusto que les atraiga y estimule; he tendió el desconsuelo de encontrar en casi todos esos pueblos los mismos abusos de autoridades inconsientes, la misma preponderancia de un círculo de principales sobre la clase llana . . . Aquellos círculos preponderantes, que a su vez sirven intereses más concretos se empeñan en conservar creencias absurdas, en mantener ignorantes a los demás para explotarlos, en que sus extensos é incultos terrenos sean siempre comunales para aprovecharse ellos de lo mejor en que ningún ladino obtengan posesión alguna para que no entren en comunicación una raza con otra.”


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28684 exp. 796; B leg. 28709 exp. 1382; B leg. 28838 exp. 158; cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28762 exp. 1160; B leg. 28768 exp. 62.


� cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28634 exp. 355 notes that as early as 1872, “the inhabitants” (Ladinos?) of San Antonio Huista had planted 50 cuerdas (about 2.2 hectares) of coffee on town lands to augment municipal income, while Santa Ana Huista had planted half that amount.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 6.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28700 exp. 1105:  “A mi entender, una de las medidas más propicias para cortar en algo esos abusos sería hacer inmediata y directamente responsables a los Secretarios, y que las penas que se fijan a los alcaldes, que casí siempre son ignorantes, se cayeran igualmente sobre ellos.  El Secretario es el todo en estos infelices pueblos y las municipalidades no hacen más que ejecutar lo que les aconsejan, sin atender a los resultados, ni menos preveer las penas en que pueden incurrir debido a la ignorancia en que vegetan generalmente.  Si el Secretario es por cierto la causa de los malos manejos de los alcaldes y de las Municipalidades, natural es que sea responsable y que sufra el castigo que deba imponerse a aquéllos que casi siempre son inocentes.”


� Ibid.


� cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28699 exp. 1048; B leg. 28709 exp. 1382; B leg. 28817 exp. 314.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 108.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28654 exp. 135:  “Conocido es el respeto que esta clase, desgraciada y desválida, tiene a todo lo que practica por algún tiempo.  La costumbre, por perdición que sea, es ley para el indígena; cree injusto todo cuanto se opone a ella, y por desgracia ha sido una costumbre el no educar a sus hijos.  Los padres no comprenden las ventajas de la educación, siquiera rudimentaria, antes por el contrario, piensan que toda otra ocupación que no sea la labranza del campo y el servicio de Sacristía, les perjudica.”


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28979 exp. 1394:  “Se elude la instrucción por cuantos medios es posible, se descuida por las Autoridades locales, por que ellas también por su parte la rechazan . . . Largos periódos de tiempo relativamente han transcurrido y en los pueblos de indígenas, ningún resultado positivo ha dado nuestro sistema actual.”


� cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28664 exp. 108, in which the jefe notes that because Maya often learn Spanish—and thus everything else—only imperfectly, “I tried as hard as possible to get the teachers to understand this and to convince them of the necessity of better improving the learning of languages” (“. . . esforcé cuanto era posible en darlo a conocer a los preceptores y en convencerlos de las necesidad que había de perfeccionar bastante el aprendizaje de las lenguajes”).


� See B. 119.21.3.0  47874 for the annual correspondence and the jefe’s circulars to the “pueblos del margen” from the municipio of San Juan Atitán for 1900.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28634 exp. 355:  “Es preciso estar en esas poblaciones y observarlas con algún cuidado para persuadirse de los incalculables malos que produjo la Administración pasada, y destruyendo lo que había dejado el Gobierno Colonial y desmejorando y embruticiendo a los Pueblos por medio de la tiranía, la ignorancia y el fanatismo”; cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28654 exp. 135, where the jefe in 1876 alludes to “the long period of so inhuman a system” under which Guatemala has suffered that had “encouraged the natural repugnance of the Indian for education.”


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28979 exp. 1394; cf. AGCA-MG B leg. 28762 exp. 1160, B leg. 28941 exp. 1242.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28988 exp. 197; on the ambiguities in and ambivalence toward municipal service from an ethnographic perspective, see Watanabe 1992: ch 7.


� For an ethnographic analogy from the 1930s, see Wagley 1949: ch 4.  For corroboration of Wagley’s description of local governance for the late nineteenth century, see AGCA-MG B leg. 28988 exp. 197, in which the jefe in 1900 describes a change of office ceremony much like Wagley recounts for 1937 and that I witnessed in the late 1970s, concluding, “In other pueblos there is the custom of appointing two town councils that function at the same time; one with a true administrative character, the other, called ‘Resadores’ [Prayermakers], that holds greater authority than the first, charged exclusively with Church affairs, and which is more respected among the Indians” (“En otros pueblos hay la costumbre de designar dos municipalidades que fungen al mismo tiempo; la una con su verdadero carácter administrativa, y la otra que llama de “Resadores” que tiene mayor autoridad que la anterior, encargada exclusivamente de asuntos de la Yglesia, y que es más respectada entre los indígenas”), cf. La Farge 1947 on Santa Eulalia.


� Jean Piel (1995) argues for a much more effective subjugation of Maya in the neighboring department of El Quiché.  He cites as proof of their colonialized mentality as inferior subjects, not citizens, the abolition of Maya town councils and the demotion of Indian officials and elders to nothing more than errand boys for Ladino town councils, along with the excessively submissive tone of Indian petitions to higher government officials (1995: 30-38).  At the same time, he notes that due to Maya illiteracy, Ladinos wrote their petitions, but he does not reflect on how this might have affected their tone.  Instead he takes at face value Maya submission—but then he must explain away their at times militant opposition to local Ladino rule by saying they remained less mystified by local Ladinos (1995: 39).  Without denying the inequalities here, I would argue for a slightly more nuanced reading of such petitions and protests predicated on a Maya ability to learn to how to work the bureaucratic system, as Piel acknowledges they in fact did (1995: 96-97).


� Departmental secretaries to the jefatura (office of the jefe) in Huehuetenango also represented key nodes of potential “institutional memory,” since they accompanied the jefe on his inspections each year, but from signatures on the municipal actas, it would appear that secretaries also generally changed when jefes did.


� AGCA-MG B leg. 28684 exp. 796:  “Sabido es por todos cuánto aman los indígenas lo que vieron practicar a sus mayores; sus costumbres son para ellos la ley más inmutable i sagrada.  Si se les quisiera hacer alternación alguna tal vez se traicionaría la tranquilidad de estos pueblos de semibárbaros, harían levantamientos i proporcinarían continuos desagrados al Spmo. Gbno.  Lo siempre me he hecho la consideración de que nuestros indios no están todavía en especial los de este Departamento, en estado de comprender los beneficios resultados de las leyes del Spmo. Gobno.; i así la autoridad para tenerlos obedientes y sumisos tiene que emplear todos los medios que sujiera la prudencia.”


� This paper represents a part of a larger project currently in progress on these matters.


� AGCA B 119.21.3.0  47874.





