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Abstract: America’s cultural historical schemes, the archaeological conceptual constructions that were
built upon them and the current theoretical debates in the “New World”’s prehistory are probably not among the
mound sound topics for the European reader and students. This paper is a sample of such theorizations we use to
involve into in this part of the world and it also stands as an invitation - mainly meant for my immediate colleagues
- to debate around the Pleistocene-Holocene transition, as seen from the North American archaeology as a whole,
including Mexico (where the paper’s author has been working for a long time). It is still a preliminary view, more
like an invitation to debate and a vague proposal. The passage between the two geological eras is usually presented as
a boundary or threshold, meaning a sudden transition happening at a determined point in time, which is not
congruent with the way archaeology understands the cultural and historical processes. The way Earth scientists and
palaeoenvironmentalists use to approach the issue is not entirely consistent with the manner prehistorians envisage
the archaeological phases corresponding to that time period. In North America, the first human cultures are labeled
either as Paleoindian or Paleoamerican, but the time-jurisdiction of the terms invade the transition between Eras; the
later cultures, those of Holocene age, are normally referred to as Archaic. The chronological models derived from this
particular terminology do not reflect objectively the cultural transitions from the Pleistocene to the Holocene, as seen
in the archaeological record. A formal Transitional period is proposed instead, for consideration and debate.

Rezumat: Schemele cultural-istorice ale Americii, constructiile conceptuale arheologice ridicate pe
fundatiile lor si diferitele dezbateri teoretice actuale in preistoria ,Lumii Noi” nu reprezintd, cel mai probabil, teme
mult prea familiare cititorului si studentului european. Acest articol este o mostrd a teoretizirii care preocupd uneori
breasla arheologilor in aceastd parte a lumii si reprezintd, totodatd, o invitatie la o dezbatere - menitd in special pentru
colegii preocupati de problematica tranzitiei de la Pleistocen (Era glaciard) la Holocen (Era actuald), asa cum este
inteleasd din perspectiva arheologiei in America de Nord, incluzdnd Mexicul (unde lucreazdi autorul acestui text de
multi ani). Ceea ce se prezintd aici este, deocamdatd, o idee preliminard, mai mult o invitatie la dezbatere si o
propunere incipientd. Tranzitia intre cele doud ere geologice, Pleistocen si Holocen, se prezintd de obicei ca o granitd
sau ca un prag, implicind o tranzitie relativ brusci care se petrece intr-un moment determinat in timp, ceea ce nu
este congruent cu felul in care arheologia infelege procesele culturale si istorice. Modul n care stiintele Pamdntului
si de ,,palacoenvironment” obisnuiesc si imbrdtiseze aceastd problemd nu este pe de-a-ntregul compatibild cu pozitia
arheologiei fatd de fazele arheologice corespunzitoare epocilor in discutie. In America de Nord (cu predilectie in
mediile de limba englezd), primele culturi umane sunt reunite sub terminologia de “Paleoindian” sau
“Paleoamerican”, insd jurisdictia temporald a acestor termeni invadeazi tranzitia intre Ere; culturile mai tdrzii, cele
de vdrstd holocend, sunt in mod obisnuit numite Arhaice. Modelele cronologice derivate din aceasta terminologie in
particular nu reflectd in mod obiectiv tranzitiile culturale intre Pleistocen si Holocen in concordantd cu ceea ce se
observi in contextul arheologic. Astfel, se propune folosirea in literatura arheologici a unei Etape de Tranzitie, ca o
idee pentru a fi luatd in considerare si dezbatutd.

Keywords: archaeology, prehistory, Pleistocene, Holocene, Transition, Palaeoamerican, North America.

Cuvinte cheie: arheologie, preistorie, Pleistocen, Holocen, Tranzitie, Paleoamerican, America de Nord.

Studii de Preistorie 13, 2016, p. 43-62.



