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Fall 1997 The REVIEW OF ARCHAEOLOGY I 

Politics and Archaeology 
Colonialism, Nationalism, 
Ethnicity, and Archaeology Part 1 
by C.C. Lamberg -Karlovsky 

Colon ia l Indo logy: Sod opo lili cs of the An cie nt In 
dia n Past ( 1997). DIUP K . CHAKRABARTl. Munshiram 
M:moh arlal. New Delhi. 

The Archaeology of Eth nic ity ( 1997). SJAN ]ONES. 
Routl edge, Londo n. 

Nationalism , Polih·cs, ,md the Practice of Archaeology 
( 1997) . PHI UP KOHL AN D CLARE FAWCETT, ed it o rs. Cam 

bridge University Press, Cambridge . 

There is no a priori reason for thinking that 
when we discuss the truth that it will be 
interesting. - C S. Lewis 

Coloniali sm, nationalism , and ethnicity 
are filled with oppression, violence, and ha
tred. The wo rks of Edward Said , Ernest 
Gellner, Stanley Tambiah , to mention but a 
few, join those of Martin Bernal, and Cheikh 
Anta Diop to cover a spectrum of ap
proaches ranging from the histori cal to the 
hysterical. Colonialism , nationalism , and 
ethni city form a trilogy of gargoyles at the 
gates of th e apocalypse , eacli attracting a 
grea t deal of attention in archaeolo gy. To a 
ce rtain ex tent a co ncer n for the above 
them es is an extens ion of post -processual 
co nc ern s in archa eo logy, co nce rn s that 
highlight the role of interpretati on, herme
neut ics, and ideology. It is hardly possible to 
approach any of these bo oks w ithout an 
opinion in place, an opinion which, in dia
lectical fashion, forms a play with the text 
und er stud y. Everyo ne holds an opinion , 
fixed or flex ed , co ncer ning the role and 
impact of co lon ialism, nation alism and 
ethni city. It hardly needs to be stated that 
opini ons conc erning the above are all too 
freque ntly co uched in terms of "politi cal 
correc tness.~ How ever, none of the above 
auth ors wo uld join Samuel P. Huntington 
(I 996) in endorsing this triad as important 
mec h ani sms for forestalling the futur e 
"Clash of Civilizations ." 

The book by Dilip Chakrabarti is passion
ate, opinionated , cond emnatory , and inter
esting . The author sets out th_e agenda on 
the first page of the Preface : · an elaborate 
racist framewo rk, in whi ch the interrelation-

ship between race, langu age . and cult ure 
was a key element,s lowly emerged as an ex
planation of the anc ient Indian hist orical 
universe;" "Mere dismantling of the current 
racist struc ture of our perception of ancient 
India and all that implies will not lead by it
self to an Indian perception of the ancient 
Indian past ;" and , "The book underlines the 
tot al inadeq uac y of anc ient Indian text s 
to offer fine resolution of histor ical images 
in chronological and geographical order , and 
argue [sic] that this goal is unlikely to be ac
hieved by combi nin g our histo ric al texts 
with social science theories." For Chakrabarti 
several them es run throu ghout his book : 
a) "Western lnd ology," that is, scholars from 
the West who studied the ancient texts were 
all, without excep tion, racists; b) the ancient 
texts are un equivocally useless in recon 
structin g an ancient Indian past ; c) an Indi an 
perception of an Indian past is needed to 
rep lace the Western hegemonic interpreta
tion ; d) the co lonial expe rience has dis
torted the "tru e " understanding and ap
pr eciation of India 's complex past ; e) colo
nial lnd ology has portrayed India as socially 
static while its populations are seen as de
based and degraded, while f) diffusion from 
the more civilized regions of Mesopotamia , 
Egyp t , and Eur ope was see n to explain 
progress in South Asia. 

In writing about India, British authors by 
and large did not conside r the natives part 
of their audienc e; they we re addre ssing "us" 
not "them." India was seen as different from 
the West but similar to what the West used 
to be like.Thus, India's present was the Eu
rope an past , India was a prehi storical entity 
of what the West was like in an earlier stage 
of cultural evolution. In inventing anthropol
ogy the colonial exp er ience discovered a 
time -machine ; one could systematically 
travel into various stages of the past through 
the study of select "primiti ve" peoples . To
day ethnoarchaeology co ntinue s this tradi
tion; the study of living cultures , now re
ferred to as "traditi onal" no longer "primi
tive," but still changeless, permits one to un
derstand the cultures of the remote prehis
toric past . 

It is of interest to compare this rece nt vol
ume to two books of related natur e by the 
same author ,A H istory of In dia n Archa eol
ogy from the Begi nnin g to 194 7 0988) 
and Theoretical Issues in Archa eo logy 
(1988) . Both of these books are conspicu 
ously devoid of the strid ent tone evident in 
Colo n ia l Jndology. In the first vol um e 
Chakrabarti wo uld have us believe th at "by 
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the middl e of the eighteenth centu ry one 
detec ts an eleme nt of objectivity in the 
reco rds of the monuments and ther e was 
also the beginning of historica l-geographical 
researc hes in this period" (p .21) ; and "there 
we re two basic theor etical traditi ons in the 
beginning. On the one hand were explorers 
and surveyo rs I Colin Mackenzie is offere d as 
a praiseworthy exampl e] .. .interested in ob
jec tive reporting and plotting of sites , and 
on the other hand we re scholars like Will
iam Jones w hose basic problem was to link 
th e history of India to the other centers of 
civilization in the light of the biblical theory 
of c reation " (p44). In Colonial lndology 
both Mackenzie and Jones becom e racist . 
Throughout his H istory of Indi an Archae
ology the autho r is consistent ly appreciative 
of the efforts of co lonial administrators and 
scholars . John Marshall is praised as an 
indefatigable worke r w ith an astoni shing 
breadth of knowledge ; one who from the 
very beginning of his General Direct orship 
of the Archaeo logical Survey of India associ
ated with young Indian scholars from the 
universitie s and "was gradua lly able to 
Indiani ze th e survey and turn it into an ex
ce lle nt ce ntr e of primary scholarship in 
Ind ology in gene ral" (p .17 0). That same 
Ind ology and its co lonial participants are 
cas tigated in his Colonia l Indology where 
he w rite s that the ideas rooted in the period 
of Wes tern dominance are "ideas w hich 
have denied all originality to Indian experi
ence and infu sed suffici ently corro sive rac
ist ideas in our sense of history . The least we 
can do is to demon strate how the study of 
ancient Indi a has been, and is still being, vi
tiated by an essentially racia l and anti -Indian 
approach w hich has its roots deep in West
e rn lnd ology " (p . 3). Neit her "Wes te rn 
lnd ology " nor "colonial Ind ology" are ever 
defined; however, one can readily assume 
from the vitriolic context in whic h th ey are 
situated th at they refer to the racist perspec
tive of Western scholars who interpret the 
ancient tex ts, archaeo logical artifact s, and 
historical documen ts. 

Theoretica l I ssues in Archaeology ad
dresses two of the issues that the author re
turns to in Coloni a l Indol ogy: the role of 
diffusion and atte mpt s to correlate archae
ology and the ancient texts . Chakrabarti , as 
we shall see , has neith er patience nor toler
ance for the role of diffusion .Agriculture , ur
banization, metallurgy, civilization, et al. are 
all independently invented in India . In Theo
reti cal Issues the author advances his argu
ment as to why diffusion is a non-player in 

the archaeo logy of South Asia. His argu
ments are based upon a read ing and inter
pre tat ion of the arc haeo logica l evidence. 
There is room to disagr ee. In Col onial 
Indology , there is little room for disagree
ment . The use of diffusion is a too l of op
pressi on, ca lling it into play is to subordinate 
India 's originality, it is a colonialists ' tool to 
deny India 's creat ivity. Both Theor eti ca l Is
sues and Colonial /n do logy are adamant in 
expressing the view that the corre lat ion of 
ancient texts w ith the archa eo logical reco rd 
is destined to failure! In the form er volume , 
an extended chapt er well wo rth reading 
concludes , "As our review has tried to dem
onstrate , this is pre cisely what such hypo th
eses are [those attempting to co rrelate texts 
and archaeolog y]: ba se d mostly on faith 
rather than on academic logic of any kind." 
The works of B. B. I.al , Romila Thapar , H. D. 
Sankalia, B. D. Chattopadh yay, R. S. Sharma , 
among others, are reviewe d in an atte mpt to 
show the futility of relating archaeo logy to 
th e Vedic texts . 

Although Theoreti cal I ssues and Colonia l 
Indolo gy share many of the same con cerns , 
the persp ec tive differs. The former engages 
in a critica l dialogue with spec ific theme s 
while the latte r add resses th e same themes 
as a political polemic . Thus, in reference to 
the views of Shareen Ratnagar (I 98 1 ) , per 
taining to lndus-Mesopotamian co mmer cial 
relations , the auth or simp ly states in the first 
volum e that "sharp di ssa tisfac tions have 
been expre sse d with her handling of the 
data" (p. 132). In Colonia l Ind ology it is not 
the handlin g of dat a that is troubl eso me but 
the int erpreta tions derived from that dat a. 
Acco rding to Chakrabar ti these int erpreta
tions have "a very clear implication th at in 
relation to Mesopota mia th e lndu s civiliza
tion stood on the same level on whi ch Indi a 
sto od in pre-Independence period in rel a
tion to Britain "(p . 169). It is to be noted that 
this is the "implication " that Chakrabart i de
rives from Ratnagar's volum e; it is not , in 
fact , w hat Ratnagar has wri tten . In thi s man 
ner Ratnagar becom es a colonial Indolog ist 
se rvin g the imp er ialist int eres ts of the 
West 's unchan ging view of India. 

If David Lowenthal believes th at The 
Past I s a Foreign Country ( 1985), Dilip 
Chakrabarti believ es the Indian past , as re
constructed by Western sc holar s , is por
trayed as an evil empire.T he facts are far dif
ferent. Sinc e the tim e of William Camd en 
(1551 -1623) informatio n was co llected on 
current conditions , history, and antiquities 
of the different loca lities of Great Britain . 
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Centra l to this endeavor was the reco rding 
of buildin gs , ru ins, and ancie nt set tlements. 
This ap proa ch was transferred to colonial 
India where the"survey"meant tl1e systematic 
and official investigat ion of the natural and 
socia l fea ture s of India. Colin Mackenzie , 
w ho in the last half of the eighteenth cen 
tury was the first pe rson to undert ake a ma
jor excavatio n in India, was one of India 's 
great surv eyors. He devoted ove r 20 years 
to the systematic surv ey and reco rding of 
ancient mon uments and ruin s in south In
dia. It was on ly in 1859 tha t anothe r grea t 
surveyo r, Alexande r Cu nnin g ham , con 
vinced Lord Cannin g, the Viceroy of India , 
to esta blish the Archaeo logical Survey of In
dia . Its pur pose was to und ert ake top o
graphica l resea rch ; to locate , prese rve, exca
vate sires , and to deve lop on-site museums. 
Th ere can be little do ub t m at the powe rs to 
defme th e natur e of the pa st , to classify and 
date its remains , to de ter mine preservatio n 
needs , and to det ermin e the priorities in un
cove ring a reco rd of pa st civiliza tions, as 
we ll as to propound the canons of taste, are 
ext remely significant instrumentalities of 
ru lership . While the above is undeniabl y 
tru e it must also be recogn ized that it was 
British rul e that introdu ced, in a systema tic 
fashion, eac h of the above concerns int o 
India . For many European s Indi a was a vast 
mu seu m; a countryside filled w ith the ruin s 
of pas t ages. These ruins cou ld in turn be 
compar ed wit h the feud al, biblica l, and clas
sica l periods familiar to the European envi
ronment. India w as a livin g fossil up on 
wh ich th e British could engrave m eir own 
visions of its past. The British we re to pr o
vide India with a linear history along the 
lines of nin eteenth centur y p ositivist his
tor iograp hy. Dilip Chakraba rti find s all of 
these aspect s of British colonialism to be ob
jec tionable . British colonialism in India may 
have been po litical oppre ssion , but it was 
also a conque st of know ledge , albe it for 
political ends! The politic al importance of 
kn ow ledge was well recogn ized by one of 
the earliest and most influ en tial of colonial 
offi c er s, Warren Has tin gs , w ho wrote in 
1784: "Every accumulation of knowled ge 
and especiall y as is obtained by social com
munic atio n w ith people over whom we ex
e rcise domini on foun ded on the right of 
conqu est is useful to the state ... .it attracts 
and conciliates distant affectio ns ; it lessens 
the weigh t of the chain by w hich th e natives 
are held in subjec tion; and it imprin ts on the 
hearts of our co untrym en th e sense · of obli
gation and benevolence ." Today a few miles 

up the Hoog ly River from Calcutt a a he ad
less statue of Hastings lies aband one d in the 
tall grass . Nevert heless, Has tings realized 
long ago what Chakrabart i fails to und e r
stand today -n ame ly, colonialism had bot h 
positive and ne gative effec ts on both th e 
co lonized and the co lonizers. It is iron ic mat 
the aut hor of Colonial Jndology fashions 
the Briti sh as active and the Indi an s as 
large ly passive actors in the theater of th e 
Raj. The aut hor fails to und erstand that th e 
epist ~mol og ical un iverse that motivat e d 
British scho lars and their Indian disciples was 
part of a Europea n wo rld of socia l theories 
and classificatory schema that was des igned 
to shape the lives of subjec ts in both Britain 
and India . The disc iplines of anthr opology 
and archaeology we re handmaidens of th e 
co lonial expe rience and th e soc ial theories 
and approaches th at we re inhe rent to eac h 
we re foreign to India . Warre n Hasting 's ad
ministration was distinguished by a tolerance 
for native customs and a manifest cu ltu ral 
em path y. His admi nistrat ion charac teri ze d 
the curr en t vogue of "Orie ntali sm " whi ch 
rested on an und ers tan din g th at an effi 
c ient ad mini s tra t io n req uired both a 
knowledge and an appreciat ion of Indian 
culture . Unde rlying Orientali sm was a poli cy 
of reverse accultura tion; the training of Brit
ish admini strato rs into the native way of life. 
Opposing Ori entalism was th e co unter 
move ment of "Anglicism " which op po sed 
the Orientalist s policy of acc ommodating to 
native cultur e. In advocati ng Wes te rn in 
stead of Eastern languages and literature and 
hold ing a more tolerant view towa rd East
ern religions Anglicism came into sharp co n
flict wi th Orientalis m. The conflict between 
the two character ized the entirety of me co
lonial expe rience and continues to reverber, 
ate in pos t-colonia l discour se (Viswanathan 
1997; Prakash 1997). 

Nineteenth-century exp lora tion of Indi a 
took pla ce at a time in whic h European s 
we re examinin g th eir ow n past . Th e search 
for a European antiqui ty focused upon the 
classica l civilizations of Gree ce and Rome . 
Coming to understand ancie nt India co n
sisted of two p rim ary comparis ons: I) it s 
sinillar ities to and/or differences from clas
sica l civilization, and , 2) th e natur e of its re
ligion compared to Chri stianity. In th ese 
com parisons India consisten tly cam e off as 
seco nd best. India was static , Europe was 
progre ss ive; th e Indian s tate was epi 
phen omen a! wi thout political ord er; Ind ia 
was dominat ed by village and caste; Indi a 
was a land of Orie ntal de spo tism.Already in 
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the eighteenth cennrry Lord Minto, Governor
General of the East India Company, ex
pressed a view that continued to be held 
throughout the nineteenth century by Brit
ish administrators and scholars: 

It is a common remark that science and lit
erature are in a progressive state of decay 
among the natives of India. From every in
quiry which I have been enabled to make 
on this interesting subject that remark ap
pears to me but too well founded. The num
ber of the learned is not only diminished 
but the circle of learning even among those 
who still devote themselves to it appears to 
be considerably contracted.The abstract sci
ences are abandoned , polite literature ne
glected and no branch of learning cultivated 
but what is connected with the peculiar re
ligious doctrines of the people . 
When Queen Elizabeth chartered the East 

India Company in 1600 , she permitted the 
merchants "exclus ive" rights to undenake 
business in an area twenty times the size of 
Britain , containing over six hundred prince
ly estates , with fifteen languages and thou
sands of dialects , and ruled by the Moghuls ; 
it was an Islamic empire with an annual in
come more than a hundred times the revenue 
of the British Crown. John Company, as it 
would be known , initially had few European 
rivals, little focus, and certainly no ideas for 
military expansion . John Company was to 
lay the foundation for what two centuries 
later was to become the jewel in the British 
colonial crown . Initially, however, India was 
the consolation prize compared to what the 
Dutch had already secured , namely, control 
over the Java trade and the Spice Islands . 

In Colonial Indology Dilip Chakrabani 
views the colonial experience as dominated 
by racism and oppression . There is hardly a 
single British scholar or administrator given 
favorable notice .This is quite a different per
spective from the one he offered in History 
of Indian Archaeology from the Beginning 
to 1947. In the latter work Chakrabani of
fers a fully appreciative commentary on 
many of the scholar-surveyors that served 
the colonial administration. He acknowl 
edges the fact that the ancient monuments 
of India suffered greatly from what Lord 
Curzon generously referred to as "compara 
tive neglect until British rule transformed 
the Buddhist, the Brahmanical, and the Mos
lem-to a state of perfection which ren
dered them the best preserved series of 
monuments in the world " (Chakrabarti 
1988 : 170). In the History of Indian Archae
ology Chakrabarti states that "prehistory till 
I 947 had a chequered history but the break 
through achieved within the first few years 

(1861-67) [of the founding of the lodia Ar
chaeological Survey] was splendid and speaks 
a lot for the basic caliber of the people in
volved ." The basic character of the British 
participants changes in Colonial lndology ; 
they are all racist, exploitative imperialists. 
Perhaps both perspectives contain a grain of 
truth . Perhaps both books deserve to be 
read within the author's own changing po
litical and social contexts: A History of In 
dian Archaeology was written in India and 
contextualizes an appreciation of British ad
mini strators and scholars while Colonial 
Indology was written in England where 
proximity appears to have bred contempt. 

The author is critical of Indian students 
who take an interest in things foreign 
whether these be theories or attempting to 
be -educated abroad . In bothering to find 
out about new theories in the social sci
ences students followed a "blind fetishi sm" 
that might "lead to a theoretical position un 
dermining the national identity ." On the 
other hand , students attempting to study 
abroad are portrayed as sellouts "trying to 
se t themselves apart from their compatriots 
with a 'foreign degree .'" Scholars, such as the 
accomplished A. L. Basham, who taught in 
England (as does Chakrabarti) and trained 
Indian students, are diminished because 
they do not exhibit a sufficient "nationalist 
fervour" to suit the author. What is curious 
about all this, that is the author 's criticism 
of Indian students and scholars working 
abroad and his portrayal of Western lndol
ogy as, at worst, a racist undertaking and, at 
best , an invidious intellectual enterprise that 
offers an "ever-present feeling of superiority 
assumed by Western historians in relation to 
India and Indians ," is that nowhere in the 
book does it indicate Chakrabarti's aca
demic affiliation . While Chakrabarti admires 
those Indian students that did not sellout for 
a "free drink" and steered clear of foreign in
stitutions and learning , he ha s situated him
self squarely in the center of the enemy 
camp, one of the central institutions ofWest
ern lndology, the Faculty of Oriental Studies 
at Cambridge University . This is not without 
relevance , as will be shown below , both 
within the context of the author's scholar 
ship and his admiring mention of his Cam
bridge colleagues , Professors Raymond 
Allchin and Lord Renfrew. This , in spite of 
the fact that both of these colleagues have 
advocated what Chakrabarti detests , namely, 
the role of diffusion in the formation of 
South Asian civilization . In an early work 
Allchin (1968) argued that the role of diffu-
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sion was the prim ar y mechanis m for bring
ing about the lndu s civilization , while 
Renfrew (1987) has argued that it was not 
only diffusion but the lndo-Aryan s that 
brought agriculture to South Asia. Within 
the pages of Colonial Indology th e views 
of his Cambridge colleagues concerning an
cient India , rather widely known within the 
academic community , are almost as invisible 
as is the author 's academic affiliation . In a 
book that addresses the sociopo litical con
text of archaeology , such sins of omission 
are not without relevance . 

While the author condemns the use of ar
chaeology for p olitical purposes , in specific 
instan ces he either condones it or offers an 
apologia for its use . Thu s, with respe ct to 
the use of the archaeological site of Masada 
in Israel , as a "national symbol of resistance 
anp heroism ,"we read that "it is not the truth 
in its most untarnished form which is at 
stake here " but because of Israel's security 
needs "the y had rightfully the need to possess 
a national symbol"(p . 38) .Thus,ifthe author 
finds the cause appropriate , the archaeologi
cal site can be (mis)used for political pur
poses. With respec t to the Ayodhya contro
versy , the destruction of a mosque that was 
allegedly built over an earlier Hindu temple , 
the author offers an apologia ,"The poor can 
be driven to frenzy by interested parties to 
kill another set of poor in the name of 
faith ... ." Poverty is blamed for the killing, 
which is as assuredly untrue in the Indian 
setting as it is in Ireland , Zaire, Serbia, and 
Israel, to name but four places where reli
gious and ethnic violence takes precedence 
over poverty in leadin g to bloodshed. 

Chakrabarti sugg ests that within th e 
American archaeological community "the is
sue of reburials of pre -colonial skeletons has 
taken a form bordering on downright ho s
tility to the 'Indian ' attitude in this matt er" 
(p . 42). Not so ... the "downright hostility " 
is a vocal but very small minority of archae
ologists in this country. Furthermore, 
Chakrabarti appears to Jack an appreciation 
of the complexity of this issue . He is wrong 
in suggesting that there is a singular "Indian 
attitude " regarding reburial ; being appar
ently unaw are that some Native Americans 
do not wish their skeletal remains to be re
buried. Quite under standably , Chakrabarti 's 
analysis of the political reaches a political 
conclusion, one that might agree or disagree 
with the reader 's bias or, as in the above in
stance, be based on an incomplete or erro
neous understanding of the political circum
stance under review . 

That the author enthusiastically endorses 
the views of Edward Said and Manin Bernal 
comes as no surprise . Chakrabarti shares 
their contention that Western scholarship is 
racist and Eurocentric. What is of impor 
tance to all three authors is the dismantling 
of Western political hegemony which, in 
tum, requires the subordination of Western 
intellectual traditions. In their agenda of 
deconstruction a single mechanism is given 
priority : the tarring of all Western scholarship 
as thoroughly racist. Chakrabarti, however, 
totally ignores the important and voluminous 
works that attempt to balance, if not counter, 
the mon olithic edifice constructed by Said 
and Bernal (see Hourani 1991; Lefkowitz 
{l 996); and Lefkowitz and Rogers 1996). 

In a lengthy chapter entitled "The In
terplay of .Race, Language, and Culture " 
Chakrabarti touches up on a myriad of au
thors, both Western and Indian , that con
fused these independent variables. During 
the last half century the word "race" has un
dergone significant changes of meaning , at 
least in mo st Western languages . Until the 
middle of this century the word "race" was 
commonly used to designate what today we 
would call an ethnic group . As Bernard 
Lewis (1990 :16) points out, until quite re
cently the British used the word "race " to 
designate the differences between the Irish , 
Welsh, Scots , and English while "India was 
inhabited by a great variety of so-called 
races , speaking different but closely related 
languages and sharing a common civiliza
tion ." In current usage the word "race" is 
used exclusively to denote the major divi
sio ns of Caucaso id , Mongoloid, Negroid, 
Australoid , and the like . Throughout the 
nineteenth century and earlier, Chakrabarti 
discerns racial tension , hostility, and outright 
racism. Such feelings certainly did exist, but 
in the context of race as an ethnic or national 
group, not witlpn the modern context of 
race as Caucaso \d, Negroid, and/or Mongol
oid . The ninetee nth-century Englishman was 
little different ftom "the ancient Middle 
Eastern people t_ho harbored all kind s of 
prejudices and hostilities against those whom 
they regarded as ,the 'other '" (Lewis 1990: 17). 
A dislike of th cr'• other" can be traced back 
to the . ethnic;:• slurs that appear in the third 
millennium texts of Mesopotamia and Egypt. 
The ancient Egyptians , characteristically 
thinking of themselves as superior to all 
"other ," cons istently referred to the peoples 
inhabiting the Levant as "Asiatic dogs " or 
"vile Asiatics." Until quite recently differences 
in language, culture , and religion were para-
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mount features in identifying the "other "; 
these differences , however , were ones of 
ethnicity , not race . Histori cal context , the 
definition of term s, and the changes in the 
meaning of words are tropes of con siderable 
importance in reconstructing the past. 
Chakrabarti , and it might be pointed out 
Martin Bernal whom he frequent ly cites , 
fails to recognize the changing nuances in 
the use of the word "race "; Chakrabarti 's 
use of the word "race " where "ethnicity " is 
more appropriate , or "racist " wh ere "ethnic 
hatr ed " is meant , distorts the nature of his 
recon structed pa st. It would be wrong to 
refer to the recent conflicts in Serbia and 
Bosnia as violenc e motivat ed by racism . 
Most assuredly there is an abundance of eth • 
nic violence among those self-identifying 
entities . Chakrabarti , while paintin g mo st 
"colonial lndol ogists "with a racist bru sh , of
fers a similar confu sion. The difference be
twe en racism and ethnic hatred is a distinc
tion with a difference , one carefully delin
eated by Gerhard E. Lenski (1984 ). 

Even th e icons fall before Chakrabarti 's 
pen .He asks wh y SirWilliamJ ones's disco v
ery that Sanskrit was related to Latin and 
Greek was readily accepted while his sug
gestion that it was also related to Peruvian 
and Japanese was refuted . In seeking an an
swer Chakrabarti finds little advantage in 
emplo ying Occam 's razor wherein the sim
plest exp lanation is often the correct one . 
Instead he suggests that the reason for ac
cepting the above affinities "wa s related to 
the premise of the origin of the Caucasian 
racial group somewhere in the high moun 
tainou s region in the East" which naturally 
would eliminat e Peru and Japan (p . 69) . Sir 
William Jones is portra yed as a conservative 
racist w ith exploit ative moti vation s; a most 
obje c tionable caricatur e ! In reality durin g 
his day he was a reforming liberal who , in 
I 780 , stood for Parliament representing the 
district of the University of Oxford . He with
drew from the contest for he had no chance 
of succ ess owing to his Liberal party opin· 
ion s concerning the slave trade , the Ameri• 
can Revolution , the conditi on of the poor , 
and the practic e of the law. When he went 
to India in 1783 as a judge of the Supreme 
Court in Calcutta , he was convin ced of the 
imp ortance of Hindu and Islamic law and 
began the co lossal task of compilin g a digest 
of their judicial proc edures in order to in
corporate th em in court proceedings . Sir 
William Jones pioneered the field of com
parati ve phil o logy which promised answers 
to the ince ssant European quest for the ori-

gins and relations of things ... in this instan ce, 
languages. The "genetic " or "genealogic al" re
lations of different languages could be stud
ied and reconstruct ed . The origin and rela
tions of languages were depicted as a tree 
with root , trunk , branches , and twigs all iJ. 
lustrating the interconne ctions of the family 
of languages and their descent groups . Sig
nificantl y, the trees were invariably North · 
em Europe an one s : oaks and maples . Euro
pean scholars never seemed to think of us
ing the most typical of South Asian tree, the 
banyan , whi ch grows up , out , and down all 
at the same time . Clearly, thi s would have 
lead to a different , if not errone ous, con
ceptuali zation of historical lingui stics . N ei• 
ther tree , however , p ortray s an inherentl y 
racist per spective . 

Chakrabarti 's Colo n ial Ind ol ogy ap
proache s colonialism as a collisi on wholly 
without merit and offers up an unsubtl e ap
preciation of the dialectical asp ect of th e 
colonial exper ience. He subscribes to the 
postmodernist attitude in which learnin g 
can ne ver be d evoid ·of c oncern s with 
power; behind any and every effort to accu
mulate knowledge there is an agenda .Thus , 
once again , Sir William Jon es's "pers onal in· 
terest in botan y cannot be con sidered as the 
outc ome of only a dispa ssionat e scientifi c 
intere st." Jones 's entir e purp ose behind the 
founding of the Asiatic Society in 178 5 
"came up not merely for the sake of learning 
but also for the sake of knowing the ways of 
puttin g the produ cts of India to good use " 
(p . 68). For Chakrabarti kn owled ge deri ved 
within the colonial conte xt is invariabl y in· 
tertwined with th e levers of power and con
trol. The above quote from Warren Hastings 
demonstrates that knowledge and power 
wer e frequently wed, and underst oo d to be 
so , as they are today. However, the dialecti· 
ea! relati onship of power and knowl edge re
quires a careful examination of the good , 
bad , and indifferent , result s that emanated 
from their linkage . Chakrabarti typifie s the 
alienation deri ved from the coloni al experi 
ence . Such alienati on results in a separatist 
reading of Indian culture , both for its past 
and its pre sent . Chakrabarti is an avid foe of 
diffusi on , arguing for an indigenous , "sepa• 
ratist " origin for the Indu s civilization, whil e 
for the present his "separat ist" stan ce sug
gests that only Indians can write a meanin g
ful Indian hi story. The role of foreign influ
ence and diffusion is read out of existen ce 
while nationalism and nativistic movements 
are encoura ged. Throughout this volume 
the auth or maintain s a "positional " natur e of 
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objectivity ; he pretends to stand outside 
the Western tradition, is condemnatory of 
that tradition , while championing the ill-de• 
fined persp ective of "Third World archaeo l
ogy."The "positional" nature of his stance di
rects him to invent an interpretive reality 
that neither the West nor colonial India 
would recognize . 

The author frequently puts forth a gener • 
alization without further documentation , 
i.e. , his statement that eighteenth century 
historical linguistics was direct ly linked 
with racist per spectives (p .68), or he offers 
a conclu sion negated by his own discussion . 
As an example of the latter he states that a 
"strain of racist elitism, although professedly 
ignored in t_he modern Western academia , 
does burst forth from time 10 time " (p .85) . 
This statement follows his discussion of the 
contemporary views of Loring Brace ,Ashley 
Montagu, George Stocking, and Nancy 
Stepan, to name but a few Western academ 
ics whose writings even Chakrabarti ac
knowledges are consistently opposed to 
"racist eliti sm." 

The racial classifications of J . F. 
Blumenbach, J . C. Prichard, R. Knox , A. 
Gobineau , E. A. Hooten , the linguistic trees 
ofWtlliam Jones , Max Millier, and the percep
tions on Indian culture, race and language 
of J. A. DuBois, James Mill, Brian Hodgson , 
Robert Caldwell , George Campbell , James 
Fergusson , H. H. Risley, and S. S. Sarkar are 
among those given extended commentary . 
Numerous other authors are alluded to with 
brief er commentary. Chakrabarti 's review of 
the unpalatable goulash presented by both 
Western and Indian scholars concerning the 
racial and ethnic diversity of India makes for 
an excellent read.The author shows how H. 
H. Risley 's idea that anthropomorphic indi• 
ces reflected caste hierarchy and that that 
hierarch y, from the Aryan to the non-Aryan 
races , formed the cornerstone of anthro • 
pological thought in India . The racial 
typologies advanced by B. S. Guba , R. P. 
Chanda , and S. S. Sarkar are all concisely re
viewed . It is extremely difficul t to under• 
stand the significance, indeed the relevance, 
of most of these racial classifications . Re• 
pea ting th e results of these studies serves to 
point out that racial classification informed 
by craniometry was (and remains ·today?) an 
absurdity. What are we to make of the fact that 
at Harappa the skeletal materials showed 
"Armeno id affinities" (p .137) or that the 
skeletal materials from Tekkalakota revealed 
a "Mediterranean -Proto-Australoid complex " 
(p. I 43) , or at Nal excavators recovered a 

"Caspian or Nordic Type of skull " (p . 142) , or 
that a few of the skulls from Brahmagiri 
were "Scytho-Iranian " (p. 145) , etc . et al.? 
Chakrabarti dutifully records this nonsense 
and makes it clear that he does not follow 
the faith of those who employ the calipers . 

Chakrabarti 's hostility to the belief of an 
Aryan invasion is a constant theme through 
out the book. Th ose who believe that the 
ancient texts contain an historical dimen
sion , who attempt to correlate those texts 
with the archaeological record , or who de
vise schemes of Aryo-Dravidian syntheses 
are all adhering to "a racist model , visualized 
as a triumph of a dominant race over the 
other weake r/inf erior/decadent/degenerate 
races . The way in which this phenomenon 
has been depicted differs from historian to 
historian , but the phenomenon itself is al
ways there ." Attempts to define or recon
struct the historicity of the Aryan invasion, 
or the social world of the Vedic Age, have 
been an academic industry inhabited in 
equal measure by scholars from Europe as 
well as Asia, particularly India . In this regard 
colonial Indology and Indian Indology share 
an identical intellectual background and if 
the former is racist so is the latter .The racial 
histories of H. H. Risley and Biraja Shankar 
Guha or J. H. Hutton and Sesanka Sekhar 
Sarkar may all differ from .one another , but 
their differences pale in light of th eir simila r 
goals: the · reconstruction of a South Asian 
racial history . They all , without exception, 
share a failed methodology . Their work can 
be dismissed out-of-hand ; their results shed 
no understanding on the historical pro
cesses that gave birth to the biological di· 
versity of South India . 

Chakrabarti is correct in dismissing phre· 
nology and craniometry as elucidating racial 
history . Somewhat more surprising is his dis
missal of the promise that molecular biology 
and genetics hold in elucidating a history of 
biological diversity . The author casts a gray 
shadow over the work of L. Cavalli-Sforza by 
stating , without documentation, that he has 
a "long history of belief in the concept of 
race ." Even an elementary perusal of the 
work of Cavalli-Sforza (1994) and his col· 
leagues indicates their search for the de· 
grees of biological diversity within such re
gions as Europe and Africa as well "s be• 
tween them . The massive tome in which 
they report their preliminary results details 
the similarities and/or differences within 
ethnic groups , i.e ., the French , Spanish, and 
Basques, as well as within and between 
races , i.e ., Caucasoid , Mongoloid, and Ne• 
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groid. Chakrabarti appears to ei ther confuse 
or fear the results of exami ning biological 
diversity , impl ying that all such efforts are 
rac ist. Granted th e history of such efforts is 
steepe d in racist ideo logy, but tha t does not 
mean that studi es of biological diver sity are 
destined to be forever racis t. Chakrabarti 
would have us ign ore the categorizations 
which people themselves crea te in order to 
establish themse lves as different from the 
"o ther. " His approach is direct an d forth
right: "We certainly do no t ne ed a concept 
of the past based on e thnic categories" (p. 
238). Nor, according to Chakrabarti , do we 
need a past based on linguistic palaeo
nt ology, biological diversity, or an under
standing o f the archaeological re co rd in 
light of textual correlations! To ign ore the 
ethnic categories that inh abited the past is 
to constru ct a dist orted and puerile hist ory. 
What wo uld a history of the modern era ap
pear like without acknow ledging the iden 
tity of those that identify themselves as 
Uzbek , Maori, Zuni , Seikh, Uighur , Chechen , 
Zulu , Slovak , Tibetan, Lithuanian , Inuit, 
Serb , or, for th at matter , Hindu or Muslim? 
To ignore, or eliminate from histo rical con
sideration, the catego ries by which individu
als place them selves in oppo sition to others 
is to create a fiction . Recognizing an histori
cal reality is not the same as endorsing it. 

As we shall see , a ce ntral , although not 
entirely consistent, theme in the writings of 
Chakrabarti is his oppos ition to the role of 
diffusion. In thi s regard he rema ins a strong 
advocate for th e indi genous and essentially 
ind epend ent origin of cultural complexity 
in South Asia, specifically in reference to the 
lndus civilization. Chakraba rt i 's reaction 
aga inst diffusion(ism ) is entirely under stand
able in light of earlier views that depended 
entirely up on diffusi on for an under standing 
of cultural evolution in India . In the mid
nineteenth centuryW illiamTaylor , a mission
ary in Madras, advanc ed the then influential 
the sis that Indian culture was entirel y de 
rived from Chaldean and Egyptian o rigins. 
India was seen as a poor imitation of a 
common antediluvian culture that existed 
thr ougho ut the Ne ar East. An equally influ
ential contemporary, Jam es Fergusson , 
th ought th e study of Indian architecture an 
imp ortant so urce of idea s for architecture 
in Britain , but he also advanced th e notion 
that the history of India consisted of five 
major invasio ns of foreign peoples , begin
ning with th e Aryan invasion of 2000 B.C. (an 
approximate date still advocated by man y 
toda y) and co ncludin g with the British . 

Fergusso n 's idea th at th e architecture of In
dia was strongly influen ce d by the Greeks, 
Persians , Egyptians, and Assyrians was coun
tered by Rajendralal Mitra . Mitra wrote a 
number of books that countered the dif
fusionar y perspective · and advocated an 
originality in the art and architecture of In
dia. Fergu sso n 's response to Mitra , surpris
ingly left unmentioned by Chakrabarti, typi
fied one form of British-Indian relationship , 
that of ma ster and servant . Fergusson 
do ubted whether an Indian was intellectu
ally equipped to master the methods and 
scholarship necessary for an underst anding 
of Indian architecture. Today the distant in
fluences that touched the art of ancient In
dia are still much debated . John Boardman 
(199 4: II l) in a masterful overview of the 
topic states: 

The Indo-Greek kings penetrat ed far into In
dia, even if only momentarily and superfi 
cially (their stronger influence in the north
west we shall con sider later) ; in the first 
centuries BC/ AD there were intrusions by 
the Sakas, from Central Asia, by Parthians , 
and ultimately by the Yueh-chi who had first 
displaced the Greeks from Bactria and who 
by the first century AD founded a major dy
nasty in India, the Kushan.All these peoples, 
their religions, and, to a degree yet to be de
termined , their arts, contributed to the de
velopment of Indian art. 
Boardman goes on to darify the "degre e" to 

which specific categories and/or objects of 
Indian art and architecture were influenced 
by (largely) Per sian and/or Greek craftsman
ship. Needless to say Boardman's apprecia
tion of the complexities of cultural interac
tion does not detract from the originality of 
any of th e cultures that came int o contact . 

The strong reaction against the role of dif
fusion , which has characterized archaeologi 
cal thought in the past three decades , has a 
great deal to do with a reaction against the 
colonial era . Colonial powers thought of 
th ems elves as bringing "civilization " to those 
they ruled. In like manner colonial powers 
conceived diffusion as the deus ex machina 
of cultural evolution; it was considered the 
primary mechanism that brought c iviliza
tion to a lesser developed "barbarian" world. 
The statue of Sir William Jones in St. Paul 's 
Cathedral offers a three-dimensional meta 
phor for both the role and the concept of 
diffusion . Jones , dressed in toga with pen in 
hand, is seen leaning upon two volumes of 
law : a visual reminder of the British as the 
inheritor s of Roman destiny; the bringing of 
law and civilization to the distant frontiers . 
Within the archaeological community an 
adverse rea ction to mod ern colonialism led 
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to the subordinati on , if not the elimination, 
of the role of diffu sion in bringing about 
cultural chan ge . Negating the role of diffu
sion projects an illusory past , as does por
traying colonialism as a wholly negative un
dertaking. Decades ago Rabindranath Tagore 
and more recentl y Wilhelm Halbfass recog
ni zed a common thread within the colonial 
experience of India. For Tagore an "irreduc
ible diversity is p erhaps the most important 
feature oflndian intellectual traditions " that 
resulted from the coloni al experience 
(quoted in Sen 1997). Tag ore correctly 
appreciated the fact that the relationship of 
ma ster to subject distorted the nature of 
both ... not all ma ster s were racists nor were 
all subjects degenerate , ignorant , and un
clean. In a more recent and provocative 
wo rk Wilhelm Halbfass (1988) echoes these 
thoughts by reviewing the different ap
proaches and diverse impacts that the colo
nial experience had upon the formation and 
underst anding of both Indian and Weste rn 
intellectual traditions . 

In the earlier volume Theoretical Issues 
in Archaeology and in Colonial lndol ogy 
Chakrabarti is at pains to firmly discredit the 
role of diffusion in bringing about cultural 
change. Diffusion is viewed by the author as 
the opp os ite side of the coin of indepen
dent invention. Thus, a cultural attribute, 
whether it be the invention of agriculture 
or the origin of a civilization, is restricted, in 
its origins , to two mechani sms : it may be 
brought about by diffusion or by indepen
dent invention . Needless to say the limita
tio ·n of an either -or choice is overly deter
mined , leaving little in the way of more 
subtle and complex processes of cultural 
interaction . Reacting against the incessant 
reliance upon diffusion from western Asia 
and Europe the author argues for 1) the in
dependent invention of agriculture , 2) the 
autochthonous devel opment of the Indus 
civilization, and 3) an essentially indepen
dent development of metallurgy (particu
larly iron). Although he acknowledges the 
role of "interaction" its role is entirely pas
sive in the formative processes that brought 
about the above three phenomena .The role 
of diffusion can , and often is, viewed 
through a political prism. If one brings dif
fusion into play one is not being sufficiently 
nationalist , that is to say, one is subordinat
ing native Indian ingenuity in calling upon 
diffu sion and foreign agency to inspire In
dian development. This is a situation too 
reminiscent of colonial days . Thus, anyone 
who advocates the role of diffusion is 

looked up on w ith "grave suspicion." Accord
ingly, Romila Thapar is castiga ted for criticiz
ing "ea rlier attempts at proving th e indig
enous orig in of all th ings Indian ... a trend 
whic h conti nu es to be supported by certain 
hist orians to this day "(p . 11). 

I shall not dwell upon the author's con
tention that agriculture and metallurgy were 
indep ende nt inventio ns of South Asia. The 
archaeo logica l ev iden ce supp ort s ne ither 
view.The ear lies t Neolithic site in SouthAsia 
is Mehrgarh in Pakistan . Agriculture is evi
dent in its initial settle ment which , on anal
ogy to simil ar and co ntemporary sites on 
the Iranian Plate au (Sang -i Chaqmaq) and 
Centra l Asia Oeitun ) , should date the settle
ment to ea 6500 B.C. 

In Th eore t ica l issues in Archaeology 
Chakrabarti strongly endor sed the view of 
th e excava tor of Mehr gar h , Jean -Fran r;oise 
Jarrige , that agriculture was independently 
invented in South Asia. In his more recent 
book The Archa eology of A ncient Indian 
Citi es Chakrabarti co rrectl y acknowledges 
th at Mehrgarh is but part of that larger agri
cultural ecumene wh ich by the mid-seventh 
millennium was diffu sed from the Balkans 
to the north ern reaches of South Asia .Toda y 
it is an es tablished archaeological fact that 
the adop tion and diffusion of an agricultural 
lifeway were initiated in the lands border
ing th e Levantine coas ts of the eastern Medi
terranean almost three millennia ( !) before it 
diffused and was adopte d by the settlement 
at Mehrgarh! 

When it comes to dealin g with the ori
gins of the Indu s civilization, Chakrabarti 
asks whether it is to be seen in the light of 
an "Indi an Perspective or a Nea r Eastern 
One "? He states: 

However, I am one of those who wo uld ar
gue that although such contacts [fore ign] 
must have enriched and contributed to the 
texture of the lndus civilization, they do not 
account for the basic phenomenon itself. 
That remained exclusively Indian through
out its entire term of duration. The lndus 
civilization was not a mere episode in In
dian history that was fertilized by some
thing from west Asia." (p . 167) 
It is difficu lt to under stand what the au

thor means here . On the one hand there was 
diffu sion and .fore ign contact with the Indus 
civilization (the archaeological record offers 
an exten sive documentation for this fact!) , 
yet, on the other hand , whatever the nature 
of th at contact was, and the author does not 
review the extensive evidence that brought 
the Indus civilization into contact with the 
distinctive cultures of Mesopotamia, the Per-
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sian Gulf, the Iranian Plateau , and Central 
Asia, the Indus civilization remained "exclu
sively Indian ." In eliminating the influence 
of the outside world Chakrabarti offers a 
self-contained vision of Indian (pre )history: 

As I have argued, the basic texture of the 
later Indian culrure was the result of inter
action between the plougb agriculturalists 
who belonged to the Indus civilization and 
the various hunting -gathering and appar
ently incipient farming communities in vari
ous parts of India. In this sense there is a 
steady continuity between the lndus civili
zation and the later day India. This model 
also brings to light the unique character of 
the evolution of the culrural process of ln
clia in which the incipient farming and hunt
ing and gathering communities all over the 
land played as crucial a role as the dissemi
nation of an advanced plough agriculture 
rooted in the Harappan tradition did. 
(p .167) 
There are very serious flaws in this 

"model. " Firstly, there is simply no archaeo
logical evidence for the interaction of the 
Indus civilization with contemporary hunt
ing and gathering communities; secondly, 
there is very little , if any, evidence in the ar
chaeological record for the "steady continu
ity between the Indus civilization and the 
later day India " and finally, if either the hunt
ing and gathering communities or the lndus 
civilization played a role in "the evolution of 
cultural process of India" it has yet to be 
demonstrated! The fact of the archaeologi
cal matter is that cont inuity is NOT the hall
mark of the Indus civilization; quite the con
trary, discontinuity is its trademark : the cul
tures that precede and follow the Indus civi
lization bear very little relationship to it! 
Note also that the author will not permit for
eign diffusion to affect the Indus but allows 
for "the dissemination of an advanced 
plough agriculture rooted in the Harappan 
tradition" ; a "dissemination that took 5000 
years from its inception in Mehrgarh 
(Baluchistan) to the southernmost reaches 
of India! Diffusion within the territorial 
boundaries of India is permitted but diffu
sion from outside those boundaries into In
dia is verboten! 

Chakrabarti advocates a primordial 
model: that is to say that everyone and ev
erything that ever was found on the land of 
what constitutes the India of today (which 
of course includes Pakistan) was always in 
the past and ever shall be Indian! The 
Mesopotamian world, the Greeks , the Brit
ish, and anyone else for that matter were in
terludes of little consequence to the indig
enous singularity of the lndianness of the 

subcontinent. The primordial model is 
shared by virtually all nations that endured 
colonialism and forms an essential element 
of their nationalist ideology . In order to con
struct this primordial vision Chakrabarti 
chooses to deconstruct what he refers to as 
the "Near Eastern perspective." This per 
spective shares two components: I) diffu. 
sion played the major role in the formation 
of the lndus civilization and, 2) Indian his 
tory takes as its earliest fixed point the com
ing of the Aryans and the composition of the 
Vedic texts. Both are red herrings! 

It must be said without equivocation that 
the archaeological record strongly supports 
the notion that cultural complexity, what 
others might refer to as civilization, emerges 
in a context of a very considerable in
creased contact with other cultures. Cul
tural complexity is never an iso lationist phe
nomenon ; diffusion and int erac tion are co
occurring features. The archaeological 
record offers a consistent pattern of this. 
whether we are dealing with the formation 
of Egypt, Mesopotamia. China , the Maya, the 
Inca , the Minoans, OR the lndus. In recent 
years a thematic element in detailing the 
emergence of cultural complexity, in each of 
the above areas , is the role of expansionism. 
diffusion , culture contact , and even co lonial
ism (Algaze 1993). To deny the important 
role of diffusion, culture contact, accultura
tion, and assimilation is to fly in the face of a 
consistent pattern of archaeological evi
dence which relates the above processes to 
the emergence of cultural complexity . It is 
most ironic that Chakrabarti selects Maurizio 
Tosi as the representative of the "Meso
poramia-centered approach " (p. 171). Few 
archaeologists are less suited to fill this role . 
Tosi, over the course of three decades. has 
done significant work in Iran, Oman, and 
Turkmenistan. In each area, and on each sire 
excavated, Tosi's approach has been consis
tent : to document the significance of indig
enous cultural processes and to relate them 
to a pattern of (primarily) economic interac
tion. Even the cursory examination ofTosi's 
research underscores his opposition to what 
years ago was termed a "Mesopotamocentric 
perspective " (Lamberg- Karlovsky and Tosi 
1973) . However, recent archaeological re
search, as Tosi (1992) correctly notes , re
quires us to rethink the nature and role of 
diffusion . Beginnin g in 1970 archaeologists 
working in the -Near East-began to uncover 
an extraordinary "event ," referred to as the 
"Un tie Expansion," the phenomenon that 
consists of the diffusion of the earliest ur-
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ban and literate civilizatio n from southern 
Mesopotamia , the Sumerian , deep into cen
tral Turkey wit h distant reverberations felt 
in Egypt (von derWay 1987; Stein 1996).The 
unexpected and extraordinary extent of cul
tural diffusion , documented by the Uruk 
Expansion , ea 3300 B.C., came at a time in 
which diffusion was an unfashionable con
cept . In light of thi s Tosi is utterly correct in 
stating that the Mesopotamo ce ntric per
spect ive must be reconsidered , for "t.liere 
is at present no good reason to dismiss it " 
(Tos i 1992 :366). In quoting this phrase 
Chakrabarti places it in italics for it once 
again raises the Specter of the many-headed 
Hydra of diffusionism which Chakrabarti 
wishes to de capitate . In acknow ledging the 
importance of the Uruk Expansion , and the 
important role it must have played in 
bringing disparate c ultur es into contac t , 
Tosi concludes the above quote (c ited by 
Chakrabarti): "Assuming that such wide
spread changes [brought about by the Uruk 
Expansion] could not have occurred with
out profound disruptions of preceding 
socio-polit ica l realities, one can expect that 
the shock waves reached Baluchistan 's east
ern fringes , along the Indus Valley western 
margins ." Thus,T osi (1991) predicts that the 
"shock waves" of Mesopotamian expansion 
may reach the fringes of the lndus Valley. It 
is clear that Chakrabarti cannol abide this 
challenge to his "primordial " mod el and is 
sufficiently ungracious as to suggest that 
Tosi atte mpt ed to secure support for his 
~partono[sic]-genetical mode of birth .... of 
the lndu s civilization " by hosting a seminar 
in Bologna "where a number of important 
Indians were invited with free airfare and 
hospitality ." Once again the author cast igates 
his Indian colleagues for taking advantage of 
Western associations. This is nothi.!}g less 
than hypocritical, as the author must have 
made a self-conscio us effort 10 avoid mak
ing a single acknowledgment of his perma
nent affiliation with Cambridge Univers ity. 

The fact is thatTosi 's comment is nothing 
less than prophetic . Roland Benseva l (1994 
and pers . comm.) has uncovered th e "shock 
waves· in Baluchistan! In his excavat ions at 
Miri Qalat , in archaeological strata directly 
beneath that of the Indus civilization , he has 
recovered a considerable number of bevel
rimmed bowls . The diffusion of this type of 
ceramic , dated to the last centuries of the 
fourth millennium , is one of the archaeologi
cal signatures of the Uruk and Proto-Elamite 
Expansions; a cultura l diffusion that has 
been traced over the entirety of the Iranian 

Plateau and now can be seen r.::aching 
Baluchi stan. Diffusion , ass imilation , accul
turati on , cultur e contact, cu ltur al interac
tion , trade , exc hange, et c. are all distinctive 
processes of cul ture contact; their existence 
does not diminish the integrity of any cul
ture in contact . It is simply wrong to assume 
that colonial or imperiali st interests are 
alone in motivating diffusion. Rather than 
simply dismissing the role of diffusion , and 
adhering to the simplicities of a primordial 
model , it is necessary to investigate the 
causes for, and the nature of, cultural inter 
ac tion. Chakrabarti remains adamant that 
diffusion did not exist at any time prior to , 
during , or after, the lndus civilization . His 
primordial model is noth ing if not consis
tent! The author appears at times to inten 
tiona lly misunderstand , or misrepresent , the 
conceptions and ideas of othe rs, particularly 
when they conflict with his own. The dis
cove ries of the 1960s and 1970s on the Ira
nian Plateau , the Gulf, and Central Asia are 
placed within a negative perspective ; more 
prec isely, the th eoretica l conceptions at
tempting 10 under stand the nature of an ex
pansive period of cultural interaction that 
brought these regions into contact are 
found want ing . Chakrabarti wishes to isolate 
the lndus civilization and deny that its con 
tact with an outside world held significance . 
He diminishes the role of m·aritime contact 
between the Indus and the West, riclicules 
scho lars who attempt to point out the loca
tion of places mentioned in the written 
texts, namely Dilmun (Bahra in and north
west Arabia), Magan (Oman) , and Meluhha 
(the lndus) , and objects to calling any cul
tural entity betwe en Mesopotamia and the 
Indus a "civilization " (pp. 166-183).There is 
an abundant literature attes ting to the ar
chaeo logical realities of each of the above, 
we ll summa ri zed by Chri stopher Edens 
(1993) . The "interaction sphe res" th at were 
pos tulated in the 1960s for the Iranian Pla
teau, the Gulf, and Central Asia remain w ith 
us , and their under sta nding greatly en
hanced. Chakrabarti totally misrepresents 
what was written concerning the role of 
trade within these interaction spheres . Such 
"centra l plac es " as Shahr -i Sokhta and Tepe 
Yahya were nev er conceived of as offering 
"a spurt in the growth of the lndus civiliza
tion " nor did it ever bec ome "fashionable to 
conceive Indus external trad e as exerting a 
kind of independent leverage on the genesis 
and suste nance of this civilization" (p. 169). 
Trade was considered an independent vari 
able, a mechanism whose dialectical process 
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affected both the region of supply and de
mand , thus : 

It appears likely that a trade mechanism was 
established which in recognizing the value 
of local resources brought the Iranian high
lands into a supply-demand relationship 
with resource poor Mesopotamia .... This re
lationship as in a feedback mechanism 
would have in turn aided in bringing about 
the developing complexity of the socio-po
litical and economic structure of the Late 
Uruk Mesopotamian city-state . (Lamberg
Karlovsky I 972:228) 
Today there is a new archaeological actor 

that appears to be playing a role in the 
Ind us ; the Bactrian-Margiana Archaeological 
Complex (BMAC), also referred to as the 
Oxus Civilization (Hiebert 1994). Recent ar
chaeological evidence indicates that this 
civilization had a significant impact on the 
last phases of occupation of a number of 
Indus site s (Jarrige I 994). Needless to say, 
Chakrabarti is having none of this, the lndus 
must not only be primordial it must be pris
tine, like an upper-caste Brahmin unpolluted 
by contact with the foreign . 

Chakrabarti should relax . No serious 
scholar considers the lndus civilization the 
by-product of cultural diffusion . That does 
not mean, however, that the Indus was not 
an active partner in an extensive interaction 
that reached as far as Mesopotamia , the Gulf, 
and Central Asia. Scholars no longer believe , 
as Chakrabarti 's Cambridge colleague Pro
fessor Raymond Allchin (1968) once did , 
that diffusion played the detennining role in 
the formation of the Indus civilization. Nor 
do most scholars use the Vedic texts so cava
lierly as to -suggest the absurd, namely , that 
agriculture was a gift of the Aryans who 
brought it from the West to Mehrgarh 
around 6500 B.C.,a suggestion also made by 
his Cambridge colleague Lord Renfrew 
(1987). In Colonial lndology the dif 
fusionary ideas of Chakrabarti 's Cambridge 
colleagues go as unnoticed as his own Cam
bridge affiliation. 

Nationalist archaeology, as pointed out by 
several authors in the book edited by Philip 
Kohl and Clare Fawcett , requires an indig
enous origin , a type of immaculate concep
tion uncontaminated by foreign contact, as 
well as an early and long (the earlier and 
the longer the better) chronological span 
for its ancient past . It should come as no sur
prise that Chakrabarti wishes a more an
cient beginning and a longer duration for 
the lndus civilization. In order to effect this 
he must suspend belief in radiocarbon dat
ing by making the cryptic statement, with -

out clarification , that "the sociopolitics of 
the int erpretation of radiocarbon dates may 
be as important as the dates themselves" 
(p .177). Is the author immune from "socio
politics "? Hardly! Without presenting a 
single shred of evidence he suggests that the 
Indus endured for 1500 years, beginning a
round 2900/2800 B.c. A shorter chronology , 
constricted at both ends (2500-1800 B.C.),is 
favored by the majority of archaeologists . 
Chakrabarti cannot accept this consensus 
for, "the point is that if one accepts a short 
chronology for the Indus civilization, for 
which we believe there is no justifiable ar
gument , it is easier to push the claim of its 
being a mere episode in the history of India, 
which then can be linked to a short-lived 
external stimulus ." A longer chronology is 
better suited to his "sociopolitics " and thus 
a longer chronology it must be . If you are a 
foreigner and Chakrabarti disagrees with 
you, you represent "neocolonial, and racist 
ideas ; while , if you are an Indian and dis
agree with his views , you are among "a large 
body of cringing historians and archaeolo
gists wanting to be counted not as one of 
the land [an Indian] but as one of 'them '" 
(p .177). Such paranoia naturally concludes 
with a · we" vs. "them " attitude: "We regret 
that we have to put Western scholars as a 
group in this context " (p . 177). Such think
ing is considered "racist " if perpetuated in 
the West, in the Third World it is merely na
tionalist ; in any world it remains perverse to 
caricature diversity as unity. 

The self-identity of post-colonial culture 
is deeply affected by its colonial experience . 
Self-conscious attempts are made to dis
tance oneself from Western traditions and to 
recover a distinctly native past. Chakrabarti's 
prescription for who can study India's past 
is deeply etched , if not scarred , by the colo
nial experience . He writes : 

Although a significant ponion of this schol
arship was under the colonial auspices and 
developed by the colonial field-scientists, 
we claim this tradition as our own in which 
the question of the nationality of the scien
tist does not come in at all. Whether Indi
ans or Britons, they worked in the same 
landscape, and irrespective of nationality, 
fell in Jove with it. It is this element of love 
for the same Indian land which joins them 
together. (p. 240) 
At this point it is well to interrupt the 

author 's change of heart.Toward the end of 
the book he completely contradicts an ear
lier theme , one in which colonial authors 
were depicted as racist , portrayed India as 
degenerate, and despised the landscape and 
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its people . Bernard Cohn (1996:93) in re
viewing the influential rnid-nineteenth-cen
tury theories of James Fergusson , theories 
that were "compounded out of seventy 
years of British Orientalism ," states that 
Fergusson concluded "that the only way to 
survive and flourish in India is to remain to
tally separated from the degenerate races 
who inhabit the country , and they should 
live in such a fashion as 10 minimize the ef
fects of the climate " [and land]. Unfortu
nately , the views of Fergusson were thor
oughly typical of his day. It would be hard 
to support Chakrabarti's contention that the 
British "fell in love " with India because they 
·worked in the same landscape. "Those who 
did not work in the landscape are offered 
no reprieve , those 

Western Indologists and historians do not at 
all fall in this category [that is Jove of India's 
landscape] and must be viewed,from the In
dian point of view, as paternalists at their 
best and very superior in relation to the na
tives at their worst ." (p . 240) 
Thus, the study of the Indian past should 

be in the hands of the Indians. Foreign schol
arship should go the way of colonial pow
ers: be abolished! India for the Indians , past 
and present . The colonial British can be for
given for at least they loved the land 
whereas modern lndologists are merely"pa
ternalist" and/or "very superior" in relation 
to the natives. Unwittingly , Chakrabarti re
verts to the dangers of an eighteenth-cen
tury Romanticism, as adumbrated by ].G. 
Herder. The · volk " (people), the "land" 
(country) and the "Gemeinschaft" (commu
nity) are portrayed as idealized entities that 
offer exclusionary attitudes for both group 
identity and opposition , if not outright dis
like of the "other ."The fundamental congru
ence between Romanticism and racism has 
been pointed out by many. On the one hand, 
Chakrabarti states that ·we certainly do not 
need a concept of the · past based on ethnic 
categories" (p. 238) while, on the other 
hand , he is in full accord with Tagore, whom 
he quotes :"We shall rescue our own history · 
from the hands of others" (p . 239) . Indian 
history ean only be written by Indians for 
they alone have contact with the land , 
Chakrabarti writes : 

All inhabitants of the land have a share in 
this image, because the land they see 
around them has been lived and shaped by 
their ancestors and the ancestors before 
them . While evolving a new image of the 
ancient Indian past we should concentrate 
on, and elaborate, this archaeological image, 
with au the help that can be mustered from 
the archaeological sciences. We have argued 

throughout in this volume why such a new 
image is necessary." (p 24 I) 
Paradoxically , Chakrabani opposes an an

cient history written along ethnic lines, yet, 
modern history, specifically Indian, can be 
written only by Indians. Thus, ethnicity in 
the past is irrelevant, but in the present only 
members of an ethnic group (from India) 
can write meaningful histories of India . Even 
so the author characterizes "the scheme of 
Indian historical education as neo-coionial " 
(p . 212) and thunders against the ·main
stream establishment historians "who"make 
the right kind of political noises " and, "After 
all, it is only power for the elite which mat
ters" and , "That is why, institutions on the 
national level have to be captured and filled 
up with stooges of various kinds ." Finally, he 
believes that archaeology "has not been al
lowed to be part of Indian mainstream his
torical education ... because there is no 
deep-felt need to work out a different con' 
cept of the ancient Indian past. " It is clear 
that the "different concept " must be struc
tured by a different sociopolitical ideology ; 
one formed and written exclusively by Indi
ans , in which the past is an independent in
vention wholly devoid of foreign, thus colo
nial, involvement . Once freed from the con
tamination of foreign pollution, its product, 
the history of India , must be both earlier and 
at least as grand as that of its neighbors. If 
Chakrabarti wishes to advance the notions 
of this newly invented history he should be 
aware that sociopolitical action at a dis
tance , namely from Cambridge University, is 
far more difficult than being directly on the 
scene. Even though he is severely critical of 
"Indian history students trying to set them
selves apart from their compatriots with a 
foreign degree" (p.14) , he might consider his_ 
cause better served were he not to set him
self apart from his compatriots in India, re
sign his elite position at Cambridge Univer
sity, and get on with his agenda by confront
ing, preferably replacing, the •stooges" back 
in India who continue with their wrong
headed teaching of history . 

Within the archaeological discipline there 
is a genre of retrospective, or retrodictive, 
colonialism . Within this_ interpretive milieu 
colonialism is advocated as existing within 
the remote past in order to establish the 
importance of an ethnic group that has colo
nized a foreign region. The arguments per
taining to Iron Age I in Palestine offer a case 
in point. King David, leading the Israelites, 
is said to have conquered the indigenous 
populations and consolidatei:I the first state 
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of Israel. Unfortunately, the archaeological 
evidence does not coincide with the bibli
cal account . Israe l Finkelstein (I 988) has un
dertaken systematic archaeological survey 
within Judea and finds neither evidence for 
a colonization by a foreign entity nor a suffi
cient size and density of settlement to sug
gest a state polity .As to whether there was , 
or was not , a Davidic kingdom which colo
nized a specific region is a lively concern in 
the sociopo litics of the pre sent (Shanks 
1997) . The formation, territorial boundaries , 
and sociopolitical structu re of ancient 
Israel 's colonial pa st have a direct bearing 
on, as well as being a legitimizing force , to 
the formation , territorial boundaries , and 
sociopolitica l proce ss of Israel's co lonial 
present . In this instance the retrodictive inter
pretation fonhe existence oflsrael's colonial 
past affirms the territorial rights of a mod 
ern nation- state . In response the Palestinian s 
have recently claimed descent from the 
Canaanites who inhabited the land before 
the arrival of the Israelites .The manipulation 
of archaeo logy by both Palestinians and Is-

Northwest Coast, America 
Early America B.C : The 
Prehistory of British Columbia 
from ea 10 ,50 0 to 5,000 BP 
By William B. Workman 

Early Hum an Occupation in British Colum b ia 
(1996) ROY L. CAlu.soN AND LUKE D.uu. BONA, eds. , 
University of British Columbia Press, Vancouver. 261 
pages, illus. Hardc ove r. $65 Canadian . ISBN 0-7748-
0536-6 . Paperback . $34 .95. Canadian. ISBN 0-7748-
0535-8. 

This large-format handsome volume deals 
with the early human history of the vast 
province of British Columbi a, with excur
sions into southeastern Alaska, far western 
Alberta and the northwe stern United States. 
Eighteen chapters by twenty-three auth ors 
range "in length from four to twenty-eight 
pages and provid e de scriptive data and vary
ing amounts of interpretation and synthesis . 
Roy Carlson 's Introduction outlines the con 
ceptual framework used to organize the vol
ume . This chapter also explains and defin es 
key archaeological concepts used and 
palaeo-environment basics in rather general 
terms , presumably for the beriefit of the 

raelis fa~hions a mythical hi story . Both sides 
stumble over each other in a race to leg
itimize their claim to priority over the land . 

There is a bit of irony in the fact that the 
discipline of archaeology was born in the 
context of colonialism and during the period 
of emergent European nati onalism, but until 
recently archaeologists paid scant attention to 
_either. Processual archaeo logists concerned 
themselves with economics, socia l organiza 
tion , environment, and subsi stence strate
gies, with linle rime left for other issues. It 
was left to the posr-processualist s, reacting 
against the stern mat erialism of the proces
sua l "new archaeolog ists," to discover and 
examine the social context in which archae 
ology unfolds .Thus.in the past decade ,grea t 
attenti on has been given to th e socially and 
politically cont ingent nature of archaeology. 

The second and concluding part of thi s essay wi ll 
appear in 1he next issue, considering further , via 
the works of other authors, the maner of politics 
and archaeology. References for the entire essay 
will be cited following lhe second part . □ 

nonspecialist reader . I suspect that th at leg
endary creature will find the contents of thi s 
volume to be rather heavy going , despite the 
user-friend ly intr odu ction .To be honest , the 
anempt to wring meaning from th e mea ger 
leavings of ear ly Holocene humans , which 
lead s authors quite und ersta ndably into de
tailed discussion s of lithic technol ogy, the 
implications of fluctuatin g sea leve ls, and a 
virtual element by element discussion of the 
sporadically pre se rved fauna! remain s, is 
likely mainly to endear itself to the specia l
ist . The general reader may be mor e int er
es ted in the concluding chapt er, where 
Carlson attempts to relate the hard-won data 
from the early traditions to the spectac ular 
developments of the last 5000 years , which 
cu lmin ated in th e dist inct ive Nort hwest 
Coast cultural pattern s of historic time s. 

This volume is based on revised versions 
of 15 papers pre se nted at the Canadian 
Archaeological Association in 1988 , to which 
have be en added two papers on the Queen 
Charlone islands and one on the obsidian in
dustry at Namu. The 29-page bibliography in
dicates that a significant percentage of the ref
erences cited (some 85 items) postdate 1988 , 
indicating the authors were diligent in expan d
ing and updatin g their contributions . Th e edi
tors are justified in their opinion that deferred 
publication resulted in a stronger volume. 
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By fort unate chance , publicati on of this 
compendium coincides with tha t of a con
sidera bly heftier and mor e w ide-rangi ng 
tome summarizing evidence for early hu
mans in northea stern Asia and Alaska (West 
1996). In combination these two useful vol
um es should provid e convenient access to 
summary statements about the early prehis
tor y of a very extensive area in northwest 
North America and northeastAsia . Whether 
such encyclopedic summaries will result in 
an elevation of the level of discussion re
garding Old World roo ts and the peopling 
of the Ameri cas remains to be seen . 

British Columbian material predating 
7000 years ago is grouped into five cultural 
traditions , with special reference to pr ojec
tile point forms and the pre sence or ab
sence and genera l nature of microblade 
technolog y. Three of these entities , the 
Fluted Poi nt, Piano and Interm ontane 
Stemmed Point Traditi ons , are only sug
gested at present, with the laner two not yet 
found in datable British Columbian con
texts . The two major players here in the 
early Holo cene are the PebbleToolTradition 
(termed the Old Cordilleran Culture orTra
dition by some authors) and the Microblade 
Tradition . The Pebble Tool Tradition , charac
terized by simple leaf-shaped proj ect ile 
points and an abundance of choppers and 
large scrap ers made on cobbles , is largely 
found in coastal senings from the central 
British Columbian coas t (per haps from as 
far north as the Queen Charlotte Island s) to 
Oregon. Carlson sugges ts an origin in the 
Nenana complex of interior Alaska dated be
tween ea 11,800 and 11,000 years ago , cit
ing presence in the Nenana co mplex of 
stemless bifaces, and scraper plane pebble 
tools and apparent absence of the micro
blade and burin techn ologies as indicators 
of this relationship . This interesting sugges
tion wou ld be considerably strengthened by 
the isolation on the northern Northwest 
Coast of datable Pebb le Too l Tradition as
semblages which clear ly lack the micro 
blade technology . Carlson sees the Pebble 
Tool Tradition subsistence economy as hav
ing emphasized sea mammal hunting and 
fishing rather than terrestrial game , a view 
which may be correct in light of the coastal 
site location , but whic h does not appear to 
be totally supported by the meager mamma
lian fauna from Namu on the central coast 
(Cannon, thi s vo lum e) and the Glenrose 
Cannery site further to the south (Matson , 
this volume) . 

The other major entity, the Microblade 

Traditi on, has a northern center of gravity 
on the Queen Char lotte Is lands and in 
southea sternAlaska . Carlson reasonably sug
gests that some micro blades functioned as 
side blade insets in organi c weapo n heads , a 
projectile point techn ology very different 
from that of the other traditions. This argu
ment is strengthened by the finding of such 
points in Siberia and (very rarely) in Alaska 
and the relative scarc ity of bifaces in most 
micr oblade contexts . Few would dispute 
the proposition th at all nort hwest ern North 
American microblade techno logies (and th e 
perhap s related burin technology) are of u l
timate Asian derivation , although one co uld 
raise a lively argument about the de tails and 
implicati ons of such a scenario , and simple 
minded interpreta tions that all microblade 
te chn ologies are self-evidently simila r and 
closely related are to be avoided . Micro 
blade techn ology eventually sp read down 
the coas t where it was accepted into Pebble 
Tool contexts as early as ea 8500 years ago 
at Namu, and it persisted in some areas unt il 
after 5000 BP. The way of life suggested by 
Microblade Tradition site loc ation probably 
did not differ significantl y from that of the 
PebbleToo l folk. 

In Carlson's view, technologies predating 
ea 7000 BP in uncalibr ared rad ioca rb on 
years can be clearly assigned to one of these 
major traditi ons. After 7000 BP the situation 
became more compl ex , with evidence sug
gesting interminglin g of previous ly discrete 
technologies and accelerated culture change . 
Most of the evidence for solid architecture , 
village life , growi ng social stratification , 
intersocietal violence , and other emblems of 
developing cultural comp lexity postdate 
5000 BP.The conclu ding sectio n of the book , 
labeled "Transiti onal Cultures ," accommo
dates th ree papers on suc h cultur es . Al
though Carlson free ly admits that there are 
some difficulties and anom alies entailed in 
the use of this rough organizing framework , 
it appears to do the job . Th e categories em
ployed are made clear only in Carlso n 's In
troduction and the Table of Cont ents ; for 
some reason the book is not visibly divided 
into sec tions , and th e individual chap ters to 
which we now turn are unlabel ed . 

Knut Fladmark summarizes previous ly re
ported and recent wo rk at the important 
Charlie Lake Cave site in northeastern Brit
ish Columbia in Chap ter 2 , and Jo nath an 
Driver reviews the implications of the fauna 
found there in Chapter 3. Attention focuses 
on the me age r material recove re d from 
Stratigraphic Zone Ila at a depth of ea three 
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by Charles Ewen who jo ined th e pro jec t 
after th e significa nce of th e site was recog
nized and a major archaeo log ica l effort wa s 
organized . Ewen codi rected th e project 
wi th Jones and thu s is intimately fam iliar 
w ith all aspects of the field work and labo
ratory analysis . 

The cri te ria th at had to be met 10 prove 
a De Soto connection have alrea dy bee n 
sta ted . To w it , the ev idence must establish 
th e prese nce at the site of a ca mp of an 
ea rly sixt ee nth -ce ntur y Span ish militar y 
exped ition . Furtherm ore , it must be able 10 
excl ude th e Narvaez ex pediti on of 0 11ly te n 
years befo re and po ssible ot her cont em po
rary Spanish co nt acts. The camp must also 
be wi th in the large r contex t of a late 
prehistoric nati ve vi llage, pres um ab ly 
Anhaica wh ich was seize d and occ upi ed by 
th e ar my. 

The Manin site was clearl y pan of a 
large late prehi sto ric village , a comp one nt 
of th e loca l Fon Walton cultur e . Thi s was 
th e dominant occ up atio n of th e site. With 
in th is contex t were so me unu sual features 
th at may have been built w ith sawn pos ts. 
Additional evidence of European co nstru c
tion was the presence of wro ught iro n na.ils 
in th ese feature s. The identity and age of 
th e Europ ean pre sence is indi ca ted by 
ot her assoc iated art ifac ts . The militar y 
nature of th e intru sio n is revea led by the 
arm s and arm or: specifically a crossbow 
quarrel and more th an 2000 link s of c hain 
mail. The nationa lity is clearly man ifested 
by the Iberian ceram ics and the Spanis h 
and Portugu ese coins. The pre sen ce of 
face ted chev ron and Nueva Cadiz glass 
beads is sig ni ficant since th ey are now 
re cognized as markers for ea rly Spanis h 
contac t in the New World . The chrono logy 
is best established by the co ins w hich all 
dat e to the e nd of the fifte enth ce ntur y and 
the beginning of th e six tee nth . The lates t 
coin may have bee n minted during the 
rei gn of th e Portu guese King Joao III 
whose reign of 1521-1557 still leaves the 
doo r open fo r Narv aez . _ 

A De Soto ide ntifi cation , however , is 
supp orted by two other pieces of evide nc e . 
First , ther e are the chain mail link s; the 
large numb er co rre spo nd to the histori cal 
refer e nce th at chain mail was disca rded in 
Apal achee when it was found 10 be ineffec
tive against native arrows (pp . 196- 197). 
Th e second specific co incidence of the 
docume nts and the archae ology that indi 
ca tes De Soto rather than Narv aez was the 
recovery of pig bones and tee th at the 
Martin site . Unlike the ill-prepared ear lier 
expedit ion , De Soto bro ught along a herd 

of pi gs: a t rave ling larde r that se rved as an 
em erge ncy foo d supp ly. 

While we ca nnot say beyo nd doubt that 
th e Martin site was pan of De Soto's first 
wi nt e r ca mp , only the se verest cr itic wo uld 
deny th e pr obab ility. II is certainly th e best , 
and still on ly, ca ndid ate we have for a De 
Soto site. As such , it is th e datum against 
wh ich all future such candid ates mu st be 
mea sured . 

In Part Three, John Hann offers new 
tran slations of the four prin cipal ch roni
cles . Th e passages are restri cte d to th e 
Florida leg of the journ ey since th ey are 
mea nt 10 add h istorical backgr ound 10 the 
discussio n of th e fi rst wi nter ca mp . Hann 
pr ovides th e long-sought mode rn hist or io
gra ph ic a nalyses of th e doc um ents , 
alth ough the y ar e not in th e original 
language as re comm ende d hy Galloway . 
Neverth e less, the hea vily ann otated tr ansla
tions are valuable co ntributi ons, especially 
since th ey are "tailo red to the needs of 
archaeolog ist s" (p . 117) and thu s make this 
boo k a trul y integrated stud y of hist orica l 
archaeology. 

Together , the se two books do prov ide 
the found atio n from wh ich all future De 
Soto studies mu st pro cee d . And since those 
studie s are increas ingly couched w ithin the 
nati ve cont ext - in fact thev make no se nse 
outside of that context - ·we may expe ct 
refinements in our und ers tanding of so uth 
east ern archaeology . Whether , o r not, we 
wi ll ever be ab le to use with confidence the 
descriptive informati on about th e Indi ans 
contained within th e documents , the broad 
sw eep of th e ex pediti on throughout the 
south east is an imp ort ant thr eshold sepa
ratin g prehistory fro m hi ,ao ry, a single 
hi storical eve nt that ties toge th er the entire 
reg ion and pr ovides a datum th at initiated 
th e prot ohi sto ric p e riod during w hi c h 
such dramati c chan ges occ urr ed in the 
native soc ieties . D 
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wo rld ethni city canno t be disa ssoc iated 
from politics and the polit ics of eth nicit y 
have all 100 frequentl y led to b loo dshed. 
Jo nes wr ites , "The emergenc e o f the 
con cep t of ethni city as a m ajo r taxono mi c 
category in the classifi cati on of p eo ple s 
was partl y stimulat ed by a theo reti cal shift 
away fr om fixed , reified ca te go ries of 
'r ace ' , ' cu ltur e ' , 'so c iet y', and ' trib e ' 
towa rd a processual analy sis of eth nicity as 
a form of soc ial int e rac tion" (p.5 4-55). Th e 
shift to co ncepts of ethni city and away 
from such term s as 'race' and ' tribe ' has 
mo re to do w ith political cor rectn ess th an 
w ith a "th eo retical shift ". Eth nicity is tight 
ly wed to th e demands of sp eci fic groups to 
ac hi eve powe r and rights. 

To Jones , "e thni c identit y is based on a 
shiftin g , situati onal , subj ective identifi ca
tion of self and others , w hich is rooted in 
ongo in g daily practice and hi sto rica l ex pe 
rien ce , but also subj ec t to tr ansfo rm ation 
and disc ontinuity " (p .13) and "Th e idea of 
a bounded , monolithi c, cultural cum ethni c 
unit is also a mode rn classificat ory myth 
projected onto all hum an hi sto ry" (p . l 04 ). 
Are these sta tements true ? It strikes me that 
th e re is much in them that see ms ideo log i
cal and distantl y acade mi c from the re al 
wor ld . Th at ethni c identi ties are "shifting ", 
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"subject ive", and a "classificatory myth " 
are both true and untrue . Tr ue in the sense 
that the y are "shifting "; we no longer have 
Picts, Celts , or Assyrians in our midst . But 
we do have Hutu, Tutsi, Chechen, Tibetan , 
Bosnians, Serbs, Georgians , Zulus, Kash
m iris, Abkhazians, to mention but a few , 
who have been willing to die in the service 
of their ethnic nationalism . This renders 
the nature of ethnici ty as a "classificatory 
myth " that is "subjective " and highly dubi 
ous. Telling the above peoples that their 
ethnic identit y is a "myth ", entirely "subjec 
tive", or that it is not "bounded " and 
"mono lithic " would be telling them some 
thing which daily experience informs 
them is unerly untrue. Furthermore, it is 
quite probable that the creation of ethnic 
identities is not a "modem classificatory 
myth projected onto all human history ". 
Even in remote antiquity people s distin 
guished themselves from one another, 
often see ing and calling the "other " in pejo 
rativ e fashion . Unfortunately , the author 
does not review the ancient texts of 
Mesop otamia , Egypt, or the later classical 
wor ld. Had she done this, ethnicity would 
not be perceived as a "modern classificato
ry myth ". Mesopotamian and Egyptian 
texts are populated with numerous foreign
ers, all given an ethnic identity . Name -call
ing sets one group off against another . The 
Egyptians referred to the inhabitants of the 
Levant (whose real names they well knew) 
as "Asiatic dogs" while the Akkadians 
referr ed to the Guti as "dog-headed 
monkeys ". Ethnic hostility appears not to 
be a rece nt invention . From a synchronic 
perspective ethnicity appears to be both 
bounded and fixed ; wedded to social action 
and wary of the "other ", while from a 
diachronic perspecti ve ethnicity is tran 
sient and subjec tive . All too frequently Sian 
Jones diminishes the significance of ethnic
ity and sees it entirely 'within its synchron
ic context as situationa l and subjective; a 
construction of social identity . The author's 
theoretica l constructs do not make the 
ethnic categor y less real to those who iden 
tify and live within them . That politics and 
soc ial interaction construct ethnicity is not 
a new recog nition . As we have seen, 
Warren Hastings realized it within the 
context of British colonialism in India and 
more recently it was explicit ly recognized 
by T.E. Lawrence . In reflecting upon the 
negot iation s th at created the modern 
nati on states of the Near East he states: 

The neces sary revision of this agree
ment is a delicate maner , and can 
hardl y be done satisfactorily by 

England and Franc e, w ithout giving 
weight and expression also to the 
op inion of the third int eres t - the 
Arabs - which it a-eated . (emphasis 
mine) 

Si.in Jon es contends that once the 
historically contingent nature of ethnic 
identity is understood one "has the po ten
tial to subject contemporary claims about 
the permanent and inalienable status of 
identity and territorial association to sc ruti 
ny". Does thi s mean that the archaeo log ist 
can tell th e people that they are not who 
they think they are? or th at they come from 
some other place than the land s they have 
inhabited for centuries? Can the archaeolo
gist, in fact , determine that the Pre 
columbi an cu ltur e known as Hohokam is 
today 's Zuni?, Hopi? , none of the above ? Or 
is there an archaeologist who can define 
the boundaries of ancient Israe l during the 
time of the Kingdom of David? and does 
that territorial boundary , which cannot in 
fact be archaeolqgically drawn, bear any 
relationship to the territori al boundaries of 
modern Israel? Just precisely how an appre
ciat ion of the historically contingent nature 
of et hnicit y leads to "the potential to 
subject claims " of modern ethnic groups to 
their own "identity " and "territorial associ 
ation" is left unexamined. The promise the 
author holds out to archaeologists, of being 
able to deconstruct ethnicity , to identify its 
formation and changing nature , is a 
promise which, unsurprisin gly, is ne ver 
fulfilled . 

In chapter two the author addresses 
• Archaeological identifi cation of peoples 
and culture ". It is a clearly written and 
concise synopsis of a predictable cast of 
characters : Koss ina, Childe, Kidder, 
Hawkes, Binford, Hodde r, et. al. The author 
points out, rather critically, th at archaeo lo
gists have been all too quick in assuming 
that their bounded cultur al entities corre 
spond with par ticu lar peoples , cultures, 
tribes, races , and / or ethnic gro ups . 
Throughout this chapter the author offers 
the reader the impres sion that we are deal 
ing with old fashioned archaeo logical 
habit s, that is, cu lture history and classifi 
cation, which are mu ch in need of revision 
if not liquidation . The way to the future is 
promised in the following chapters . 
However , neither the remaining chapters , 
nor the distance future , can resolve a 
fundamenta l epistemological problem 
which the author introdu ces but leaves 
unexamined. How does the archaeologist 
examine any aspect of social organization 
without first srrucruring a cultural entity> 

7 
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This entity is an archaeo logica l culture, i.e. , 
Hohokam , Anasazi , Bell Beaker , Shan g, 
Harappan , Uruk , ere . The unmistak able 
fact is th at an archaeologist must have a 
recognizable ent ity to work with, an assem
blage of co-occ urring material remains 
whose construction is refer red to as an 
archaeological 'c ulture ' , before que stions 
of cultur al process can be addressed. To 
take that element away from the archaeolo
gist is to render him / her unerly speechless! 
Upon co nfronting an archaeological site 
and / or region the arc haeo log ist must first 
defin e the recovere d remains in space and 
time, classify and type the materials , and 
offer them a context ; that is to say an 
archaeological 'culture '. Only when such a 
'culture' has been identified , described, 
and defined can one begin to look at 
processual problems , i .e ., sub sisten ce 
strategies , or such post-processual prob
lems as ethnicity . The author does not like 
the untid y methods of culture histor y, or 
the arbitrary nature of classificator y 
systems , preferring instead the promise of 
the new arch aeology wh ose newfound clar 
ity is promised in the final chapter. 

Chapter three is concerned with 
"Taxonomies o f Difference: the classifica
tion of peoples in the human scie nce s" . 
There is no secre t in the fact that classifica 
tion is not its own goal ; we classify for a 
purpose . Chakrabarti reminds us that the 
British classified India as a deprived and 
debased culrure much in need of enlight
ened rule . In this short chapter Jones offers 
a critique of 19th century classificatory 
schemes of race ; language , and culture , and 
th e emerge nce of ethnicity, the subject of 
her fourth and fifth chapters : "Ethnicity : 
th e concept ual and theoretical terrain " and 
"Mullidimentional ethnicity: toward a 
contextual analytical framew ork". 

The author asks if the "creation of 
ethn ic identities in the contemporary 
world resemble _ those that took place in the 
past? " (p .101) . The question is an excellent 
one but never answered . lt is in fact unan 
swerable . The essential narure that creates 
and sustains ethnicity is nor determinabl e 
in the archaeological record , namely , the 
distinctive qualities of myths , memories , 
symbols , and values. It is pre cise ly thi s 
quartet that forms individual consciousness 
so fundamental to the formation and 
perpetuation of community . identity. Of the 
above items on ly symbols survive in the 
archaeological record and then only their 
sty le not their meaning . And style , as we 
shall see , is the sing ular approach to identi
fying ethnicity in the archaeological 

record . In discussing the conceptual and 
theo retical terrain the author reviews the 
thoughts on ethn icity of such auth ors as 
Bourdieu , Barth , Narr o ll, Eriksen, Bromley, 
Shils , Smith , Glazer, Moynihan , and Bell, to 
menti on but a few. In discussing how these 
authors have approached ethnicit y, their 
theoretical and substantive appr oaches , the 
reader is never given a clear definition , or 
identifi cation of, ethnicit y. Sian Jones iden
tifies eth nic groups as econ omic and / or 
political actio n groups , as emerging in the 
context of co lonialism , or as created by a 
western hegemony in whic h groups searc h 
for a distinctive identity . It is difficult to see 
how any of these ca n relate to the archaeo
logical record . In my op inion the most seri
ous drawback of this book is the author 's 
failure to offer an analytical framewo rk for 
the study of ethnicity within the archaeo
logical reco rd . Its strength is in reviewing 
for the archaeologist how ethnicity is 
perceived by socia l scientists in the 
present . If we could identify those which 
form the essential features of 'ethnicity ' 
perhaps we could th en · approach the se 
categories in the archaeological record . 
Thus, I would argue that the salient 
features that inc orporate the dimensions of 
wha t we call 'ethnic ' are: ( I) the existence 
of a collective name , (2) a shared or igin 
myth, (3) a shared history [one that is 
co mmonly believed and serves an integra
tive purpose , needless to say this history 
need not be 'authentic ']. (4) an association 
with a specific territor y, perceived as a 
'homeland' with symb olic and /or sacred 
ce nters , (5) a sense of group solidarity that 
overrides such divisions as class , (6) a 
shared belief in that which incorporates 
the sacred and the profane, and m a 
shared material cult ur e includin g 
food / diet / cook ing . In the absence of writ
ten texts the sole attr ibute left for the 
archaeologist to examine is the last item on 
the list! I have argued elsew here that if 
adequate texts are available, as the y are in 
third millenni um Egypt and Mesopota mia , 
it is possible to identify all of the above 
features th at sign ify the presence of 
distinctive ethnicities (Lamberg -Karlovsky 
1996). 

In the final two chapters Jones grap
ples with "Ethnicity and material cu lture : 
towards a theoretical basis for the interpr e
tati 0n of ethnicity in archaeology " and 
"Concl usions : constructing identities in the 
past and present ". The author positi o ns 
herself at the midpoint of co nflicting 
approaches . On the one hand she is 
consta ntly pointing to the intuitive , arbi-
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trary, and constructed nature of archaeo
logic al classification. Given this approach 
the auth or make s it clear that the identifi
cation of ethnicity is far beyond the bound
aries of archaeology. In this vein she is 
impressed by the work of Ian Hodder 
whose well-known work suggests that 
mundane material and decorative items 
may, or may not , express ethnic identity 
while distinctive ethnic identities may, or 
may not, exist without reference to materi
al remains . On the other hand , she directs 
her attention to the works of Binford, Sack
ett , Wiessner , and Conkey who find in the 
isolation of 'style ' and 'symbol' an opportu
nity to identify 'ethnic ' groups . In the final 
analysis "style is a form of communication 
and social marking in certain, usually high 
ly visible, artifacts , and in certain social 
co ntexts " (p.113) . Unfortunately, the 
author ove rlooks the important contribu
tion s of Dorothy Washburn 's (1990) study 
of style , with reference to ethnicity, and 
Whitney Davis' (1992) in reference to state
formation. There is also a very considerable 
lite~ature in the works of former Soviet and 
eastern European scholars pertaining to 
the identification of 'style' and its relation 
ship to ethnicity. 

After mu ch see -sawing Jones 
concludes that ethnicity is highly contin
gent and variable, being dependent upon 
pre -existing cultural realities , processes of 
interaction, and powe r relations between 
groups _. All of this is well and good but 
offers little clue, or even hope, as 10 how 
the archaeologi st can control the contin
gent , comprehend the variable, or 
approach the "pre-existing cultural reali
ties ". Finally, "The relationship between 
ethnicity and material culture thus appears 
to be intangible and fleeting, and particu
larly problematic for archaeologists" 
(p .124). Such a pe ssimistic statement 
needs to be qualified in two respects , scale 
and time change the perspective. If one 
were thoroughly familiar with the archaeo
logical remains from five relatively contem
porary sites of 2 ,000 B.C. in Egypt, 
Mesopotamia, the lndus Valley, China, and 
Mexico and were then offered an unidenti 
fied collection from a site from one of the 
above regions, an archaeologist would have 
little difficulty placing the assemblage in 
the co rre c t geographi cal and cultural/ 
ethnic context. At this scale of analysis the 
archaeologist is quite good at distinguish
ing distinctive cultures / ethnic groups. 
Reduce the scale and the problem becomes 
more acute but, I would argue, still manage -

able . Several excellent essays in the edited 
work of Kohl and Fawcett suggest that the 
archaeological identifi cation of ethnicity is 
manageable , controversial , and volatile . 

Nationalism, Politics, and the Practice 
of Archae olog)' is organized by geographi
cal regions and opens with Western 
Europe . Bernard Wailes and Amy Zoll take 
on the theme of "Civilization , barbarism 
and nationalism in European archaeology" . 
The authors point out that the transforma
tion from barbarism to civilization is typi 
cally played out within an ethnic frame of 
reference , a confrontation between the 
"retarded" and the "primitive ", between 
the "emotionally event more satisfying , bad 
guys versus good guys ". The example taken 
is that of Insular art, a style of the seventh 
century ,.o . developed in Ireland , western 
Scotland (the Irish Kingdom of Dalriada) , 
north England (Anglo-Saxon Northumbria), 
and eastern Scotland (Pictland), lands 
generally regarded as more barbari an than 
civilized . Insular art combines features 
taken from the "barbarian " Celtic and 
Germanic worlds with those derived from 
the "civilized " contemporaneous -Mediter
ranean and provincial Roman world. The 
diversity of the art has prompted much 
debate as to its origins and to the historical 
implic ations of the interaction between 
the "barbarian" and "civilized" regions. 
Wailes and Zoll argue convincingly that the 
appearance of Insular art should be seen as 
a new cosmopolitan civilization that cannot 
be couched in terms of specific ethnicity 
nor understood within the framework of a 
barbarism-civilization polarity . Neverthe
less , the authors point out that "European 
concepts of ethnicity, of barbarism, and of 
civilization were born in antiquity , or at 
least first recorded in antiquity" (p.33). 
Later medieval attitudes held by the English 
toward their Celtic neighbors , the Welsh, 
Scots and the Irish , offer ample evidence of 
ethnic intolerance . If the Irish conformed 
to English ways they were seen as "civil"; if 
not they were "wild". In Europe the juxta
position of barbarian versus civilized was 
inherited from antiquity and molded later 
methods of classification, constructions of 
identity and ethnic history, and schemes of 
human evolution . The authors conclude 
their excellent essay with the dubious 
notion that "these concepts may often 
distort archaeological analysis , but they 
probably do no great harm used in purely 
scholarly context ". Such a context, as 
pointed out by several other authors in this 
volume , does not exist! · 
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Margarita Diaz-Andreu addre sses 
"Archaeology and nati onalism in Spain " and 
discusses how Spanish nationali sm was 
chall enge d by the "p eriph e ral nation 
alisms " of Catalonia, th e Basque , and Gali
cia. Thu s, distinct ethno-nationalisrns , with 
antagonistic versions of th e nation al past, 
confronted each other w ithin a single 
nation -state . On the one hand the archaeo 
logical excavations of a Celtiberian town , 
Numantia, attempted to build a comme mo
rative monument as a mea ns of aw akenin g 
a uniform national conscio usne ss, while on 
the other hand , the archaeologic al excava
tio ns at Empor ian offered the Catalans a 
symbo l for their ow n nation building. The 
author suggests that the Spanish Civil War 
(1936 -1939) can be see n as "a fight over 
two ways of und erstanding Spain as a 
nation . Some saw Spain as a multi -cultur al 
unit.. .. Others such as General Francisco 
Franco , viewed the country as a single 
cultural unit ". (p.4 5) From her discu ssion 
of Spanish, Catalan , Basque, and Galician 
nationali sm and archaeology it is clear that 
the "two ways of und ersta nding Spain as a 
nati on" were also fought out in the archae
ological trench es. 

Perhaps the most distinguished archae
ologist in Spain , prior to the Civil War, was 
the Catalan natio nalist Pere Bosch 
Gimpera . In his publications he attempted 
to relate ancient "etnie " to modern cultures 
thereby demonstrating that the cultur al 
diversity of Spain had prehistoric roots. 
These findings allowed him to supp ort a 
federal structure for the Spanish state in 
w hich Catalo nia wo uld · have an 
autonomous statu s. The end of the Civil 
War and the victo ry of Ge neral Franco 's 
vision of a Spain wit h a single cultural enti
ty meant the exile of Professor Bosch 
Gimpera. What Bosch Gimpera was 10 the 
archaeology of Catalan nati o nalism so 
Father Jose Miguel de Barandian was to 
Basque archaeology and nationalism and 
Florentino Lopez Cuevillas to Galican . 
FolJowing the Civil War the fascist Julio 
Martine z-Santa Ollala was placed in charge 
of archaeology in Spain. Predictably under 
Franco , the Roman and Visigothic periods 
were emphasi zed. Durin g the se periods 
Spain was seen as first united , Christianity 
arrived , and the country learned to behave 
like an empir e . Diaz-Andreu offers power 
ful evidence for her conclusion , namely, 
"the development of archaeology as a scien
tific disciplin e in the nineteenth century 
can only be und erstoo d in the context of a 
creation of a national hi stor y; that is to say 
a histor y directed at legitimizin g the exis -

tence of a nation and, the refore , its right to 
co nstitute an ind ependent state". (p .54) In 
ot her wo rds , archaeology became scientif
ic to fulfill a politica l agen da . Not a partic 
ularly upliftin g genea logy. On the other 
hand , the author point s out that after the 
Second World War , as archaeologists 
attempted to pursue a scientific method, 
archaeology became "depo liticized ". 

Katina Lillios writes about "National
ism and Copper Age research in Portugal 
dur ing the Salazar reg ime (1932- 1974)" . 
She co ntends that followers of Salazar 's 
authoritarian regime glorifi ed the imp or
tance of the Copper Age which rese mbled 
the glories of Portugal 's Age of Discove ries; 
both in turn recalling the Salazar present. 
Under Salazar the Copper Age was seen as 
a "golden age " empha sizing th e positive 
images of Portugal 's past : discovery , explo
ration , a nation of colonizers, missionizers, 
and traders. Thus archaeolog y, we are told, 
was in the interest of forming a national 
ideology. Th e author suggests that today 
this has changed. The post-Salazarian view 
of the Copper Age is said to be Marxist 
wherein class conflicts , territorial control , 
and agricultural surpluses rule the day; the 
rich tombs of the of the Copper Age are 
barely mentioned . Thi s hardly seems what 
Lillios believes to be a "disarticulation of 
archae ology as an instrument of the 
Portugu ese government ". It seems rather to 
be a matter of first subscribing to a political 
ideology and then matching it to an · agree 
able archaeological interpretation . 

Constructing a politica l ideology and 
then making up a past to affirm its superi· 
ority is precisely what the National Social
ists did under Hitler. Bettina Arnold and 
Hennin g Hassmann , in "Archaeology in 
Nazi Germany: the legacy of the Faustian 
barga in", make it clear that "Prehistoric 
archaeology was to become the handmaid
en of the National Socialist platform of 
territorial expa nsion and racialist dogma" 
(p .76). The authors disc uss in considerable 
detail the role played by archaeology and 
archaeologists in the eve nts of 1933-1945 . 
Following the war there was a characteris
tic silence-the denial of individual respon
sibility and an absence of seeking out the 
culpable. The authors do not make it clear 
what "evidence " is to be used in distin
guishing those involved in actual complici
ty, the confirmed and activist party liner, 
from the expedient, cynical opportunist . 
Are bo th as guilty? The authors point out 
that "There is no question that using the 
appropriate language was . essential to · 
obtaining funding " (p.80). How does one 
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distinguish lip-service to party clogma fro m 
th e cynic' It wo uld app ear to me that the 
drawing of sur h lines is fund amental in 
con front ing the legacy o f the Faustian 
bargain . Arnold ancl Haussmann sugges t 
th at today there is a "continuing atmos
phere of threat , retributi on , and oppres 
sio n" wh ich w ill pass when the Faustian 
bargain can be exa min ed without fea r of 
repr isal. Rece nt eve nts resulting from the 
destru c tio n of the Berlin Wall suggest that 
it is eas ie r to clean the house of another 
than one 's ow n. With reunifi catio n came 
the summar y dismissal of a numb er of 
archaeo logis ts in East Germ any for alleged 
Iv collaborating w ith the communi sts. To 
man y, in both West and East, the dismissa ls, 
in the absen ce of formal criteria and eve n 
for mal char ges , were seen as arbitrary and 
retributive . Their rep lacement s, invariably 
from West Germany, did little to effec t a 
rappro chement. 

Th e author 's judgment o f German 
archaeo logy as practiced toda y is harsh . "In 
all like lihoo d the next generation of 
German prehisiorfa ns w ill bring the profes
sion into the twen tieth century , at least 
w ith regard to develo pment s in archaeolog
ical theo ry" (p .81). The implication is that 
Ge rmany has been held back in the deve l
o pment of archaeo log ica l theo ry due to its 
lack of c.atharsis over its "Faustian bargain ". 
In my opini on thi s seriously misreads and 
und errat es the achievements of a gene ra
tion of pos t-war archaeo logists in German y, 
refer red to as a "vacuum of innovative 
archae ologica l sc holarship " (p.73) . There is 
so mething of an apologia , w ith overto nes 
of po litical corre c tne ss , by suggesting that 
th e "prom ising and pot en tially o riginal 
young archaeo log ists were killed" in the 
wa r and that the emigratio n of "inn ovative 
sc holars who we re e ither Jew ish or openly 
cr itica l of the reg ime " led to a sca rc ity of 
profe ss ionals. Thi s -in turn allowed for 
"ac tive par ty members and operative s" to 
be "reinstated in their old or related depart · 
ments". 

In Nazi Ge rman y, as we ll as in the USSR 
and China ,. arc haeological th eo ry was 
co nstrain ed and atrocities we re carr ied out 
in the name o f part y ideology . Fortunatel y, 
as we shall see, the auth ors o f the chap ters 
o n the USSR and China do not make the 
mistake of diminis hin g the contributions of 
arc haeo logy and / or archaeol og ists be cause 
o f the po litica l ideology und er which they 
w illingly, o r unwillin gly, worked. Nazi and 
Soviet po litica l ideology perp etuated, in 
eq ual measur e, the greatest atrociti es of 
thi s cent ur y. In nations ruled by the se 

ideo logies arc haeo logists found abund ant 
o pp ortuniti es for co llabo ration or resis 
tance . The Soviet exper ience. co ntr a that 
of the Nazi, suggests that a conside rab le 
accompli shm ent can occ ur in a discip line, 
i.e . archaeo logy, in sp ite of a nightmari sh 
politi cal contex t. The Faustian barga in and 
its political legacy have different impacts ; a 
successf ul examination of thi s "bargain " 
and its political legacy, w het her in Nazi 
Germ any, the Soviet Union , or Mao's China , 
remains to be written . 

Concludin g the secti on o n Weste rn 
Europe is David W. Ant ho ny's sp lendid 
essay, "Nazi and eco-femini st prehi stor ies : 
ideo logy and empiricism in lnd o-European 
archaeo logy··. Anthony 's essay be gins with 
a criti cal analys is of post -process ual archae
ology th at has led the discipline into a 
"curr ent paralysis": "Having los t its forme r 
objec tive gujdep osts, prehistoric archaeo l
ogy has o pened itself to innumerab le popu• 
tar reinter pr etat io ns of the past , ranging 
from nati onalist bigotr y to fantasi es of spir · 
itual root-seeking ". (p.85) Anthony rightl y 
ridicules the absurdities perpe tuated in the 
search for an Aryan homeland , recallin g 
Max Miille r's obse rvation that an Aryan 
skull makes about as much sense as a 
doli ch oce phali c language . Follow ing a brief 
review of the views of Kossina, Child e , 
Gimbutas, and Renfrew, each sharing a 
vision of migrat ing hordes of Aryan s impos 
ing their will , language, and techno logy 
(agriculture) upon indigen ous populati ons, 
Anth ony foc uses up on the tr ansfor min g 
int erpr e tatio ns of Marija Gimbut as. Gimbu 
tas beBeved that the invading Indo-Euro 
peans destro yed the Copper Age cultur es of 
"Old Europe " predominatel y situated in 
southea ste rn Europe . The cultur es of "Old 
Europe " we re gynocentric , peacefu l, artis 
tic, and egalitarian ; weapons, parti cula rly 
thru stin g weapons , were largely absent , 
and women we re ritually and sp ir itually 
do minant alth ough not in a hierar chi ca l 
way . This utopia was presided over by 
female godd esses who exto lled the femal e 
crea tions in clay and textile s and nurtured 
the cr eativity of agricu ltur e, anima l breed
ing , architecture , and a c ivilized way o f 
life. Sadly, thi s par adise was destroyed by 
the invacling Inda-Europeans wh o intr o
duc ed such abomin ations as social hie rar
chy, warfa re, violence, weapo nr y, and th e 
patriarchal domin atjon of wome n. Th e 
triumph of the Indo-Europea ns laid the 
foundations for the male-domjna ted West
ern wo rld th at thre atens to de stroy all of us. 
Eco-feminism would have us learn the 
lesso ns of the Copp er Age and remake our 
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soc ial and po litical wo rld according ly. 
Amh ony synthesizes the views of :irchae ol
og ists and spiritua l gurus th at bel ieYe this 
claptrap w hi le also summarizing lhe view s 
and data of others who refut e it. Wh ile 
Chakrab:irt i is fight ing the arrested myth s 
of an Aryan pas t as they relate(d) to India, 
Anth ony is co ntestin g th e inventi on of new 
Aryan myth s pertaini ng to Euro pe . In India 
th e Aryan myths serve d to legitimiz e co lo
nial rule , in Nazi Germany to legitimiz e 
racial sup erior ity, and in its new eco-femi
nisl guise the new ly co nstruc ted Aryan 
myth fos te rs an image of insp ired spiritu al 
un ity o f femal e superi orit y. The pe rnic ious 
evil inspir ed by lnd o-Europea n 'studies ' 
and Aryan mythology lead Chakrab arti to 
dismiss the ent ire field of histo rical lin gu is
tics . Anthon y, full y cog nizant of the 
non sen se perpe tuated unde r the banner of 
the Aryans, is more to the point : "lnd o
European co mpa rativ e mythology and 
linguist ics really do ho ld out the possibili ty 
of reconst ru ctin g ideolog ies and symbol ic 
system s of an ent irely prehistori c Euro p ean 
soc iety , a possibility of un pa ralled po tential 
be cause th ere is no prehi storic lingui stic 
and myth ologica l tra dit ion anywh ere th at 
has been so int ensively studied by linguists 
over the co urse of the last two ce ntur ies " 
(p .96). In an environment of incr easing 
po litical co rrec tness it is not unt owa rd to 
state th at attemptin g to disc over from 
linguistic p alaeontology the histor ical ba ck~ 
groun d of the lnd o-Europeans does not 
mea n end o rsing co lo nialism , racism, 
sexis m, o r for that matt er any ot her ' ism '! 

In a tim ely and infor med essay Timot h y 
Kaise r add resses "Archae ology and ideo lo
gy in south east Europe ". Today, ethnicity 
and nationalism are etched int o the 
tho ughts of virtu ally all who inhab it the 
Balkans ; its impr int is tran sformed into 
violence and bloodshed. Cha nges in the 
arc haeolog ica l reco rd are exp lained as 
resu lling from migratio ns and invasions. 
Thu s , ag riculture , metal -wo rking, and 
urbani sm were broug ht int o the Balkans 
th rough diffusion . One's immedia te rea c
tion is to coun te r the reflex of diffu sion ism: 
howe ver, the auth or p oint s out th at follow • 
i ng Roma n coloni zatio n the "Balkans 
w itnesse d a millennium of destr uction at 
th e hand s of success ive waves of invadi ng 
tri bes " (p. I 02) : the Got hs, Avars, Slavs, 
Bulgars, Magyars , Peche negs, Cumans, and 
Mongo ls. In sp ite of th ese invasions that 
cha rac terize d the years between 800-1400 , 
th e loea l Kingd oms in Serbia , Croa tia, 
Bosnia, Bulgaria, Wallach ia, and Moldav ia 
attempted to sur vive w ithin their flu ct uat-

ing terr itories . Ultimat ely the region was to 
be divided and sub jugated by the Habsburg 
and the Ottoman Empires . Kaiser's essay 
should be required read ing for those wh o 
diminish the significance o f ethn icity, 
thi nk of it as of recent o rigin and of tran
sient importance , and negate the signifi· 
cance of migrati on and invasion. Ethn icity 
as an orga nizing princ iple is one of the 
mos t signi ficant att ributes of Balkan histo• 
ry, "Balkan history is large ly eth nic h istory, 
a hi story of ethn ic movements an d ethnic 
conflicts . Thi s being the case , it should 
hardly come as a sur prise that archaeo lo
gists in southeasl Euro pe who dea l wi th the 
prehisto ric pa st th ink of the past in ter ms 
of ethn ic gro ups, th eir moveme nts. their 
territories and their customs .. ." (p .104). In 
discussing ninetee nth ce ntur y natio nal 
movements , Kaiser makes an important 
poim : language was the determinant of 
wh ich pe ople should form a nation state 
while histo ry (w hich includes different 
re ligious diffe rences) wa s the prime de ter
mina nt of the terr ito ry they should occup y. 
Needless LO say, archaeo logy form ed an 
importa nt role in outlini ng that history 
and, in doing so, was intimate ly associated 
w ith the rise of nationa lis m. The creation 
of new poli t ical identi ties required both 
legiti macy and a new ly created c itizenry . 
Smaller groups, even ind ividuals (Wilhe lm 
JI w ho linked Prussia w ith the rest of 
Ge rmany to crea te a new nation) , could 
c reate a nation and fill it wi th a peop le by 
rewri tin g hi stor y. As the nation -builde r 
d 'Azeglio remarked , "We have made Italy; 
now we must make the Italians ". 

ll was almost seventy years ago that 
Child e wrote The Danube in P,·ehisto, y. 
His was the first effort to integrate the 
dispa rate and duplica ting evide nce of the 
archaeo logica l cu ltur es that are spread over 
soulh eastern Europ e. It is dishearteni n g to 
lea rn that identi cal archaeo logica l cultu res 
can still be given different names in differ
ent countries. Th us, in Hungary the 
Fiizesabo ny, in Roma nia the Oto mania, and 
in Slovakia the Nitra masqu erade as thr ee 
different entities beca use archaeo log ists in 
each nation be lieve ther e are socio -cultu ral 
djst inc tions that are rele vant to their own 
nat io n. On the Balkan landscape today 
arc haeo log ists are bu sy inven ting multiple 
pasts and traditi ons to fit emerging ethn ic 
identities as well as destroy ing arch aeo log i
cal monumen ts that do not fit their 
cons tru ct io n . Bosnians, Croati o ns , and 
Serbs are not alone in attem pting to 
"concreti ze a co nnecti on to remote antiqui
ty whic h is claimed as an impo rtant part of 
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their national identit y" (p .117) . 
There can hardly be a mo re apt exam

ple in w hich the past , presented in the 
form of invented traditi ons, is used to 
contour na tiona l identity or legiti mate 
present polic y. Today, perhaps more than 
in any othe r regio n of the world , national
ism, ethnicity , and the practice of archaeol
ogy co me toge ther in the Balkans; each 
offers fuel for th e celebra tion of nation
building-a fuel in the form of an unr elent
ing river of blood . 

Two sp lend id essays cove r the 
complex ities of our th eme as p racticed in 
the former USSR. Victor Shnir lman add ress
es "From internationalism to nationalism: 
forgotten pages of Soviet archaeo logy in 
the 1930s and 1940s " and Chernykh adds 
"Postscript: Russian archaeology after the 
collapse of the USSR - infrastructural c rises 
and the resurge nce of old and new nation
alism". Evzen Chernykh joins Tim Kaiser in 
pointing an acc usatory finger at archaeo lo
gists fuelin g the flames of national ism; he 
makes th e aSlon ishing sta tement that , 
"Suffice it to say that nearly all the 'hot ' 
confli c ts cur rently burning throughout thi s 
area [the former USSR] are directly 
suppo rted , if not heade d , by arc haeo logists 
and hist orians of antiquit y who .... are not 
only interpr etin g the world throu gh th eir 
ch auvini st reading s of the remote past but 
attempting to ch ange it through violent 
political action " (p. 143). 

Somewhere Marx wrote somethi ng to 
th e effect th at ethni city was false 
co nsciousness . If so, the Soviets failed to 
erad ica te the e thni c co nscio usness of the 
Uzbeks, Armenians, Buryats, Turk oma n , 
Azeris (and remai ning one hundred ethnic 
ities that inhabited th e USSR), and trans
form them into Soviet citizens. Shoirlman 
reviews how, in the ear ly years, the policy 
of the Soviet Union attemp ted to eliminate 
ethnicity and fashion the Soviet man and 
woman. In 1930 Stalin declared that in a 
multi -ethnic state , under th e dictatorship of 
the proletariat , all cul tur es wo uld beco me 
"national in form and socia list in content ". 
An int erna tiona l soc ialist culture w ith a 
single lan guage wou ld eme rge; w hat 
Chernykh points out was referred to as "the 
formation of a single Soviet people ". Before 
the vic tor y of th e int ern ationalists Stalin 
reali zed that ther e were two enemies to 
fight: Great Russian cha uvinis m and local 
nationalism. To effect this "[t]he discipline 
(archaeology) was violent ly tr ansfo rmed 
throu gh p ur ges and reorganization 
demanded by the p art y bureaucracy " 

, (p .124) . The constru ction of the 'i nterna-

tio nalists' model by Niko lai Ya Marr, 
Mikhail Pokrovski , and S.N. Bvkovski is 
we ll de tailed by Schnirlman ·as is the 
destru ctio n of thi s paradigm , and many 
w ho co nstru cted it. Internationa lism was 
replaced by nationalism as the Russians 
played the role of "big brother " among the 
different nationaliti es. The transition from 
one p aradigm to the oth er resulted in 
Bykovski , a p ioneeri ng advoca te of interna 
tionali sm, be ing sho t and Pokrovsk i, who 
portr ayed th e Russians as imperialist and 
colon ize rs of ind igenous regions , being 
accused of "contempt for the Moth erland ". 
He and the 'Pokrovski Scho ol' we re 
destroy ed "so that historians would realize 
the ideo logica l changes bett er and begin to 
fulfill more expeditiously their new politi
ca l task s" (p . I 30). The new nationalis t 
paradigm , discussed by Schn irlman under 
the headi ng T he Slavs are coming' , is se lf 
exp lanatory. The archaeo logy of the Slavs 
became the paramount co ncern whi le a 
German ic p rese nce was cleansed from the 
soil. The "Great Russian p eop le" we re ide n
tified in the archa eo logy of the Scythians, 
the Halstatt, the Tripolye, Sarmatian -Alan
ian ; Slavic roots st retched in an un broken 
chain from the Palaeo lithic to the Medieval 
peri od . Just as German scho lars in the 
I 930s and 40s advocated a Germ an sup eri
orit y and "ethn oge netic expa nsion ", so 
Russian scholars advocated the same for the 
Slavs in the 40s and 50s. Stalin offe red his 
imprimatur on the 'int erna tionalist' policy 
in hi s speech before the 16th Comm un ist 
Party Cong ress in 1930 . Later, when he 
decid ed to ditch this failed program he 
endorsed the nation alist agenda and point 
ed out the specia l me rits of the Russian 
people . Russians now were mentio ned 
with the epithet "Grea t " and salutary in flu 
en ces upon th eir neighb ors , both rea l and 
imagined, were pointed out. 

E.N. Chern ykh offers a catalog of the 
unb e lievable being peddled as true in the 
post -USSR, i.e. the Sumerians and Scythia ns 
were Turkic speakers . The concl udin g 
para graph of Chern ykh 's pap er, w hich the 
footnotes inform us was written by Ph il 
KoW, is direc t and to the point : 

... the nation alist crazies ou t there are 
not uniquely restri cted to eas tern 
Europe and th e former Soviet Union. 
Rather , little fasc ists eager to disto rt 
their pasts to further their ow n , often 
violent, political end s a.re capa ble of 
sprouting up like weeds eve ryw here , 
and one must recog nize them fo r 
w hat th ey are and not exc use th em 
away on the basis of some slipper y 
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relat ivist standard (p . I 48) . 
One is reminded here that Sian Jones, 

specifically in reference to the book edited 
by Kohl and Fawcett, prefers a relativist 
stanrtard in approaching ethni city. Without 
it, that is a rela tivist , post -processual 
approach, she argues, we are left with on ly 
"empiri cist posi tions " and "claim s to scien 
tific objec tivity" . She objec ts to archae olo
gists act ing as arb itrat ors of nationalis t 
co nfli cts and dis tin guishing between 
'ob jec tive' and 'balanced ' interpretations 
from 'di stort ed ' or ' implau sible ' ones 
(p. l I) . Behind a scree n ofacade meseJo ne s 
addre sses th e nature of "empiricism ", 
"scientific objectiv ity", "positivism ", 
"archaeo logica l epistemology ", etc . In the 
final analysis I would rathe r tru st a Kohl , 
Chern ykh, Schni rlman , or Anthon y to spot 
and cou nter ac t an "empiricist " injustice in 
the name of nati onalism than Jones to iden' 
tify and respo nd to the same within the 
shi ft ing relativisms of post-processual 
thought. 

In "Nationalism, politics , and the prac
tice of arch:reo logy in the Caucasu s" Philip 
Kohl and Gocha TsetskWadze offer co ntr a
dic tory "readings of archaeology as prac
ticed in Azerbaijan, Armen ia, and Georgia , 
and the northern Cauc asus". The authors 
point out that within th ese regions "esse n
tialist interpre tati ons", what I have termed 
a primordial perspective, and questions of 
ethnogenesis and claims to speci fic territo
rie s, are the domin ant motifs of nationa l
ism. Georg ian , Armenian, and Azeri archae
ologis ts all shar e in tracing their territorial 
roots back to th e Palaeo lith ic period and 
offer an ethn ic identit y to a constell ation of 
archaeological cultures. That the Caucasus 
co nsists of a mosaic of eth nici ties and 
languages has long been noted, far less 
appreciated is the ex tra ordinary interlac
ing of modern ethni city with archaeologi 
cal culture s and . historical linguistics . Th is 
chapter is perhaps the most exp lici t in the 
book show ing how nation alism is intimate
ly linked with archaeology. Sp ecific 
authors , archaeo log ical cult ures, irreden
tist claims, ethni c hostiliti es, nationalist 
propaganda, the distortions of lingui st ic 
palaeontolo gy, territ orial rights, the fabr ica
tion of 'ev iden ce', and more , are all part of 
the wed ding of archae ology and national
ism; the purpose of the "reading " is to 
distan ce one from the "othe r" while fo rg
ing a singularit y of the primordial "we ". · 

The authors discuss the influence of 
the Greeks up on the lands east of th e Black 
Sea and south of the Caucas us range , 
known to the Greeks as 'Co lchis '. On the 

one hand, the Greeks influenced this 
regio n fro m Archaic to Hellenistic times ; 
on the other hand, in the fifth centurv the 
region of Colchis may have been a sairapy 
of the Persian Empir e. The regions east and 
south (Iberia) of Colchis almost certain ly 
were. That purely Greek and Persian 
import s exist in Colchis is an undeniable 
fact. Still, some Georg ian archaeo logists of 
distincti o n deny this evidence . Colchis , 
they argue, was highl y developed , it did not 
need any outs ide influ ence to orig inat e and 
sustain its grandeur-this argum ent prec ise
ly mi rroring that of Chakrabart i in dealing 
w ith the lndu s civilizatio n. Rathe r than 
celeb rating contacts w ith distant worlds 
and show ing how they refash ioned the 
achievements of others , their high ly devel
oped civilization must remain a pristine 
entity , unpo lluted by an outside world . 

Cult ura l patri otism and the dog ma of 
indigenous origi ns is a theme of the two 
essays on Ch ina . Enzheng Tong and Lotha r 
von Falkenhau se n addr ess "Thirty Years of 
Chi nese archa eo logy (1949 -1979) " and 
"The reg ionali st paradigm in Chin ese 
archaeology ". Enzheng Tong points out 
tha t for thi rt y years , "even acknow ledging 
the persistence of Marxist / Maoist guid
ance", China "completely igno red theo ry". 
If it lacked theory the auth or does an exce l
lent job of showing that it did not lack an 
age nda . Its agenda was , (I) to document 
the ex istence of a unilineal evolution , i.e . 
from matr iarchal to patriarcha l cla ns, (2) 
"to prove tha t ancient Ch inese history 
followed Marxist social development the o
ry", (3) to follow the instructions of Mao 
an d "Let arch aeo logy better se rve the poli 
tics of the proletariat ", ( 4) to sever connec 
tions with foreigners as instruc ted by Xia 
Nai, China 's foremos t archaeo logist, in 
order "to w ipe out all the abo min ab le influ 
ences of the disto rtion of hist ory by bour
geois and other exp loiting classes ", and (5) 
to prove the independent development of 
Chin ese civilizat ion and to "inordinatel y 
em pha size the imp ortance of the cultur es 
of the middle and Yellow River valley, the 
so-called 'Central -Plain Region ' of Chinese 
history". It was this region , so stated the 
official view, in which Chinese civilizati o n 
w as established . 

The insu lar view and isola tionis t 
posture of archaeo logy is evident with Xia 
Nai's denial of a collabo rative archaeo logi 
cal project which Harvard Univers ity and 
Sich uan University w ished to undertake in 
1981. In contrast, in the same yea r, Acade 
mician Boris Rybakov, Directo r of the Insti
tute of Archaeology in Moscow , allowed for 



44 The REVIEW OF ARC H;IEOLOGY Vol. 19, Number 1 

the first co llab o rati ve under t ak ing 
between archaeo logis ts of the USA and 
USSR. As in Ch ina so also in the USSR-bot h 
demanded obed ience from periph eral 
regions to the po lit ical cen ter, Beijing and 
Moscow . But unlike Beijing [thus Chin a]. 
Moscow [ thu s the USSR] did not stre ss the 
cultur al sup eriority of any single et hni c 
gro up . Jn Chin a a specific et hni ci ty, the 
Han , we re presented as supe rior and their 
home land was said to be in the Yellow 
River . Both within China an d the USSR, as 
the respective authors in this volume point 
out , archa eolog ists we re commanded to 
follow the officia l dogma . The abse nce of 
such co nformity led to isolation , persecu-
tion, and death. · 

Lothar von Falkenhausen discussed the 
new "regionalist Paragidm " in Chin ese 
archaeology. His discussion expands up on 
the point enume rated as (5) above . He 
writes , 

all of Chinese c ivilization had bee n 
perceived as origin at ing from · a 
narrow ly ci rcumscrib ed area along 
the middle· ·reaches of the Yellow 
River , from w here it gradually sp read 
out war d . Thi s mononuclear mode l 
has now given way to a geographical
ly much more bro adly based interpr e
tation of Chine se cultural origin s, in 
w hi ch early developments in virtually 
all of China proper (excluding border 
areas st ill inhab ited by minority popu
lations) are see n as interlink ed and are 
collectively taken as ance stral to the 
dy nastic civilization of Chin a. (p .198) 

The author suggests that the exagge rated 
ce nt ralizat ion of co ntrol , which character 
ized the Maoist era, was refl ec ted in the 
ce ntr alized unity required for the or igins of 
Chin ese civilization . Today, however, "The 
idea of an 'int eractio n sphere' symb olically 
embod ies th e decreased degree of political 
cont ro l by th e centq in the wake of Deng 
Xiaopi ng 's eco nomic reform s". In empow 
eri ng the periphery with respec t to the 
center of the new view can be see n as more 
plura listic , allowi ng a greate r num be r of 
ethni cities to bloom, and thu s, be more 
democratic. Iron ica lly, but perhaps 
predictably , as th e imp ortan ce of new 
reg ions arise a form of ce ntr alist prioritie s 
emerge within the regions. Mononuclear 
model s wi thin reg ions rep lace the single 
one th at integrated all of Ch ina . The author 
emphasizes the political and ideo logica l 
nature that motivated these changes. It 
must be pointed out , however , that in this 
regard cha nging po litical ideologies are not 
occ u rri ng within an archaeo logica l vacu-

um . That is to say, dramatic and significant 
new discoveries in peripheral areas chal 
lenge the old "mononuclear model " and ca ll 
forth the nee d for a new paradigm . While 
one can agree wit h von Falkenhausen that 
the inte rpr etive str ategies of the "regiona l
ist paradigm have arisen chie fly in 
response to current political realities and 
needs" (p .2 15), one cannot lose sight of the 
fact that new and ex tremely important 
archaeo log ical discove ries challenge the 
mononuclear model an d supp ort th e 
greater complex ity of interac tion sphe res 
(Bagley 1992). Imp ort ant discove rie s in 
Xinjiang extend our unders tanding of the 
westernmost regions of Chin a and offer an 
initial glimp se at the Bronze and Iron Age 
int eraction that brought thi s region into 
conta ct with the territories of Cent ral Asia 
in the former Soviet Union (Binhua 1995) . 

Sarah Nelso n points ou t in "The poli
tics of ethnicity in prehi storic Korea " that 
questions of et hni c origins have been para 
~unt in addressing th e prehistory of that 
peninsula. She points out that w hile Korea 
is unusual in having a homogeneous pop u
lation it looks to discover its ethnic orig ins 
ou tside of Korea . Archaeology is in search 
of a Korean home land in order to affirm an 
"emphasis on etern al Koreann ess" exte nd
ing from the Palaeolithic to the present. An 
emph asis on "ethnic purity " prohibit s th e 
development of a perspective w hich , in 
fact , the archaeological record suggests, 
namel y, that Korean homogene ity was 
forged from a diversity of elements . In sp ite 
of the unlikely thesis of "eternal Korean
ne ss" the aut hor, in a fit of political correc t
ness , sup ports "th e right of Koreans to 
define their own arc haeolo gy in acco r
danc e with their own national goa ls" 
(p .220). This is, I believ e , th e on ly author 
to expli citly supp ort the notion that 
archaeo logy shou ld serve the goals of the 
state , in this instance "ethnic homogene 
ity ", and be in the exclusive hands of its 
c itiz ens. Nelso n review s the Siberian , 
Chin ese, and Japanese connec tions vis-a-vis 
Kore a pointing out the different infl u
ences, migrations, and asymm etrical rela
tions that characterized their interac tion . 
Given the author's cri ticisms of the para 
digm of "eternal Koreann ess" and th e 
extreme complexity of the interaction 
between the above regio ns it is astonishin g 
to read her conclu sion: "The orig ins of 
spec ific ethni cities, howeve r, should be 
reachable wi th archaeologica l data" 
(p .231). While Ne lson notes th at Korean 
archaeologists point to the formation of the 
early Japanese state, resulting from a migra-
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tion of Koreans to Japa n , Clare Fawce tt , 
who w rites on "Nationa lism and postwar 
Japanese archaeology ", points out that the 
Japanese believe their home land to be in 
the Asuk a area of Nara Prefecture . The 
Asuka region is "the homeland of the Japan 
ese p eople " w h ich today form s both a 
major h istor ic park and se rves as "a symbo l 
designed to create a new Japanese national 
identity ". Nelson 's richly textured essay 
addresses a number of relevant topics: the 
prewa r archaeological emp hasis on sac ral
izing the empe ror's divine being; an emer
gent revisionism , led by a new schoo l of 
Marxists who we re almost alone in c riticiz
ing imperia l ideo logy and the ear lier ultra 
nationalist history , durin g the period of 
Occ u pa tion ; th e beginnings of rescue 
archaeol ogy and the subsequent growt h of 
an admi nistrative arch aeology responsible 
for the management and excava tion of the 
cou ntr y's arch aeologica l resources . In th is 
regard Japan mirrors the States in having 
more adm ini strative archaeo logists dealing 
w ith th e nation's cultural reso urce manage
ment (<:RM) than academ ic archaeologists . 
In 1987 archaeologists in Japan excavated a 
staggering 21,755 sites, of which only 409 
were acade mic excava tions. The imp or
tance of CRM in Japan has led to a situation 
in which "th e sta te and business elites have 
shaped the kinds of research archaeolog ists 
do, the way they structure and organ ize 
their work , and the use of archaeo logical 
results in t_he publi c realm - particu larly 
the use of arc haeo logy to defi ne Japanese 
nationa l ide nt ity" (p.244). As in Korea , so 
also in Japan, arc haeo logy serves in 
supp ort of the "myth of homoge neit y" 
which, in its larger form, argues for th e 
uniquene ss of the Japanese, stresses the 
imp ortance of group consens us, national 
self-determination , and the need for coop 
erat ion with author ity. 

Two essays of 'Comme ntary' conclude 
the volume: Neil Silberm an's "Promised 
lands and cho~e n peoples : the politics and 
poetics of arc haeo logical narrative ", and 
Bruce Trigge r's "Romanticism , nationalism 
and archaeology ". Silberm an , after review
ing the uses and abuses of archaeo logy in 
diffe rent parts of the world concludes th at 
the discipline in inevitably, a political 
undert aki ng. To Trigger 's (I 984) three 
alterna tive archaeo logies: nationalist, colo
nialist , and impe rialist, Silberman adds 
"touristic arc haeo logy" and an "archaeo lo
gy of pro test ". The forme r are we ll repre 
se nted in this cou ntr y by Colonial Williams 
burg, Ellis Island , Chaco Canyon , and even 
the absur dities of the so-ca lled Celtic site of 

Mystery Hill in New Hampshi re. Th e 
"arch aeology of pro test " springs from 
forces that oppose the state . The archaeol
ogy of plantation lif e and American slavery, 
the recentl y form ed archaeolog ica l service 
of the Palestine Author ity, and the right to 
excavate , preserve, and interpret Hawaiian 
and Native American sites are vary ing 
forms of protest archaeo logy. They repre
sent views that diffe r fund amenta llv from 
tra ditional and sta te spo nsored perspec 
tives. A strikingl y new example of "p rotest 
archaeo logy" is evident in the newly 
con structed scho lar ly traditi on of Palestin
ian archaeology . A natio nalist and po litica l 
expression of thi s tra dit ion suggests that 
the Arab peoples in th e Levant were 
Canaanites ; thus they pr ecede tl1e coming 
of the Israe lites into the Levant and have a 
more legitimate cla im to th is ter ritory than 
the Jews w ho, wit h the c reation of the state 
of Israel , dispossessed them of their home
land . In th e concl uding essay Bruc e Trigger 
see ms unable to make up his mi nd about 
' nat iona lism' . On th e one hand it is likened 
to Islamic fundamentalism and rega rded as 
a "backward looking philosophy " (p.278) 
and, on the other hand, "[a]rchaeol ogy in 
th e service of nationalism has und oubtedly 
so metim es contr ibuted to our und ers tand
ing of the past and pr omo ted worthy caus
es " (p .279) . Trigger also advances th e 
doubtful thesis that cultur e-hist ory was 
form ed under the impet us of nationalist 
concerns and that V. Go rdon Childe 
"describ ed cu ltur e history as the archaeo
log ical equivalent of political history ". It is 
unlik ely th at the cult ural historical w ritings 
of Henry Austen Layard on the Assyrians or 
Sir John Lubbock 's specu lation o n th e 
cu lture history of European mega liths we re 
motiv ate d by nationalist conce rns . 

The books un de r review accuse the 
discipline of archaeology, and in rar e 
instances specific practiti oners , of support 
ing a variety of ' isms ' , spec ifically national 
ism, racis m, imp erialism , and ethnic intol 
erance . In each of the above bo oks, with 
the excep tion of Dilip Chakraba rti 's, the 
auth ors find it easie r to hold the disc iplin e 
culp able rather than individua l practition
ers . Gustav Kossina stands virtu ally alone, 
at center stage , a poster boy of "the othe r" 
arc haeo logist , one who served the malevo
lent intere sts of Nazism . The fact is that 
arch aeo log ists have simp ly ignored the 
soc ial co ntext in w hich archa eo logy is 
practiced . The widely read and h ighl y 
regarded history of American archaeo logy 
wri tten by Gordon Willey and Jeremy 
Sabloff ( 1993) is a case in point. The book 




