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distinctive social system, echoed in our
carliest written sources, and a series of
religious beliefs that underpin the litera-
ture of many different parts of the world.
For Renfrew, on the other hand, the
archaeological evidence must be para-
mount, and he can find none to support a
large-scale migration at that time. The
main changes in the archacological record
are better explained in terms of local
social developments. That is why he con-
siders that the Indo-European dispersal
must have taken place at a much earlier
time. The only period in which such large-
scale expansion is seen in the archaeologi-
cal record is with the spread of mixed
farming around 6000 Bc. Renfrew’s Indo-
Europeans originate in present-day
Turkey. He develops a series of models to
help us to understand how and why lan-
guages might have changed their distribu-
tions, but for Mallory these are problems
that have already been solved by the lin-
guist. For that reason, archaeology plays
a subsidiary role in his discussion.

I have stressed the importance of the
debate and the extent to which the partici-
pants disagree. That is because the point
at issue seems to be the validity of the very
methods used by archaeologists today.
Were they right to reject the approach
taken by Gordon Childe, with its em-
phasis on the mevement of peoples? In the
absence of other sources of information,
such as the linguistic evidence discussed in
great detail by Mallory, how can they
decide between competing interpreta-
tions? It is the merit of this book that it
states its position so clearly.

In Search of the Indo-Europeans lacks
the rhetorical drive of Renfrew’s more
polemical statement, but in its place offers
a detailed and fully illustrated account of
the linguistic issues, and reviews the rele-
vant archaeological evidence. It is well
organized and well documented, but the
reader can easily get lost in the archaeo-
logy. This is a pity because much of the
material is unfamiliar and bears witness to
Dr Mallory’s extremely wide reading. On
the other hand, it is the earlier chapters,
where Mallory is concerned with broad
issues, that work best on the page. His
account of the linguistic evidence is
actually more persuasive than his presen-
tation of the archaeological sequence;
indeed, some of the most telling argu-
ments are to be found in the notes, anditis
here that his differences with Renfrew
come into sharpest focus.

Both books present a persuasive argu-
ment, but both cannot be correct. So how
are we to proceed? If we concede the
primacy of the linguistic analysis, the
archacological material is relegated to a
supporting narrative, supplying local
colour but insufficient to test the basic
hypotheses. Mallory takes rather this line,
rejecting the claims of theoretical arch-
acology to provide a self-sufficient inter-
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pretation of the past. If recent archaeolo-
gical research is correct, however, the
linguists must think again.

Can we find other sources of informa-
tion that may help to break the deadlock?
Perhaps we should look more closely at
research on the distribution of human
blood groups, and even at the evidence of
population change provided by modern
physical anthropology. We may be inhibi-
ted by the ways in which such studies have
been turned to political ends, but there
seems to be little alternative. An impor-

lant debate is taking place, immeasurably
sharpened by the clarity with which the
rival positions have been expressed, but
that discussion threatens to take on a
hermetic quality and must be broadened.
In the meantime T have every praise for Dr
Mallory in expounding what may seem an
unfashionable view, and for doing so with
such lucidity, balance and good humour. O

Richard Bradley is Professor in the Department
of Archaeology, University of Reading, White-
knights, Reading RG6 2AH, UK.
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The Pastmasters: Eleven Modern Pio-
neers of Archaeology. Edited by Glyn
Daniel and Christopher Chippindale.
Thames & Hudson: 1989. Pp.176. £18,
$22.50.

THE essays in this book were commis-
sioned by Glyn Daniel and published
separately in Antiquity, all but one of
them between 1980 and 1989. Eminent
archaeologists were asked to look back
over their carcers, to summariz¢ what
they thought were their achievements
(and sometimes failures), and to discuss
what personal and intellectual influences
had moulded their lives and personalities.

The chosen few, all men, are Childe,
Piggott, Phillips, Hawkes, Seton Lloyd,
Braidwood, Willey, C. J. Becker, De
Laet, Desmond Clark and D.J. Mul-
vaney. There is a touch of cronyism in the
selection; these are people Glyn Daniel
knew and liked, but each of them is a
figure of real substance. Some — Clark in
Africa, Mulvaney in Australia— span the
entire history of archaeclogy in their res-
pective areas. Some are field men, others
synthesizers and teachers, but all of them,
through a mixture of schoiarship, adminis-
tration and patronage, helped to form
archaeology as it is today. The Americas
are under-represented, but it is good to
see the intellectual contribution of Scan-
dinavia and the Low Countries receiving
due recognition.

Each author has produced what was
required, a sort of anecdotal curriculum
vitae rather than a critique of archaeology
as it is now. Some of the stories confirm
the popular impression of the protagon-
ists. The shocking state of Gordon
Childe’s trousers after 25 years of hard
wear will surprise nobody, nor will the
pedigree of Stuart Piggott (a chalkland
hobbit cruelly uprooted to Scotland),
whose family “had been around in
Marcham, Hatford and West Challow
since the early seventeenth century”. Less
predictably, Willey was a.would-be track
star, and Clark believes the teamwork of a
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rowing eightis ideal training for teamwork
in the field. These trivia are entertaining,
but they also help to reveal the personal-
ities behind the publications (and the
fate of scientific programmes, individual
careers and university departments has as
often been decided by personality as by
reason and justice). So it matters that
Christopher Hawkes, in his otherwise
solemn essay, wants us to know that he
danced an exhibition tango at the Med-
iterranean Congress in 1950. My reaction
to this is summed up by van Gitfen’s remark
at the time: “I did not know you were such

.aman”.

The papers gain from being printed
together and, cumulatively, they give an
inside impression of the archaeological
world at the critical time when it was first
becoming professional. It is a picture 1
recognize from my own student years. The
world was smaller and quieter then. There
was less to know; everybody knew every-
one else; whole new continents were
opening up to archaeclogy, and radio-
carbon dating was beginning to sort out
the muddles over chronology. There were
pressures, too, and occasional unpleasant-
nesses, but these are discreetly glossed
over in this rather bland book.

Members of the ‘Don’t trust anyone
over 30" generation often complain that
their elders were naive in matters of
theory, and far too preoccupied with
digging, dating and writing culture his-
tory. These people should read the eight-
page contribution by Gordon Childe,
written in 1958. He was wrong about many
things, but he had absorbed the works of
Spengler and Hegel, Malinowski and
Durkheim, as well as Morgan and Marx.
He drew upon the philosophy of science
(and of history), employed ethnographic
analogies, worried about modes of pro-
duction and the nature of culture, and
sought laws of human behaviour analo-
gous to those of physics and chemistry.
Childe, and several of the others in the
book, were as innovative in their time as
any of today’s Young Turks, and it does
no harm to remember that once in a while.
Warwick Bray is Reader in Latin American
Archaeology at the Institute of Archaeol-
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