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Foreword

Archaeology is not about the past. For a substantial part of my life as an
archaeologist, I have assumed that archaeology was about the past. When I decided
to devote my life to it, I was convinced that archaeology was not only the world’s
most entertaining outdoor activity, but also that it was about studying societies from
the past on the basis of their material remains. And after completing my studies,
during the next step in my career, supported by a grant for a number of years, that
is what I thought I was doing. Then came the practice of work outside academia,
and I found out that in fact my profession comprised two distinct branches. On the
one hand there was the archaeological research that I had been involved in, and
apart from that there were also the sites and monuments that had to be taken care
of, the archaeological heritage or resource management. Managing archaeological
resources has little to do with the past and, by definition, is in the present. I learned
that the purpose of this work was primarily to preserve archaeological sites as a
source of information about the past.

The value of archaeological resources to society is of course considerably wider
than that, and I have been finding out about value-based approaches to heritage,
stakeholder involvement, and multiple interpretations of the past ever since.
Nevertheless, I have long believed in the dichotomy between archaeological
research that produced knowledge of the past and archaeological resource manage-
ment that dealt not just with the archaeological fabric but with the heritage values
ascribed to it and that was inherently political as a result.

I now know that such differentiation is not a useful distinction. It can be used
to explain certain phenomena and ways in which the discipline has developed, for
example as related to commercialization. But investigations in the history of
archaeology have made it abundantly clear that our discipline is like the other
social sciences and humanities in that all research is directly related to social and
political development and current themes and tendencies. In fact, the birth of
modern archaeology itself can be directly related to major social and political
developments in Europe around the beginning of the nineteenth century at the end
of the Enlightenment, when Napoleon had been defeated and Europe was being
transformed. The new nation-states needed to create or redefine their national
identities and found themselves in a need of national past and shared heritage.

vii
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Antiquaries had been studying the classical world for centuries before, but it is
not a coincidence that the first professorship in the world to explicitly include
nonclassical, prehistoric archaeology, dates from 1818 in The Netherlands and
was followed rapidly by more such posts in other European countries.

What is studied about the past is thus directly related to what is relevant in the
present. Moreover, it is also directly related to how it is studied and where. Different
academic traditions are of crucial importance, for research, just as different legal
and political systems determine how heritage resources can be managed. Local
communities and native populations alike are claiming direct involvement not only
in heritage resource management, but also in archaeological research. The new
concepts of value-based management and value-centered conservation of
archaeological resources have brought fundamental changes to the role of the
archaeologist. From an expert uncovering truth he has now become an interpreter
of changing meaning and significance.

I obviously do not want to imply by all this, that all archaeology is only about
the present. There are many archaeologies and they can certainly bring us valuable
insights about the foreign country that is our past, and its physical remains that
survive all around us and below our feet. That is why the present book is so impor-
tant. Its editor has brought together an impressive number of case studies from all
around the world that testify to the different ways of how the past and the present
interact in the different traditions that have developed around the world. Even in the
age where Anglo-American models of studying the past and managing heritage are
seemingly dominant, this has changed relatively little and diversity remains. In
many contributions, little distinction is made between research archaeology and
heritage management, and the discipline as a whole is set in its national context.
Where archaeological heritage is strongly contested, either because neo-colonial
agendas persist such as in Africa and the Near East, or because the colonizers never
left and appropriated the land, such as in the Americas and Australia, it becomes
especially clear that archaeology is not neutral. The arguments and interpretations
of archaeological research can reinforce political arguments of the day just as they
are being inspired or even explicitly used by those arguments. And by defining
what heritage is to be valued and what not, archaeological stewardship is linked to
political choice.

It is fortunate that the present collection of papers has been assembled, so that
we have not only the possibility for international and cross-cultural comparison, but
we also have the benefit of viewing some very different perspectives and vantage
points from a diversity of authors, which makes reading of this book all the more
interesting.

Leiden, The Netherlands Willem J.H. Willems
Leiden, May 2010
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Introduction

Ludomir R. Lozny

Goals and Scope

What will the role of regional archaeologies be in the twenty-first century globalized
context of information exchange? Will they continue as data-providers or domains
for testing ideas developed elsewhere, or should we view regional archaeologies
as significant contributors to the world’s cultural heritage? These questions outline
the guiding principle behind the presented book in which its contributors offer
sociological and historical overviews of archaeology in non-English-speaking
countries worldwide. There are significant regional differences in theorizing about
the past and in practising archaeology and the aim of this book is to identify and
explain those differences, as well as point out the existing similarities. Different
goals have been assigned to archaeology in order to fulfil local expectations. These
goals are entrenched in local politics and/or social expectations behind the
research on cultural heritage. In some cases, archaeology was propagated through
economic or political interdependence and contributed to a phenomenon identified
here as intellectual colonialism. The chief goal of this book is to compare and
contrast the presently existing various models of archaeology and see how regional
archaeologies contribute to the currently globalized interest in the past.
Archaeology, as all the social sciences, has always been characterized by
competing theoretical propositions based on diverse bodies of data. However,
locally acquired facts do not always accommodate the explanatory models that
originated elsewhere and which have been tested on data obtained through the use
of specific methods. This issue relates to one of the most significant problems in
theory-building. The common ground among theorists is to discuss how ideas and
approaches, especially the “appropriate theory,” are matched to the various
research agendas and problems with which archaeologists have to deal locally.
Theoretical schools have arisen and claimed to have a privileged status in deter-
mining what constitutes valid explanation in archaeological research, and the

L.R. Lozny (<)
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2 L.R. Lozny

recent literature shows that this still continues to be the case. In historical
perspective, such schools were seen not only as grounded in partial bodies of
empirical material, but also as reactions to preceding theoretical positions. The
focus of the presented book is not just on theoretical aspects of alternative theoreti-
cal paradigms. Regions such as Latin America and Europe, especially Eastern
Europe, but also Asia and Africa have developed strong archaeological traditions
outside of, and in contrast to, the commonly accepted as leading Anglo-American
schools. However, little attention was paid to these “alternative archaeologies” due
to a variety of linguistic, social, and political barriers. This book presents regional
archaeologies and their relationship to geographic, socioeconomic, and political
settings and provides a forum for much needed dialogue among archaeologists
from different parts of the world.

The idea for this book came about as the result of personal observations.
I spent the last 30 years practising archaeology in Europe and the USA and also
observing archaeologies in Asia and Africa and became interested in identifying
similarities and differences among diverse methodologies that archaeologists in
those regions follow. For instance, my European experiences suggest that archae-
ologists rarely discuss such anthropological topics that relate to the past like
“power,” “leadership,” “social complexity,” and “social structure,” but spend most
of their time cataloguing masses of artefacts and creating endless typologies.
Many graduate-level theses in Europe are in fact extended catalogues of sets of
artefacts lacking basic theoretical contexts. These are strong empirical studies,
but rarely extend beyond the level of description. Such tradition of material studies
is strong and is practised in many European countries. On the other hand, I also
noticed that British and American scholars eagerly theorize on sometimes very
limited set of data and their generalizations are at the edge of becoming scientific
misrepresentation (see the current discussion on the elusive concept of chief-
dom'). Such methodological differences have been previously argued, for
instance, in a lively discussion between Lewis Binford and Francois Bordes.
I would like to take this discussion to another level, however, and go beyond just
European (culture-history) vs. mainstream American (processual) archaeology.
Among the questions that shape the theme of the presented book are: What varia-
tions in theory, practice, and structuring of archaeology exist elsewhere and what
goals do they serve? Do these variations contribute to better understanding of the
past? What methodologies archaeologists in different regions of the world fol-
low? What do they want to learn? Can they learn what they want? How do archae-
ologists and others use what they know about the past? Why study the past in the
first place? What can we learn from the past? Can we use what we learn about
the past to better ourselves? Do we study the past to reconstruct the past or to
understand it and learn from it?

"Yofte (2005), Pauketat (2007). A discussion on this problem has also been presented in the journal
Social Evolution and History and a special issue on this subject is forthcoming.
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Several publications appeared within the past 15 years in the English language
in which authors presented local archaeologies to a larger audience. Among the
recently published works close to the subject of the presented book, the most
known are: Jaroslav Malina and Zdenek Vasicek (1990) Archaeology Yesterday and
Today, which considers mostly Eastern Europe with the emphasis on archaeology
in Czechoslovakia (before the split of the country into the Czech and the Slovak
Republic). Bruce Trigger’s (1989) A History of Archaeological Thought offers an
account of archaeological ideas, theories, and methodologies with little attention to
the practice and organization of archaeology. In Ian Hodder’s (1991) Archaeological
Theory in Europe. The last three decades, the intention was to present the currently
followed theories in Western and Eastern Europe and limited references were made
to the socioeconomic and political contexts of practising archaeology. The closest
in scope and geographic coverage to the presented book are the two sets of papers,
one published in two volumes of World Archaeology in 1981-1982 under the
editorship of Bruce Trigger and Ian Glover (1981, 1982), in which the contributors
discussed theories and practices of archaeologies worldwide, and the second set
consists of a number of papers published in Antiquity in the early 1990s, in which
authors described the status of archaeology in the former Soviet Bloc countries
at times of the systemic transformation. Also, the book edited by Peter R. Schmidt
and Thomas C. Patterson (1998), Making Alternative Histories. The Practice of
Archaeology and History in Non-Western Settings, offers a similar outlook on
regional archaeologies to the presented volume by focusing primarily on archaeo-
logical methodology and political impact on the study of the past.

All the mentioned books are primarily histories of archaeology. None attempts
to compare archaeologies and identify similarities and differences by asking con-
tributors to elaborate on certain issues common to the practice of archaeology
worldwide. Some are either of limited scope (theory) or geographic coverage (for
instance Eastern Europe). The presented book offers a global reporting on the
current status of archaeology and its scope is not limited to discussing theories, but
includes other pressing issues that concern archaeology worldwide, like methodology,
structuring of archaeology, funding, public outreach, etc.

The main goal of the book is to offer a comprehensive discussion on the current
status of archaeology worldwide by contesting the following questions (the pre-
sented discussions are not limited to these questions):

1. How is the field of archaeology structured in different parts of the world?

2. What elements constitute archaeology as an academic and non-academic disci-
pline in different parts of the world? Is archaeology just an academic discipline?

3. Is archaeology for archaeologists or do we have something more to accomplish?
How can we reach out beyond the purely academic and administrative to ethical
and moral aspects of the field?

4. How the Anglo-American model of archaeology is perceived outside of the
English language sphere and what are its alternatives?

5. Does standardized model of archaeological theory and methodology present
scholarly justified intellectual colonialism?
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Structure and Method

Archaeologists who write histories of the discipline usually present chronologically
organized descriptions of events which contributed to the acceptance of certain
theoretical or methodological approaches. The contributors to this book also offer
historical accounts on regional archaeologies, but in addition use the synchronic scale
as an analytical platform for a comparative perspective. The comparative method is
widely used in sociology and anthropology to research various social phenomena. In
order to create a comparative analytical background for studying regional archaeo-
logies, I asked the contributors to follow certain guidelines in their writings. They were,
however, free to add or emphasize a topic they identified as significant to the region they
discuss. In effect, the reader may compare sets of facts provided by the contributors who
focused on the key points and issues that characterize local archaeologies. For instance,
one of the issues discussed was a question about the use of archaeological data for
regional ethnic histories, another on the impact of British or American archaeology, etc.
The idea was to encourage the contributors to write essays in which they address
the following generally designated three groups of topics (problems):

1. Historical aspect of archaeology
In this group of topics, the authors were asked to address the following
questions: How did archaeology originate in your region? Was archaeology a
local invention or was it imported from another place (socioeconomic and
political context)? What sort of evidence suggests local, region-specific
contribution(s) to archaeology? How do you see the future of archaeology in
your region? Will it decline, prosper, or neither?

2. Theory and methodology

The second group of problems related to theories and methodologies of archaeo-
logical research. The contributors were asked to consider the following questions:
What are the key interests (questions) about the past that archaeologists in your
region investigate? For instance, in North America the key archaeological ques-
tion is about the peopling of the Americas. In Mexico, it is about the formation of
great civilizations, while in Poland archaeologists still debate ethnogenesis of the
Slavs. Can you pinpoint the most common theory (theories) archaeologists apply
to explain local phenomena from the past? Is it culture-history, functionalism
mixed with evolutionism, Marxism and the emphasis on material culture, positiv-
ism, processual or post-processual approach, other? What methodology archae-
ologists follow in your region: is it material culture and typology, anthropological
archaeology and the use of ethnological data (ethnoarchaeology), culture-history,
other? Do archaeologists in your region apply an interdisciplinary approach to the
study of the past cultures? By interdisciplinary I mean the utilization of a set of
disciplines and methodologies which are not part of the social sciences or history
(for instance, biology, geology, demography, historical ecology, etc.). Is archaeol-
ogy in your region considered a part of the social sciences or a field auxiliary to
history? What do you think is the key objective of archaeology: reconstruction of
the past or understanding the past?
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3. Structure of the field

The third group of problems related to the structuring of the field as it directly
reflects on the present status quo and future developments of the discipline. It
is also close to my interests about the conditions for sustainable archaeology. The
contributors pondered upon several questions, like: How is archaeology organized
in your region: is it exclusively an academic discipline or does it exist outside of
the academia? Do other institutions regulate archaeological research, like the
CRM structure in the US and the UK, or INRAP in France, with the emphasis on
preservation and conservation of the past relics? In case where archaeology is
organized as an academic discipline and non-academic practice, is this duality
harmonious or does it cause conflicts? If conflicts, what kind (over funding,
research priorities, decision-making on what to preserve, other?). What do you
think is the future of archaeology? Should we focus on specific topics, like the
emergence of complex societies, or are we under obligation to record all evidence
of the past knowing that not all of them can be researched or preserved.

Archaeologists critically examine the social milieu in which knowledge is pro-
duced. The disciplinary academic context, or class background of particular scholars
or schools to which they belong, impacts the way they think and argue. Knowledge is
never absolute, nor certain, but must be contextualized, related to a particular time and
space. It seems that any adequate conceptual and theoretical framework developed in
studying the past must incorporate reflection upon archaeology as professional disci-
pline in the present. We should not seek to reduce the past to the mechanical applica-
tion of a naive positivism dressed up as scientific procedure (in which methodology is
confused with theory); equally, we should not believe that criteria of testability and
falsification should be abandoned in favour of speculations about unrecorded inten-
tions in which anyone’s opinion is as good as anyone else’s. By presenting this book,
I propose to identify those areas in which archaeological theory remains to be built and
its practice improved, and what are the means we can get on with the job.

The Content

The book comprises four geographic areas: Europe, Asia, Africa, and South
America. Europe is the most represented followed by South America, Asia, and
Africa. Several colleagues who initially agreed to contribute chapters could not
fulfil their promises. Especially missing are chapters on China, Mexico, Ecuador,
Egypt, Turkey, Greece, Spain, The Netherlands, France, and Italy. Also, the Near
East, especially Iraq and Iran, is not represented here and this region attracted many
scholars from Europe and the US. Because the book is on archaeologies in non-
English-speaking countries, it does not include discussions on archaeologies in the
UK, USA, Canada, India, and Australia.

Ludomir Lozny opens the discussion by presenting the global context of current
archaeology. I discuss the growing interest in archaeological research worldwide and
suggest that while dissemination of archaeology in the twentieth century may be
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explained through the use of the world-system model, current tendencies toward global-
ization of archaeological thought and practice advise a new phenomenon — archaeology
as geoculture. Archaeology is now a worldwide operation and current tendencies
regarding research and preservation of cultural heritage worldwide indicate a globalized
approach to the past and archaeology as the only discipline to study historical societies
not recorded through script. Such integration of interest about the past contributes to a
shift of power thus far represented by academic centres produced through the socioeco-
nomic and political constrains of the world-system. Their power was represented
through abilities to control research worldwide by providing funds, setting research
agendas, designing methodologies, and offering theoretical outlooks. The current inte-
gration is qualitatively different as archaeology becomes nationless and cultural heri-
tage is understood as global rather than local patrimony. Despite its global context,
however, archaeology is still governed by local politics. A look at this global scale
allows for identification of problems and pressures inflicted on the archaeological
research by overwhelmingly potent socioeconomic and political contexts.

The first section of the book presents archaeology in Europe. Ulrich Veit dis-
cusses German archaeology which made profound impact on other European and
non-European archaeologies. Its significance cannot be underestimated and the
author points out that the Great Tradition (German-led culture-history archaeol-
ogy) and New Archaeology (British and American processual archaeology) con-
tributed to the creation of two main archaeological traditions identified by Collin
Renfrew as the Great Divide. Among significant contributions made by German
archaeology are methodologies of settlements studies, especially the Jankhun’s
method seems useful in identifying settlement dynamics in the past. Veit also
points out the political use of archaeology in Germany, especially during the Nazi
era. The German approach to archaeology, in general, has been to view it as part of
history or pre-history. Its reliance on history and the rejection of processual archae-
ology caused a divide still visible between German and other European archaeolo-
gies and the Anglo-American sphere. A more systematic approach to antiquities in
Germany goes back to the early 1800s and was strongly linked to romantic nation-
alism. It is worth keeping in mind that Rudolf Virchov advocated a comprehensive
approach to the human past, comparable with what is presently known as the four-
field approach in North America (advocated by Virchov’s student Franz Boas).
Since the beginning of the twentieth century, the nationalistically fuelled culture-
history approach became the only paradigm in German archaeology. This was the
time of Gustav Kossina and his ideas spread over a large portion of Central Europe.
Presently, however, German archaeology is not a monolith and new trends are
clearly visible. Despite being dominated by the culture-history paradigm, the influ-
ence from other European archaeologies is visible, for instance, the British
Theoretical Archaeology Group inspired the establishment of German TAG.? There
is also a strong presence of gender archaeology. German Biblical archaeology joins

2Note that other regions also introduced their specific theoretical conferences, like South
American TAG and recently the US TAG.
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the American and French traditions.* The author also points out a wide range of
outreach activities and strong status of public archaeology.

Kristian Kristiansen presents his earlier text, A social history of Danish Archaeo-
logy (1905-1975), published in Glyn Daniel’s (1981) volume Towards History of
Archaeology, but with a new epilogue. He points out that 30 years ago when he
wrote “A social history of Danish Archaeology,” he concluded that archaeology was
moving away from national history toward world history, and that this move was
linked to the expansion of global economy. He also observed that professional
archaeologists replaced former historical activists and amateurs in managing muse-
ums and archaeological societies, and that the audience for archaeology was
expanding and consuming history more than ever. In a new epilogue to the previ-
ously published text, Kristiansen summarizes the current status of archaeology and
concludes that nationalism still dominates European archaeology despite new
political nationless entities, like the EU, within which it is practised. He also sees
new expanding arenas for archaeological/historical consumption as traditional
museums decline and new “realistic” re-enactments of both history and pre-history
combined with cultural tourism are linked to the presentation of real archaeological
and historical monuments and become the driving economic force behind interests
in archaeological heritage. He concludes that the national framework for archaeol-
ogy in Europe still dominates the research and perception of the past.

Anna Kallen and Johan Hegardt discuss the status of archaeology in Sweden and
point out that the meaning of the past is only relevant in the present. They present
a phenomenologically inspired approach to explain the significance of archaeology
as a tool to create ideas regarding cultural heritage. The premise of their paper is
that because cultural heritage contributes to the creation of identity, political groups
might be consciously tempted to manipulate its research. The authors point out the
rise of nationalistic sentiments, which becomes a real problem especially because
the discussed case happened in Sweden, presumed to be one of the most tolerant
among world’s nations. After briefly sketching the history of Swedish heritage
management and archaeology, they discuss the actors, the law, and the regulated
practices of the field today, with particular reference to the recently published
two reports on structural discrimination in the early twenty-first century Sweden.
The authors emphasize that policies regarding preservation of cultural heritage
precede the emergence of academic archaeology and go back to the seventeenth
century. Archaeology and heritage preservation agencies are used to create and
maintain national identity, but at the same time they contribute to racial sentiments
and discrimination. Kallen and Hegardt point out the problem often dismissed by
other archaeologists that our discipline contributes to the increase of nationalistic
sentiments and provides arguments for designing discriminatory policies, and ask a
significant question: “...if the students of archaeology and heritage management in
Sweden to an extraordinary degree are of native Swedish decent and belong to a
section of society that can be metaphorically described as children of teachers, and

3See the chapter by Small in this volume.
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we at the same time choose to avoid critical debate on matters of identity and
belonging, what are then the consequences for the field of archaeology and heritage
management and its relationship to structural discrimination in Swedish society
today?” The authors conclude that the present regulations on archaeology and heri-
tage preservation reinforce the traditional outlook on the past and argue that the
changing multicultural (multivocal) Swedish society should be as such represented
in the research on its past.

Visa Immonen and Jussi-Pekka Taavitsainen discuss archaeology in Finland and
suggest that the lack of publications in foreign languages (especially in English)
could be the reason why Finnish archaeology is unknown to a wider audience.
Their chapter is very thorough and presents a history of archaeology in Finland as
well as its current status. The authors point out that Finnish archaeology has never
been a contingent phenomenon, but closely, even if indirectly, entangled with the
surrounding society and with wider international disciplinary currents. An essential
characteristic of Finnish archaeology, write the authors, is its establishment and
development in close connection with nationalism. Language has been central in
Finnish nationalism, and this reflects on the understanding of Finnish archaeology.
Consequently, the history of Finnish archaeology can be presented as a narrative of
intra-disciplinary progress circling around the question of the origins of the Finnish
people and their language. The institutional and economic support for archaeology
in Finland, even before it was established as a modern academic discipline with a
defined identity, was state-organized. Before the nineteenth century, the clergy was
the most important social group studying ancient monuments, but in the course of
the nineteenth century representatives of the middle class became the driving force
of the nationalist movement and contributed to further social differentiation of
Finish archaeologists. The archaeological community grew during the decades after
the Second World War, but is still rather small. Before the Second World War,
Finnish archaeology was highly international, partly because of contacts with
Scandinavia and the Baltic countries, but this ended due to the changes in interna-
tional geopolitics and Finnish nationalism. The research has again become more
international in the late twentieth century and the significance of archaeology for
nationalistically oriented project weakened considerably.

Arkadiusz Marciniak titled his chapter Contemporary Polish Archaeology in
Global Context to suggest that regional archaeologies should be seen in a wider
global context. The author focuses on the last two decades, the time since the
1989 systemic transition to market economy and the collapse of communism in
Eastern Europe. Marciniak points out that Polish archaeology generally belongs to
the “Central European tradition,” which he defines as based on the German tradi-
tion but not equated with it (except for the language).* According to my studies,’ at
least three traditions are present in current Polish archaeology: the German-led

4For details on this tradition see also chapters by Veit, Bartosiewicz et al., Tomaskova, and
Novakovic.

>See my chapter Polish Archaeology in Retrospective in this volume.
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Central European tradition, the French tradition very strong in the research on the
Stone Age, and the Marxist approach, all contributing to a very idiosyncratic
Eastern European pattern of archaeological theory and methodology in that region.
Similarly, Marciniak suggests that Polish archaeology is a mélange of methodologi-
cal and theoretical approaches and suggests that such situation is typical elsewhere.®
He concludes that the most common in Polish archaeology are highly descriptive
accounts with the emphasis on archaeological techniques and disregard for theory.
The political system imposed after WWII further hampered theoretical discussion
as Marxist-based historic materialism has been compulsory as the leading method-
ology. The author points out the nationalistic flavour of archaeology in Central
Europe in general, and specifically a positivistic in essence outlook of Polish
archaeology. He evaluates the general status of Polish archaeology as characterized
by a chaotic approach to research with no set goals, no long-term agendas, no key
research questions, and no clear theoretical direction. Marciniak rightly points out
that Polish archaeologists should not aim at catching up with the Anglo-American
perspectives, but rather develop their own (should avoid what he identifies as the
“Pareto trap”). The author also discusses specific shortcomings of the Polish ver-
sion of culture resource management by pointing out omissions in excavating
techniques (like screening and sample taking) due to budgetary constraints.

Ludomir Lozny contributes a follow-up paper on Polish archaeology by offering
a more historical account and discussion on theory and practice of archaeology. In
1989/1990, a systemic transition began in several Eastern European countries and
prompted my interest in the condition of the social sciences and especially archae-
ology under new economic and political regimes. The primary goal of my paper is
to offer a historic overview of the post-WWII Polish archaeology until the 1990.
Theory and practice as well as the structure of the field are taken into consideration.
I also briefly review educational systems, university curricula, research agendas,
and job opportunities. I am interested in the period from 1945 to 1990 because it
was marked by two milestone historical events: the end of WWII, which brought
into existence new socioeconomic and political constellation, and the social revolu-
tion of 1989-1990, which complicated the region’s socioeconomics and politics
even more.

Sylvia Tomaskova comments on archaeology in former Czechoslovakia. Her
principle theoretical position is that the production of knowledge is relevant to the
local cultural, linguistic, and political constrains. This rule shed light on the
construction of archaeology in Central Europe, namely former Czechoslovakia,
where several pan-European traditions collided. The author describes an interesting
case how through a series of strategic publications in foreign language periodicals,
local Czechoslovak archaeologists, and their country, gained political recognition

®Most authors contributing to this volume suggest that the culture-history is commonly followed
around the world, while the processual approach gains ground especially in regions under strong
American influence. Politis and Curtoni’s conclusions on archaeological theory in Argentina seem
to go along with the suggestion offered by Marciniak.
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in post-WWI Europe. The author points out an interesting difference in the use of
archaeology in two parts of the newly established nation-state of Czechoslovakia,
namely that in former Bohemia archaeology was used rather to establish the posi-
tion of the new country in modern post-WWI Europe, whereas in Slovakia it was
used for more nationalistic goals of establishing a history of the nation. Culture-
history dominated until the 1950s when it was confronted with the Marxist-based
historical materialism. The author does not discuss any other theoretical approaches,
but points out that despite the new political context, older traditions persist espe-
cially in Slovakia.

Nicolay Kradin discusses current archaeology in Russia, but his enthusiasm for
archaeological theory is obvious. After reading his chapter, it is clear that current
Russian archaeology is not theory-free (like in the previous decades) and it is on
the lookout for new ones. Russian (Soviet) archaeology is often positioned by west-
ern scholars as the Great Unknown (for instance Trigger 1978). For a long period
of time, Soviet archaeology has been hidden behind the Berlin Wall and only few
western archaeologists had visited the USSR and even fewer archaeologists from
the USSR travelled abroad. This situation has caused many rumours and false
impressions about the field behind the Iron Curtain. However, due to several strik-
ing reviews especially by Lev Klejn (1977), the curtain has been lifted. After per-
estroika, tighter contacts have been established between the Russian and foreign
archaeologists. Since then many joint expeditions have been arranged, international
conferences were organized, and books containing papers by Russian and foreign
authors were edited in Russian and English. After the collapse of the USSR, new
tendencies in Russian archaeology were noted as more papers were devoted to
problems of ethnic constructivism and archaeology of nationalism in Russia.
Kradin reviews some of those changes and innovations and focuses on social
archaeology, which is used in the West as a synonym for new or processual archae-
ology. Russians relate the origins of archaeology in Russia to Peter the Great.
Presently, archaeology in Russia is still a part of history (Central European tradi-
tion), but seems to be focusing on new methods and techniques. Among the most
interesting research project is the one that involves the Late Palaeolithic sites which
contains pottery. It seems that pottery was introduced to northern Asia before agri-
culture and sedentary lifestyle.’

Lasz16 Bartosiewicz, Déra Mérai, and Péter Csippén offer a very comprehensive
account of Hungarian archaeology in the past 140 years. One of the analytical
methods they used was to analyze publications presented in one academic journal
during the last 140 years and their analysis offers a very good overview on the
changing interests of archaeological research and publications. The data used by
the authors clearly describe the status of Hungarian archaeology. The origins of
organized interests in antiquities and numismatics in Hungary go back to the

7See also the chapter by Immonen and Taavitsainen in this volume.
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mid-seventeenth century. In 1773, the first academic chair related to archaeology
was established in Buda. The nineteenth-century archaeology served nationalistic
goals (common European trend of the time) as part of the nation-building policies
(search for roots of modern nation-states). The authors mentioned Oswald Menghin
of Vienna as one of the influential regional archaeologists of the early twentieth
century. Interestingly, this person also made some impact in Finland and Argentina.?
The authors confirm that culture-history was the dominating approach in Hungarian
archaeology of the twentieth century. Bartosiewicz et al. point out that after WWII
archaeology was a career choice because it was politically neutral. Simply, archae-
ologists did not have to comply with the communist dogma as much as historians
or sociologists. But is archaeology really politically neutral? Are any of the social
sciences politically neutral? Bartosiewicz et al. point out the structural dualism in
how was archaeology organized in Hungary under communism, namely that the
Institute of Archaeology of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences was responsible
for research, whereas the key responsibility of universities was in teaching. A simi-
lar division existed in all Soviet-dominated European countries. The authors also
demonstrate how archaeological data were manipulated to fulfil nationalistic senti-
ments when the 1907 classification of some early mediaeval cemeteries as typically
Hungarian and others as enslaved local populations followed the popular idea that
the Hungarians were the elite who conquered the locals. The relationship between
archaeological practice and politics was also reflected in archaeological theory. The
authors notice the eruption of culture resource management type of fieldwork due
to infrastructural changes (motorways) and also comment on commercialization of
archaeology’ manifested in numerous festivals, archaeological parks, etc. I disagree
with the authors’ assessment of CRM archaeology in the US, which is structured as
compliance archaeology, but it also contributes to academic research.!® The authors
not only point out popularization of archaeology, but also the emergence of what I
label as populist archaeology. In conclusion they suggest that changes in Hungarian
archaeology happened not because of scientific curiosity and the advancement of
sciences in general, but due to changes in political and socioeconomic circum-
stances. The authors discuss the influence and use of the Soviet version of Marxism
in Hungarian archaeology and conclude that Marxism was used as an analytical
tool rather than theory.!' They emphasize that a historical approach propagated
as the culture-history paradigm prevailed. Marxist ideas were more successfully
introduced by Childe than through the post-WWII political context.

8See chapters on archaeology in Finland and Argentina in this volume.

°A phenomenon observed in other developing nations; see discussion by Marciniak in this
volume.

10My own crm reports contributed to other research, for instance, usewear studies presented at the
Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle in Paris.

"Lev Klejn (2010) made a very similar remark in his recently published autobiography (see
Lozny 2010).
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Predrag Novakovic offers a very comprehensive account on archaeology and its
history in southeastern Europe. The length of this chapter is fully justified by its
scope covering seven new countries of the region. The author points out a very
complex nature of local archaeologies, which has to do with the fact that archaeology
has been used for nationalistic gains, and discusses the political domination of larger
ethnic population over others in researching the regional past.'> Novakovic writes
that awareness about extreme complexity of history of this region requires extensive
knowledge and mastering of a number of linguistic, cultural, religious, and political
intricacies in order to understand historical and cultural trajectories and contingencies
in this region. As the author suggests, thus far only one similar attempt has been
made in the archaeological literature (Enzyklopddisches Handbuch zur Ur- und
Friihgeschichte Europas, 1966 (vol. 1) and 1969 (vol. 2)) and continues that while
Filip’s Handbuch... attempted to provide a concise information on archaeology and
archaeological discipline in Europe in an encyclopaedic fashion, his chapter faces
a much greater challenge — to put forward a coherent perspective and criteria for
reflecting on the archaeological schools in the area of Europe that exhibits great
differences in a number of fundamental cultural traits (e.g., language, religion,
highly diverse courses of history, etc.), and consequently, also in the ways how
archaeology developed within such differing contexts and circumstances.
Antiquarians’ interest in southeastern Europe dates back to the Renaissance, due to
interest in Roman monuments. Archaeology practised in the region followed the
culture-history approach until the 1980s when the British and American versions of
processual archaeology were introduced (mostly in Slovenia). Political constrains
of archaeology are clearly visible in the region (for instance in Kosovo). The author
also discusses the involvement of archaeologists in local politics and points out that
many Serbian archaeologists opposed the nationalistic uses of archaeology under
the Milosevic regime, but offers no details. A significant change in the job market
for archaeologists was made by the emergence of privately managed cultural
resource management companies due to increase in infrastructure development.

David B. Small focuses on archaeology in modern Israel and the lands of the
Palestinian Authority, including Gaza. The region, as the timeline