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and great intuitional insight; the gift of  making startling finds; and the ability of  weaving evidence 
into constructive syntheses. But although Tello was a great synthesizer, much of  Tello’s work was 
explicitly political in content, both from the perspective of  using the past to shape a new sense 
of  Peruvian nationality, and in creating policies and institutions to protect Peru’s archaeological 
heritage and foment its investigation. Tello’s preoccupation with issues of  national patrimony led 
him to formulate and promote ‘Law #6634’, legislation which ruled that archaeological ruins were 
the property of  the state, and therefore should be protected by the state. Perhaps not a novel concept 
today, but when he promulgated it slightly less than a century ago, it was revolutionary.

Tello reconceptualized the role of  archaeology in Peru, and placed it at the core of  nation building. As 
such he was a pioneer of  the Latin American intellectual school of  ‘social archaeology’, an archaeology 
seen as enabling a better understanding of  modern times in order to take desirable social action, 
including the use of  archaeology in the name of  class struggle. While he was named a professor of  
anthropology at the Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marcos in 1923, and gave his first seminar in 
archaeology in 1925, Tello recruited only a few students into the discipline. Most of  his archaeological 
staff  came from rural areas, and he put his effort into training them to work with him on specific 
technical tasks. Hence the majority of  these individuals ended up in museum positions rather than at 
universities, greatly diminishing any long-term academic or pedagogic impact, as well as reducing the 
influence of  his ideas on the international archaeological community. Thus, as Burger observes (p. 86) 
Tello was ‘the most successful indigenous archaeologist to have emerged in the Americas’, but today 
he is mainly recognized and appreciated nearly uniquely in Peru.

Francisco Gracia Alonso 2009. La arqueología durante el primer franquismo (1939–
1956). Barcelona: Bellaterra. ISBN 978-84-7290-462-0.

Reviewed by Margarita Díaz-Andreu

This new book by Prof. Gracia Alonso (University of  Barcelona) is a detailed empirical study of  the 
history of  Spanish archaeology during the first seventeen years of  the Franco dictatorship in Spain. 
This period has been identified, by the scholarship on the history of  Spanish archaeology in the last 
twenty years, as having a singular identity, in terms of  the processes taking place in the development 
of  the discipline, especially in administrative terms.

Prof. Gracia’s volume is characterised by factual detail and meticulous scholarship. The lack of  
references within the text, due to the radical decision by the publishers to cut all footnotes, however, 
gives the reader the false impression that this study has been undertaken in a vacuum with no previous 
research having taken place. Although an extensive bibliography is listed at the end of  the book, its 
division into three blocks – books and book chapters, proceedings and articles – makes it even more 
difficult to identify the work by other authors that has partly been the basis of  Gracia’s volume.

The study is divided into three parts. Part One deals with the dismantling of  the system created in the 
first third of  the twentieth century. Chapter one explains the measures taken by both sides of  the Civil 
War to safeguard archaeological and art objects from the devastating effects of  war. In the second 
chapter the exile of  the two main professors of  prehistoric archaeology in Spain is analysed, and we 
are informed of  what happened to them after they left Spain, and of  what was the attitude towards 
them from those who stayed. Chapter three then examines the purges of  museum personnel, through 
which the state administration ensured that all of  those who remained in their jobs were faithful to 
the regime (or were well aware of  the consequences of  opposing it).

The second part of  the book explains the new organisation of  archaeology under the Franco regime. 
The author examines the practice of  the General Commisariat of  Archaeological Excavations 
(Comisaría General de Excavaciones Arqueológicas, CGEA) between 1939 and 1945 (chapter 5), 
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the relationship between Spanish and German archaeologists during this period (chapter 6), the 
similarities with Fascist Italy and the contacts between Spanish and Italian archaeologists (chapter 7). 
Chapter 8 details funding by the CGEA to archaeological excavations between 1946 and 1956, and the 
negotiations with other administrative state departments to ensure this funding are described.

The final part of  the book dissects the efforts to break with the status quo created during the two 
first decades of  Francoist Spain. These efforts were undertaken by a group of  professionals and 
aimed at removing from his post the man at the top of  archaeological administration in Spain, Prof. 
Julio Martínez Santa-Olalla. This was done on three fronts. Firstly, through very active Spanish 
participation in the International Congress of  Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences (CISPP after its 
French initials) (chapter 9). Secondly, 1954 is highlighted as a key year with the celebration of  the 
IV CISPP in Madrid, and the celebration of  the interview oposición) for the Chair of  Prehistory at 
the University of  Madrid, which was lost by Santa-Olalla (chapter 10). Finally, the end of  the CGEA 
is scrutinized in chapter 11. In a concluding chapter we are then told about the aftermath of  the 
disappearance of  the CGEA.

This book has an enormous amount of  data mainly gathered in archives. It does not only revisit 
research undertaken in the last two decades by others, but also provides a wealth of  new evidence. The 
result is a largely descriptive volume, but one full of  information. The reader finds out much about 
how politics influenced the administration of  archaeology, though the analysis lacks a discussion on 
how politics influenced the direction of  research and the interpretations made. The style is direct. 
Chapters do not have an introduction and lack conclusions. The baseline is that the data speaks for 
itself, and, one has to say that, to some extent, it does! Nevertheless, it would have made an easier read 
if  the author had provided us with an overview of  the main points under discussion and also had spelt 
out his contribution to the advancement of  knowledge in this area.

Prof. Gracia’s volume, in sum, is essential reading for those looking at the impact of  politics on the 
administration of  archaeology. It will also be useful for a broader public interested in the impact of  
the Franco regime on Spanish higher education and heritage administration.

Allan L. Maca, Jonathan E. Reyman and William J. Folan (eds) 2010. Prophet, Pariah, 
and Pioneer. Walter W. Taylor and Dissension in American Archaeology. Boulder CO: 
University Press of  Colorado. ISBN 978-0-87081-952-0.

Reviewed by Tim Murray

Some years ago I had the task of  creating an encyclopedia of  the history of  archaeology. Among the 
many things to be done was to engage in protracted discussions with the publisher about striking 
the right balance between scholarship, and creating books that would sell. The publishers were very 
keen that there be a substantial part of  the entire project devoted to celebrating the lives and work 
of  significant figures in the field. Archaeological biographies and autobiographies sell very well in 
the trade market, and the publisher did not want to miss out on a raft of  sales that might be ‘out 
there’. It was a stimulating discussion, the sense of  which I conveyed in the Introduction to The Great 
Archaeologists (ABC-Clio 1999). Rehearsing all the well-known objections to ‘personalised’ histories 
of  archaeology, of  context being at least as vital as individuals, and of  the need to move beyond ‘the 
great man’ theory of  history in the history of  the human sciences. In addition I was struck by all the 
really interesting things that can flow from a focus on the life of  a single archaeologist, and whether 
or not they were particularly influential during their working lives. Here I was thinking about 
patterns of  professional association (networks, friendships, institutional affiliations etc.), disciplinary 
paradigms, the legacies of  graduate students and publication, and a host of  other ‘marks’ practitioners 
leave on their discipline.




