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This history of archaeology in Australia has been pretty well served since Mulvaney’s highly influential survey of three hundred
years of opinion about the nature of Australian Aboriginal peaple (1958). Indeed, the long-running debate about the identity of
Australian archaeology, particularly about the extent to which it has developed a distinctive style, or whether its fundamental
precepts and oricntations remain essentially undeveloped derivations from English and North American influences, has tended to
provide a rcady market for research into the history of Australian archaeology (see e.g. Golson 1986; McBryde 1986; Meehand
and Jones 1988; Murray and White 1981, Murray in press () in_press (b).

Other spurs to research such as the need to monitor the development of heritage legislation (McBryde 1985, Mulvaney 1979,
1989;) of major institutions such as the Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies (Mulvaney 1986;
Peterson 1990) or of various of the other Museums or Departments of Anthropology or Archacology around the country (have
created a situation where practitioners seek a more comprehensive understanding of the nature and context of archacology as a
social and cultural institution, as well as a discipline.

On a slightly more abstract level Australian historians of archaeology have focused their attention on the professionalisation of
their discipline, on parallel (but sometimes divergent) histories of Aboriginal anthropology and history, and of course on the role
of postcolonial science in the building of postcolonial cultures (see Mulvaney 1988; Murray in press (c). To put the matter
bluntly, the history of Australian archaeology is also a sociology of Australian archaeologists, as well as a context within which
observers of the Australian cultural scene can help to study the genesis and development of Australianess. Naturally these
concerns are shared by many historians of archaeology in other parts of the world (se¢ e.g. the contributions of Pinsky and Wylie
1990), and I raise them here because Recovering the Tracks pursues a very different course, one that would have seemed main-
stream as recently as five years ago. This feeling that we have something out of time, if not out of place, makes reviewing the
present work a difficult task.
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I say out of time, because the approach used by Horton is reminiscent of theat used by Glyn Daniel in The Origins and Growth of
Archaeology (1964), which entails short overview-type introductions to groups of extracted culled from the relevant primary
sources - usually statements made by contemporary observes during some important passage in the history of archacology.
Beginning with William Dampier in 1699 (with excerpt partnered by a nice picture of the gentleman, and some brief biographical
details) Horton moves us through the early explorers of Australia to early systematic “amateurs” on to early work done on
Australian archacology, new synthesis, and (finally) a special section on the important paleoanthropological sit es of Kow Swamp
and Lake Mungo.

The lineup of characters is fairly predictable, as is the choice of material excerpted - some of which are the raw material of
countless undergraduate essays on the history of Australian archacology. Although I have little sympathy with the idea of “edited
highlights” the worst examples are what Horton did to a series of papers by Etheridge (1890), Edgeworth David (1923), and
Pulleine (1928), the collection probably has some worth as a sampler. This kind of approach can only work if the overview-type
introductions are meaty enough on matters of context and direction. This has not happened in the case of the present volume.
Although Horton gives us a fair sample of what archacology, either intemal to archaeology itself (such as the influence of
Lubbock, Tylor, Radcliffe-Brown, J.G.D. Clark, Gordon Childe, or even Lewis Binford), or nominally external to it, such as
heritage legislation, the significance of relationships between Aboriginal people and archaeologists, the development of the
institutional framework of the discipline, et., etc.,. Thus the archaeology changes for reasons more to do with the personalities of
the archaeologists and the material they recovered than with anything else.

Harton is probably right in his view that the volume may well serve to alertstudents and others of the existence of a complex (and
sometimes complicated) history of Australian archaeology. Itis also true that there are occasions when Horton can produce
effective and interesting syntheses, such as in the general introduction to the volume. But these virtues are dimmed by the general
flatness of what follows. It seems to me that we all might have been better served if Horton had written a history of Australian
archacology himself, and argued the points he has made very superficially in the introductory sections at greater length. Nonethe-
less for those outside Australia who might have difficulty in obtaining some of the more arcane references Horton’s sampler
should make life easier if not particularly richer. '
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