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Reviewed by Tim Murray

This is another, very welcome, contribution to an increasing literature on the history of anthropology
and archaeology in the south west of the USA. Significantly it is increasing in both senses of the word
— there is a growth in numbers, but also in the significance of the publications. Some, such as this
book, focus on the genesis and early history of ethnography in the region, others on its archaeology.
Very few also tackle the ‘social’ dimension of anthropology — its institutional structures and the social
context of anthropological research. Miller’s book does all this and more.
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Although its primary goal is to rescue the reputation of pioneer ethnographer Matilda Coxe Stevenson,
Miller’s book has a great deal to say about the politics of ethnography and even more to say about the
politics of the Bureau of American Ethnology during the late nineteenth century and the first decade
of the twentieth century. It makes for fascinating reading.

Stevenson was most closely associated with Zuni Pueblo — arriving there first in 1879 and making
roughly twelve field trips there until 1906 (she died in 1915). Stevenson was there at the birth of
southwestern ethnography (indeed she was a pioneer in global terms as well drawing approbation
from none other than E. B. Tylor). Importantly she was also a pioneer ‘professional” being the first and
only woman who was a permanent employee of the Bureau. Hers is the kind of life that histories of
anthropology and archaeology have tended to ignore — she was no Iranz Boas and lacked his influence
and connections. Fortunately for some time we have understood that if historians ignore people such
as Stevenson they lose sight of the ways in which institutions and the people associated with them
actually work. In this sense, while we are rarely confounded by startling new discoveries about the
histories of our discipline, we are made very much richer by the texture and intimacy of the stories
of those workers who have not made it to the disciplinary pantheon.
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