
differences. Statistical analyses of settlement
clusters and chronological affinities within spatial
units reveal cycles of settlement florescence,
followed by abandonments, with greater
settlement continuity or stability occurring in the
northern plateau, and greater discontinuity in
the southern areas.

Although the analyses are accompanied by
graphs and several Geographic Information
System (GIS) density plots, only a single map,
showing the general location of Wadi al-Hasa
with respect to modern political borders, is
presented. Although satellite photos are a
valuable tool, the fact is that they do not replace
good topographic maps with important site and
place names. For example, even as basic a
region as the Kerak Plateau, let alone the various
sites mentioned, does not appear on any figure.
Furthermore, for a study in human ecology,
basic maps such as rainfall, soils, and
geomorphology would have been invaluable
aids to the reader, and in fact might have
suggested alternative conclusions.

The basic theme and ultimate conclusion of
the study, based in large part on modelling
potential erosion relative to site locations, is that
the differential patterns of settlement continuity
and discontinuity were caused by the
combination of human-induced erosion
(resulting from over-exploitation due either to
poorly managed farming or to over-grazing),
and historical-political exigencies (e.g. political
hierarchies tend to over-exploit since feedback is
indirect and negative feedback is irrelevant to
distant authorities). The southern region shows
more potential erosion, and this is linked
causally to the greater settlement instability in
the region. The conclusion that climatic change
and/or natural environmental degradation were
not responsible for these patterns derives from
the claim that climatically there is little difference
between the different survey regions, and thus
climatic fluctuations would not be expected to
affect the survey areas differentially.

There are three flaws to this argument.
Methodologically, the northern survey region, in
contrast to the southern, did not include the
wadi itself, and was restricted to the
non-dissected plateau, perhaps an automatic
environmental bias towards stability. Given this,
the erosion noted in the southern area may be a
function of physical geography, without
necessary reference to the human effects on
landscape. Finally, an examination of rainfall
maps of the region shows that the southern
survey region in fact receives less rainfall, and
straddles the edge of dry farming practicability.

Relatively minor shifts in rainfall patterns might
indeed more significantly affect the southern
area than the northern in terms of agricultural
potential.

The hypothesis of human-induced erosion is
important and GIS studies and simulations are
indeed important tools for defining the
questions. However, ultimately, without
geo-archaeological research focusing on actual
well-dated landscape history, it remains only a
hypothesis.

Steven A. Rosen Ben-Gurion University

Insoll, Timothy. Archaeology: the conceptual
challenge. 144 pp., bibliogr. London:
Duckworth Publishers, 2007. £11.99 (paper)

This is a little book but it packs a big and
important message. Its aim is to examine
critically the fundamental concepts that we use
to interpret archaeological materials. Insoll’s
concern is how we unselfconsciously impose
conceptions shaped by the present on to the
past in ways that preclude accurate
interpretation. His task is to explore the
unacknowledged limitations on our ways of
interpreting in hopes of engaging more
profitably with archaeological evidence. Insoll’s
ultimate concern is to ‘increase the range of
available interpretive possibilities’ in archaeology.

Separate chapters are devoted to questioning
our scales of analysis, our notions of time, the
contemporary cultural contexts that shape our
conceptions of reality, and our current
relationships with the natural world. In each of
these chapters Insoll discusses how the
conditions of modern life conceivably desensitize
us to ‘the key elements that once structured
human existence’.

Chapter 2 questions whether, as citizens of a
rapidly globalizing world that is unprecedented
in its scale and interconnectedness, we can truly
understand the ‘small, prescribed, and
circumscribed places’ within which the ancients
lived. He also considers the material culture that
flows through these modern global networks.
Given the extraordinary abundance of objects
with which we surround ourselves, are we able
truly to appreciate environments where material
possessions are few, curated, repeatedly
repaired, or procured from afar only at great
cost?

Chapter 3 takes aim at phenomenological
methodologies, querying whether we can truly
understand the meaning of cold, heat, dark,
hunger, and dirt given the ‘comfortable
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ontologies’ of today. Insoll reaffirms the point
that all sensory experience is ‘embodied’ and
suggests that we cannot even be certain that the
assumption of similarity from Homo sapiens
sapiens today back to early modern forms is
valid. He includes a nice section on the role that
smell and sound were likely to have played
within ancient social life. He is also good, like
various post-processualists before him, on the
concept of death. Today death is technologized,
medicalized, and compartmentalized, whereas it
was once a much more central, intimate aspect
of past domestic life. Chapter 4 continues this
line of questioning by considering, among other
things, how the modern emphasis on literacy
and text desensitizes us to the value of oral
tradition. Insoll alerts us to the likely importance
of the ‘aural dimension’ in giving meaning to
rock art and other symbolic images.

At issue in chapter 5 is our conception of
nature. Insoll explores some already
well-covered ground about how humankind’s
modern distancing from nature affects
archaeological interpretation. He suggests that
what might seem ‘wild/dangerous’ to us could
have easily been considered ‘home/safe’ to the
ancients. Insoll also questions whether the wild
can be constituted by landscape alone, without
its accompanying plant and animal inhabitants.
For him, ‘the farther removed we are from direct
experience of plants or animals the less “nested”
in complexity our interpretations will become’.

These are just a few examples of the
interrogations Insoll invites in his effort to
remind us of how archaeological interpretation is
constrained by contemporary experience.
Although he complicates archaeological
interpretation, he is optimistic. In his concluding
chapter 6 he champions a ‘critical realism’ that
assumes a real, knowable past but accepts that
our interpretations are always socially
constructed. He casts this position as a ‘third
way’ that moves beyond positivism and
postmodernism. Insoll singles postmodernism
out for particular criticism, and this is where a
reader may take exception. In contrast to Insoll,
I think the positives of the postmodern
intervention in archaeology clearly outweigh the
negatives, and that the discipline has been
generally well served by this intervention. I do
not see Insoll’s advocacy of critical realism as
being much different from the advocacy of other
archaeologists for ‘third ways’ that move us
towards more nuanced positions of ‘mitigated’
or ‘guarded’ objectivity. In other words, the
concerns of the critical realist have not really
been neglected within the field. Although Insoll

and I might differ in our appreciation of
postmodernism’s influence, we certainly agree
about the knowability of the past and the need
to expand the possibilities for interpretation in
archaeology.

In short, Insoll provides good service with
this book. We need to be continually vigilant
about the concepts we use in interpreting the
past. We have heard this advice for a number of
years – indeed, it is the legacy of a ‘critical
archaeology’ – but it is always good to be
reminded of it. Insoll reminds us in a way that
he also intends to be clear and jargon-free.
Mission accomplished on both counts.

Dean J. Saitta University of Denver

Pauketat, Timothy R. & Diana DiPaolo

Loren (eds). North American archaeology.
xvi, 398 pp., maps, figs, tables, illus.,
bibliogrs. Oxford, Malden, Mass.: Blackwell
Publishing, 2004. £60.00 (cloth), £19.99

(paper)

The editors of this volume on North American
archaeology have set themselves an ambitious
goal: ‘This book does have an agenda: no less
than redefining the archaeology of a continent’
(p. xi). Ambition indeed! The volume is a
contribution to a series entitled ‘Blackwell
Studies in Global Archaeology’ under the
editorship of Lynn Meskell and Rosemary Joyce.
The general editors describe this series as being
directed primarily at upper-division
undergraduates as well as more advanced
researchers interested in comparative research.
Neither they nor the volume editors see these
collections as replacements for standard texts on
regional prehistory.

The volume under review contains a preface
and fifteen papers written by experts in North
American prehistory. A glossary and index are
also included. The geographic scope is ample,
but, as the editors admit, not comprehensive or
really possible in a volume of this size. Missing,
for example, is a chapter on the Arctic, although
Pauketat and Loren do discuss the Thule
expansion in their historical overview of North
American archaeology. Whether by design or
happenstance, themes emerge from these
chapters. Five of them deal explicitly with the
question of the emergence of social inequality
(Kenneth Ames on the Northwest Coast,
Kenneth Sassaman on the Archaic Southeast,
Elizabeth Chilton on the Northeast, Michele
Hegmon on the Southwest, and Stephen Lekson
on Chaco and Paquimé). William Dancy’s
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