
ophy of science is often used in pro- 
cessual polemics "as a tool for legitima- 
tion rather than verification." I applaud 
Leone's feeling that reconstruction of 

past ways of life cannot be achieved by 
scientific techniques. For that matter, 
the descriptions of present ways of life 
in ethnography are frequently lacking in 

any sense of a lived human experience. 
Works that have been most successful 
in conveying emotional reality, for ex- 

ample Carlos Castaneda's phenomeno- 
logical presentations of his experiences 
under Don Juan's tutelage, are beyond 
the realm of science, and depend on 

something other than scientific tech- 

nique-Castaneda has been chastised 
for just this reason. 

Another goal of archeology, that of 

providing an outline of world prehis- 
tory, has been largely achieved. Re- 
construction and chronological outline, 
then, no longer offer fresh challenges, 
Leone suggests. This contributes to the 

paradigm crisis. In addition, there is 
in the new archeology a vision of arch- 

eology as an active participant in that 

enterprise which is science, aiming at 
"a generalized, cross-temporal set of ob- 
servations drawn from plural cultures." 
This is joined with a realization that 
for the first time in the history of 

archeology there is no single major 
paradigm in general anthropology that 
can be borrowed. Instead, there are 

contending alternative and incomplete 
paradigms such as structuralism, mate- 

rialism, and cognitive anthropology, 
some of which seem irrelevant or at 
least are beyond the capacity of arch- 

eology to cope 'with at present. The 
new or "cultural process" paradigm, 
based on the synthesis of evolutionary 
theory, cultural ecology, and general 
systems theory, provides both a means 
of resolution of the crisis and a scien- 
tific revolution in archeology. 

What alternatives, then, are available, 

given the new paradigm? The descrip- 
tion and analysis of processes of socio- 
cultural change demand that archeology 
"choose a course which involves it di- 

rectly with data from the present," 
Leone seems to imply. This will require 
radically different interpretations of 
what archeology is all about. Three 

"marginally affiliated types of archae- 

ology" are extant which may enable 

progress in new directions: historical 

archeology, ethnoarcheology, and an 
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nology or material culture. Work illus- 
trative of the first and third types is 
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The third especially will enable the 

systematic exploration of relations be- 
tween technology and other cultural sub- 
systems. This will put archeologists in 
a position to respond to "relevant" ques- 
tions in a different (and more informed, 
I'd suggest) way from those of such 

pundits as Marshall McLuhan, Alvin 
Toffier, Jacques Ellul, et al. The point is, 
as Leone puts it, that archeology need 
not concern itself solely with "the 
exotic and long dead." 

Leone's programmatic article is a 

blueprint for a role for archeology as 

anthropology in the modern world. His 

colleagues will, I suspect, have to think 

through its implications carefully in 
years to come. 

Walter W. Taylor offers "a contem- 

porary parable" in which he quite right- 
ly calls attention to his A Study of 
Archaeology, first published in 1948, as 
one of the significant forerunners of the 
new paradigm. He accuses some individ- 
ual scholars, and by implication many 
more, of not fully appreciating what he 
said over 20 years ago. This collection 
of articles will allow his peers and jun- 
iors to test Taylor's claim ithat much of 
the current research is no more than 
"a practical application of a basic con- 

ceptual scheme" which he introduced. 
A measure of Leone's evenhanded edit- 

ing is that a portion of Taylor's article 
is devoted to what I view as an unwar- 
ranted attack on 'Leone's (and others') 
remarks about the various difficulties of 
cultural reconstruction. 'In addition, 
Taylor suggests that a conception of cul- 
ture focusing on its adaptive quality is 
not sufficient for all descriptive and ex- 

planatory purposes. 
In a statesmanlike fashion Raymond 

H. Thompson tries to find a means of 

making peace between the new and the 
old by utilizing the notion of a linear 
model or continuum, proposing that the 
new paradigm can be profitably viewed 
as an instance of cumulative change. It 
is the result, he suggests, not of a 
revolution but rather of an incremental 
series of developmental changes. In this 

way the ends of the continuum may be 
seen not as opposed but as comple- 

mentary. 
The articles in this reader are highly 

recommended, both those previously 
published and the original or completely 
revised. The latter are uniformly excel- 
lent and nicely illustrate' the, various 
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ecology and in so doing tests new hy- 
potheses in new ways. John M. Fritz's 
original contribution on archeological 
systems is an elegant demonstration of 
what can be done given the view of 
the field expounded by Leone. William 
L. Rathje's effort may indeed be viewed, 
as Leone suggests, as "the first sub- 
stantive breath of fresh air in Maya 
studies" in years. Rathje offers a new 
hypothesis ingeniously linking noncul- 
tural and cultural variables in the con- 
text of a cultural ecological position in 
order to explain the evolution of the 
Olmec and Maya civilizations. 

A careful reading of this book should 
finally put to an end mistaken claims by 
archeologists that they have been doing 
the new archeology all along. It should 
also put to rest the assertion that the 
new archeology is merely "computer 
archeology." And criticisms noting en- 
vironmental determinism and the use 
of adaptation as an explanatory catchall 
have obviously had their effect. Finally, 
it is quite apparent that (processual 
archeology has evolved from its begin- 
nings in the early 1960's to a new level 
of maturity and moderation. 

Other anthropologists, tempted to put 
this book down thinking that all is calm 
and sweet reasonableness outside of 

archeology, might ask themselves what 
is going on in their own bailiwicks. It 
could well be that the new synthesis of 

evolutionism, cultural ecology, and gen- 
eral systems theory should be making 
more of an impact on the rest of us. 

Surely the same basic issues addressed 
in this 'book cry out for resolution in 
cultural anthropology, physical anthro- 

pology, and linguistics. 
GILBERT KUSHNER 

Department of Anthropology, 
University of South Florida, Tampa 

Autobiography 

Blackberry Winter. My Earliest Years. 
MARGARET MEAD. Morrow, New York, 
1972. xiv, 306 pp., illus. $8.95. 

Every life provides clues from which 
others can learn. The appearance, in 

1935, of Dollard's Criteria for the Life 
History (1) was an indication that in- 
terest in the scholarly analysis of auto- 

biography was developing. A decade 
later the use of personal documents in 
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ing autobiographical materials from 
their informants even earlier, and in- 
terest in the collection of life histories 
has continued since then (3). Through 
these collaborative autobiographies 
readers came to appreciate the quali- 
ties of each life, while learning of the 
many ways in which sociocultural 
changes led to the development of ten- 
sions within the societies of which the 
central characters were a part and how 
these changes and tension affected the 
life-styles of the subjects. 

Although a number of biographies 
of deceased anthropologists have ap- 
peared (4) and Columbia University 
Press is currently issuing a series of 
biographies of past greats of American 
anthropology, there has been relatively 
little material dealing with living an- 
thropologists, for few have chosen to 
subject to the scrutiny of others that 
part of human society they knew best, 
namely their own. There have, how- 
ever, been a few books and brief 
papers on the researcher's inside view 
of fieldwork which provide small bits 
of autobiographical insight (5). Taken 
together these give one view of the 
society which produced the anthropolo- 
gists of the 1920's through World War 
II. Clearly the society from which 
these anthropologists came was more 
unified than that which might be de- 
picted by those attracted to the disci- 
pline in the decades since World War 
II. Mead's Blackberry Winter provides 
another welcome view of the particular 
strengths of the society which en- 
couraged the scholarly exploration of 
people and cultures in distant places. 

Margaret Mead, the present dean of 
American anthropology and always 
one of its most effective spokesmen, 
was the first-born child of Edward 
Sherwood Mead and Emily Fogg 
Mead. Her father was professor in the 
Wharton School of Finance and Com- 
merce at the University of Pennsyl- 
vania. Her mother was active in the 
support of worthy causes and was also 
engaged in what today would be called 
"ethnic research" in contemporary ur- 
ban settings. Her widowed paternal 
grandmother, who was a member of 
the household in which Margaret and 
her brother and sisters grew up, had 
earlier supported herself and her son by 
teaching school. Thus Margaret Mead 
had many within her family to serve as 
partial models as she determined the 
direction of her own career. 

A speech she gave on graduating 
from high school dealing with the 
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anticipated results of World War I 
foretold the most important areas of 
research interest of her later life. She 
advocated "internationalism, a new 
status for womanhood, a greater value 
for childhood, a more real religion, 
and a greater vision." These, indeed, 
are the directions her research has 
taken through the years: a cross-cul- 
tural perspective and a focus on the 
roles of both women and children in 
their societies, always with a strong 
underpinning of religion in the broad, 
nondogmatic sense, and always with 
attention to the implications of her 
findings both for the present and for 
the future. After a year at DePauw 
University, which provided her with 
less than she had expected from a col- 
lege experience, she went to Barnard. 
There she focused on psychology be- 
fore discovering anthropology in her 
senior year. In the following year she 
completed an M.A. in psychology, 
taught in the psychology department 
at Barnard, and began her graduate 
studies in anthropology at Columbia 
University. A multidisciplinary ap- 
proach, consequently, was built into 
her training and has continued to mani- 
fest itself throughout her long and pro- 
ductive career. 

Margaret Mead has always been 
willing to share herself with all who 
would listen. She has been devoted 
both to her discipline and to American 
society and has worked hard to make 
laymen understand what anthropology 
has to offer toward the understanding 
of the society of which they are a 
part. At a time when communication 
with "the masses" was not seen as a 
fit endeavor for the scholar or the 
scigntist, Mead scorned the conven- 
tions and taught America the mean- 
ing of anthropology. She has always 
been a persuasive transmitter of ideas, 
both her own and those of others. 

In Blackberry Winter she has again 
come to share herself with her far- 
flung admiring readership. It is not 
necessary to read this book as other 
than a delightful contribution to docu- 
mentary literature. But Mead has also 
shown, perhaps more intensely and 
intimately than she herself knows, the 
role of early and subsequent socializa- 
tion in the formation of character, the 
need for both brain and guts for a 
woman to assure herself of an educa- 
tion, and how both qualities, once de- 
veloped, were manifested. Through her 
life-style Mead adumbrated many of 
the twists and turns of the present gen- 

eration. She was then, as they are now, 
conscious of the societal significance 
of varying life-styles in vogue. Her 
participation in some of these alterna- 
tive patterns, particularly many happy 
years spent with Lawrence K. Frank 
and his family as part of a joint house- 
hold, which she shares with the reader, 
have helped put her in an extraordinary 
position to communicate across gen- 
erational lines. Her life experiences 
have also added to her insights into 
the strengths and potential weaknesses 
(and she sees more of the former than 
of the latter) of behavior widely di- 
vergent from that considered proper by 
both the Victorian society of her youth 
and the classic values of contemporary 
Middle America. 

Popular, insightful, and well worth 
reading, the book again demonstrates 
that one need not be obscurely stuffy 
to contribute to the understanding of 
man. If you would know something of 
the social sources of American scholar- 
ship read Mead. Would that there were 
as revealing autobiographies from other 
great figures in various disciplines. 
Such accounts of the making of the 
scientist would yield great understand- 
ing of the society which made them 
as well as of the role science plays in 
making society. 

BERNICE A. KAPLAN 

Department of Anthropology, 
Wayne State University. 
Detroit, Michigan 
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