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	These books have in common their general excellence, their focus on human occupations of northeast Africa, and the fact that both raise complex theoretical issues that transcend their respective subjects.  But, in themes and content, these books are very different.  Egypt During the Last Interglacial deals with human occupations there between about 175,000 and 70,000 years ago; it is a massive technical report edited by Fred Wendorf, Angela Close, and Romauld Schild but written by them and many other scholars;  it presents a large corpus of descriptive analyses of stone tools, animal bones, paleoenvironmental data, and other evidence; and it is set in a modest theoretical context of preliminary questions about human behavior in eastern North Africa during this period. 


	 Bruce Trigger’s Early Civilizations,  on the other hand, is a highly theoretical and abstract analysis of early civilizations.  He provides no new data; rather, he sets Egypt in the context of other early civilizations and then analyzes them comparatively; and he devotes much of the book to a wide-ranging consideration of the nature of “civilization” and the goals and methods of  historical inquiry in general.


	Thus I review these two books serially here, rather than in a composite essay, and in the context of the larger theoretical issues that both address.


	In its broadest context,  Egypt During the Last Interglacial concerns the origins of modern Homo sapiens sapiens.  It is a report of  three seasons of research (1986-1988) at 17 sites in two deflational basins (Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East) in southwestern Egypt, more than 400 km west of the present Nile.  This area is now hyperarid; but for periods between 175,000 and 70,000 years ago, rainfall was sufficient here to sustain large lakes and ponds surrounded by grasslands and woodland savannas, which supported a rich variety of plants and animals -- and the human hunter-foragers who exploited them.  Human occupation in this period was sporadic, however, because rainfall was relatively light and at times the region reverted to desert.


	The bulk of Egypt During the Last Interglacial is devoted to relating faunal, floral, geological,  paleoecological, and archaeological evidence to one primary issue: 


“We do not know whether the earliest modern Africans behaved differently from Middle Paleolithic people elsewhere in the world and of different physical type ....  A study of human behavior during the early Middle Paleolithic in North Africa close to the probable routes modern humans took into Asia and central Europe offers an opportunity to determine whether these groups did behave differently from their contemporaries outside Africa, and can thus contribute to our understanding of the development of modern human behavior.” (p.1)


	The authors make modest claims about the extent to which their results have clarified this issue.  They found no human skeletal material that could relate their data directly to debates about the origins of anatomically modern humans.  Nonetheless, their works provides some of the kinds of archaeological data that must complement human anatomical evidence, if we are to resolve various important issues.


	These issues principally concern the evolutionary mechanisms by which modern humans, Homo sapiens sapiens, appeared and replaced, or succeeded, or evolved from, other hominid forms.  This classic anthropological problem is currently the subject of intense debate and research, fueled both by advances in genetic sciences and by recent discoveries of relevant archaeological sites and hominid remains.   Many “models” of modern human origins have been formulated, but most of them are based on one of two competing hypotheses:  one,  described (e.g., Frayer et al. 1993:17) variously as the “African Origins,” “Total Replacement,” or “Eve”  model, is that modern humans evolved first and only in Africa and only a few hundred thousand years ago or less, and then migrated to the rest of the world, displacing all other hominid forms, and with little or no genetic interchange with them; an alternative model, commonly known (e.g., Frayer et al.  1993:16) as the “Multiregional Evolution” model, is that north Africa was a conduit for hominid migrations for millions of years and modern humans arose out of  gene flow among some or all of the many different human populations that had colonized Africa, Europe, and Asia many hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, of years ago.


	Several versions of these two basic competing models were recently the subject of three review articles (Frayer et al. 1993, Templeton 1993, and Aiello 1993) in the American Anthropologist, and it is clear that different scholars using the same data come to very different conclusions about the probable accuracy of these models, and also that present data are simply insufficient to resolve these disputes.  


	In our politicized era it is probably no surprise that, in addition to the intriguing questions these competing hypotheses pose about human origins,  they have also been encumbered with racialist arguments and other socio-political disputes.  Some versions of the Multiregional Evolution model, for example, stipulate the degree of genetic separation in space and time of different human groups that would be necessary to produce significant group differences in innate human cognitive abilities.  Conversely, some versions of the African Origins model stipulate that all humans are relatively closely and recently related genetically, and that the physical traits used to define “races” involve recently evolved and superficial differences.


	All this may seem rather far removed from the small groups of people who lived in a few thousand square kilometers of southwestern Egypt between 175,000 and 70,000 years ago and produced the archaeological record reported in Egypt During the Last Interglacial.  As the authors note, however, this area is on the route that we might expect early Homo sapiens sapiens to have taken out of Africa, if they indeed did so, and it was occupied during a transitional phase, when modern Homo sapiens sapiens was either migrating from Africa or evolving in Africa and/or elsewhere.  


	Moreover, it is worth noting that even if skeletal evidence--or perhaps DNA data--eventually resolves the dispute between the African Origins and the Multiregional Evolution models, adequate archaeological data will be required if we hope to understand the evolutionary mechanisms, and their tempos and modes, by which modern humans appeared.  Given the ambiguities of reading human intelligence in cranial shapes and volumes, archaeological data will be required to understand why human origins were what they were.   A key element, for example, in the competing hypotheses about human origins is the set of assumptions each incorporates concerning the subsistence systems early humans employed and their behavioral repertoires:  if early humans only recently left Africa and were able to displace all other hominids--hominids who had been living in and adapting successfully to a wide range of African, Europe and, and Asian environments for hundreds of thousands of years, it must have been because of some behavioral or genetic advantage.  If so, then we would expect this advantage to be reflected in the archaeological record spanning the time and areas in which this replacement took place.  This “advantage,” however, of modern humans might have been some slight difference in fertility rates, cognition, technology, or a subtle mix of these or other attributes, and their archaeological reflections might be visible only on a massive geographical scale and through a great time depth. 


 	The slice of this time and space reviewed in Egypt During the Last Interglacial is tiny in relation to the data set that would be required to address these issues; no site or even large set of sites from any region will conclusively demonstrate the mechanisms of human origins; but all are part of this complex puzzle.  And the archaeological evidence from Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East and thousands of areas like them, in many parts of the world, offer our only real hope of understanding our own origins.


	With regard to the question of whether either or both show any evidence of a behavioral difference between the people of Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East and their contemporaries elsewhere, the answer is a somewhat qualified “no.”  Moreover, a particularly striking aspect of the culture history of this area between about 175,000 and 70,000 years ago is the apparent lack of change:  there is no little or no evidence of significant  change in site location, lithic tool manufacturing techniques and use, or animal exploitation for over 100,000 years.


	The evidence from Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara relevant to these two major conclusions comes primarily from animal remains and lithic tools.  This evidence has been set in a chronological sequence by an impressive array of dating methods.  The chronology of these sites posed many problems, as severe deflation and complex sedimentary histories made it difficult to seriate them on the basis of stratigraphy; nor did the styles of these relatively $simple quartzitic sandstone tools change sufficiently to form the basis of a relative chronology, and the remains are beyond the range of effective radiocarbon dating.


	The Combined Prehistoric Expedition partially overcame these obstacles by applying an impressive array of different dating techniques, including uranium series dating of carbonates (H. Schwarcz and L. Morawska) and tooth enamel (C. McKinney),  thermoluminescence dating of deposits, both with traditional techniques and the newer optical methods (A. Bluszcz, J. Huxtable, and S. Stokes), electron spin resonance dating of tooth enamel and other materials (H. Schwarcz, R. Grun, and D. Robins), and amino-acid analyses (based on the epimerization of isoleucine) of eggshells (G. Miller).  


	One of the many positive contributions of the Combined Prehistoric Expedition is that it has helped refine these various dating techniques -- not just by providing additional data but by giving researchers an opportunity to compare the results of these different methods on the basis of their results from a single large data set.  There are discrepancies in the results obtained by these various methods, of course.  Some of the thermoluminescence dates on sediments, for example, exceed 280,000 years ago.  The general pattern of the dates of the dates produced by these various methods, however, provides a reasonably convincing relative seriation of these sites within the period between 175,000 and 70,000 years ago. 


	Reconstructions of the environments in which these sites were set are based on a similarly broad range of methods (by B. Issawi, R. Schild, F. Wendorf, C. Hill, J. McKenzie, P. De Decker, M. Williams, and B. Marciniak).  These studies, in combination with analyses of the faunal remains, have convinced the authors that Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East were occasionally, after exceptionally heavy rainfall, connected to a regional drainage system that linked the area to the main Nile.  Such connections appear to be the only possible explanation of the faunal remains found at sites in these basins, as these remains included crocodiles and fish, who repeatedly recolonized the various lakes and basins in the area after long periods of hyperaridty. 


	Like many other areas of archaeological interest, Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East have sites with many animal bones associated with tools, very few concentrations of animals bones unassociated$ with tools, and yet many tangled problems sorting out exactly how these people made their living.   The rich variety of animal remains found in the Middle Paleolithic levels of Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East include giraffe, rhino, giant buffalo, a wide variety of gazelles, hares, cats, canids, fish, invertebrates, and scores of other species.   The archaeofaunal analyses are comprehensive and were done by an impressive array of different scholars, including  A. Gautier (general assemblage), W. Van Neer (fish), K. Kowalski (small vertebrates in general, rodents), Z. Szyndlar (amphibians), M. Mlynarski  (reptiles), Z. Bochenski (birds), and B. Rzebik-Kowalska (insectivores).  


	 Achilles Gautier’s analyses of the overall faunal assemblage are set in the current controversies about the extent to which faunal remains in these kinds of sites can be attributed to, alternatively, human hunting or scavenging.  Gautier’s cautious analysis includes a detailed description of the many factors that can associate human artifacts and faunal remains by means of non-cultural processes.  He examines this assemblage for indicators of animal gnawing,  lithic tool processing, lithic tool processing superimposed on gnawing , age and sex distribution, and many other taphonomic concerns.  He concludes that  the combined data is consistent with “...selective, perhaps seasonal hunting of small gazelles combined with much more opportunistic meat procurement from other bigger game.  This rather vague picture does not contradict what we know of specialized selective hunting by Neanderthals in Europe” (1993:143).


	The archaeological analyses and interpretations were done primarily by F. Wendorf, A.Close, R. Schild, H. Krolik, C. Hill, and A. Campbell.  Lithics from each of the 17 sites are discussed in detail and lavishly illustrated.   In analyzing the lithics the authors in each case attempted to reconstruct the lithic production sequence at each site, what kinds of artifacts were produced there, and what became of them.  The lithic typology is essentially the standard adaptation of Bordes’ system but modified to include a much more detailed analysis of technological attributes of the debitage.  Tools are tabulated in a variety of ways, including simple percentages of types but also in various composite indices, such as the Levallois Workshop Index, which is the proportion in the total assemblage represented by Lavallois core-preparation debitage.  Many questions have been raised about the adequacy of the Bordian approach to typology (e.g., Kerrich and Clarke 1967;  Dunnell 1971), but the typology in this case was used simply as a general morphological description and it is effective for this purpose.


	In general, the sites from which these lithics were retrieved reflect activities in a variety of environments--environments that changed over the c. 100,000 years these sites represent. Some of the environments were sand pans, lake beaches, and dry lake beds.  Water availability appears to have been a major determinant of site location because even in wetter periods this area was probably semi-arid and sharply seasonal in water availability.  Another factor was access to sources of stone.  Nearly all the tools were made of quartzitic sandstone, sources of which were several kilometers from most of the sites.  A few tools were made from quartz, and fewer still of basalt, which is not found in this area of Egypt.


	The distribution of these sites was through all periods and nearly every environment.  The authors recognize, however, that they probably do not have a complete sample of the kinds of sites any particular human group in this area would have left on its seasonal round.  As they note, hunter-foragers in these kinds of semi-arid environments usually ranger over a much wider area than are represented by the sites in Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East.  They suggest, for example, that the main meat-obtaining sites might have been on the plains outside these basins and thus have been destroyed or buried. 


	The spatial interpretation of the distribution of lithics with these sites by H. Hietala and A. Applegate is informative.  Densities of different types of lithic artifacts are presented in three-dimensional plots that allow one to see concentrations and distributions clearly.  Hietala and Applegate make a few cautious inferences on the basis of their analyses, such as that generally the size of lithic tools decreased slightly over time, perhaps reflecting increasing curation and efficiency, but the pattern is relatively weak and, as they note, tool size is probably related to site function, which in turn appears to correlate with seasonality and perhaps other factors. 


	Wendorf, Schild, and Close’s conclusion is that “[i]f  these Middle Paleolithic sites were inhabited by early Homo sapiens sapiens..., then the acceleration of cultural development that supposedly accompanied the appearance of the modern form of human had not begun by the end of the Last Interglacial” (1993:573).


	This conclusion would be much stronger if we had additional data from other areas, so that we could investigate, for example, whether some groups of Homo sapiens sapiens of this period elsewhere in north Africa showed any evidence of accelerated cultural development, but no comparable data sets exist.  


	In summary, this volume amply illustrates the reasons for the long-term success of the Combined Prehistoric Expedition.  Neither Egypt During the Last Interglacial nor the other Project reports reflect highly complex theoretical research models, but all of the reports provided large sets of data relevant too some of the most important questions of prehistory.   Few projects can bring as large, diverse, and expert a staff to both the fieldwork and publication.  Thirty scholars from seven different countries contributed to this volume; 23 of them participated in the fieldwork.  The fieldwork is done very efficiently and effectively,  publication of the results is prompt, detailed, and in an accessible form, and intermediate project reports are regularly given at major conferences. The data presentation in Egypt During the Last Interglacial is simply superb.  Lithics, for example, are described in remarkable detail in numerous tables, graphs, and drawings that provide measurements of size, shape, and other variables such that other scholars can easily and directly compare their own materials with those from Bir Tarfawi and Bir Sahara East.


	Egypt During the Last Interglacial is exceptionally well-edited, with great consistency and continuity in the organization of individual chapters and the volume as a whole.�
	Bruce Trigger’s Early Civilizations comprises a set of lectures he gave to students at the American University in Cairo.  Yet, Early Civilizations is far more than an introductory text; it is an elegant essay on some of the most complex theoretical issues concerning the nature and goals of historical inquiry--issues that are currently splitting anthropology into non-communicating subdisciplines and rending the discipline of archaeology into antagonistic ideological camps.


	Trigger presents a comparative analysis of the ancient civilizations of Egypt, Mesopotamia, China, Mesoamerica, and South America, as well as the early Yoruba state -- all chosen because they were class-based societies in which power was derived from control of agricultural production, and because there is relatively good archaeological, ethnographic, and textual data for each.  He focuses on particular polities in these areas (e.g., the Aztec state), but he analyzes the cultures of each of these areas diachronically, on the principle that “the best way to learn how the parts of a culture fit together is to observe how they change in relation to one another” (Trigger 1993:21, citing Evans-Pritchard [1962]).  Trigger’s typology (1993:8) of early civilizations includes two basic types, the “city-state,” such as Sumer and the Aztec polity, and the “territorial state,” such as Old Kingdom Egypt and the Shang state in China.  Trigger ascribes important differences to these two types of societies (in, e.g., settlement patterns, military relationships,  and their conduct of interregional trade), but he considers them all examples of a single class of polities--early civilizations.  Trigger notes that we do not know--and probably never will know--these individual civilizations in equal detail.  With regard to Trigger’s main focus, Egypt, he observes, for example, that we do not have the kinds of economic texts that we do from Mesopotamia on this highly important topic.


	Trigger’s central theme is a spirited defense of the comparative method of historical analysis. Trigger observes (p. 25) , for example, that at least one advantage of  comparative studies is that they reveal data deficiencies, such as the generally good evidence about settlement patterns of Aztec Mesoamerica, compared to, for example, the poor data for China.  But the main thrust of his defense of comparative studies is theoretical.  Early Civilizations is, in fact, a worthy and direct successor to Robert McC. Adams’ classic The Evolution of Urban Societies (1966) -- a debt Trigger acknowledges in the Preface.  Trigger’s chapters, like Adams’, are sequential essays on the economic foundations, politics and culture, and religions of early states.  But Early Civilizations is more than simply an updating of The Evolution of Urban Societies; for, in the nearly 30 years since the publication of the latter the entire theory and methodology of comparative analyses of early civilizations has come under attack.  The “models” of state origins that gave causal primacy to techno-environmental and demographic, such as those of Steward (1949), Wittfogel (1957), and Carneiro (1970), have been widely critiqued and are rarely discussed in contemporary studies.


	Shanks and Tilley, for example, refer to the “...sledge hammer of cross-cultural generalizations ...” (1987:95a) that pulverizes meaning and significance in history.  They suggest that such analyses are not only misguided, they result from conscious or unconscious attempts to further the cause of  Western Imperialism (e.g., Shanks and Tilley 1989).  In contrast to materialist deterministic models, Giddens (1981) and many others have emphasized the power of sociopolitical factors over economic factors as determinants of the character and histories of pre-industrial class-based societies. “Post Processualists” and “Post Modernists,” in general, argue that “positivist” scientific epistemologies are fundamentally inappropriate for understanding the past (e.g., Shanks and Tilley 1987a, 1987b, 1989; Hodder ed. 1982).  Post processual archaeologists, drawing on the work of Derrida (e.g., 1978), Foucault (1986), and other “deconstructionists” maintain that, just as one cannot assign a definitive single meaning to a text, one cannot make an empirically verified and definitive interpretation of the archaeological record.  We create the past, they argue, and our interpretations of the past are limited by, and arise out of, our own cultural context.  Post processualists may differ among themselves as to whether or not their theoretical stance necessarily means that every and any interpretation of the past is equally “valid,” but that would seem to be the logical conclusion of their arguments.


	Critiques of the methodology of  comparative studies have come from a wide variety of sources.  Philip Kohl, for example, himself an advocate of a form of materialist theory, suggests that ‘[l]inear models of class and state formation, which decontextualize social and historical processes, make meaningful comparative studies impossible....’ (1987:10-11).   Even some traditional  Marxists (e.g., Diakonov ed. 1991) now emphasize how different cultures construct unique and -- at some levels -- incommensurable social forms and histories.	


	And it is not just the post processualists and post modernists who have challenged the validity of traditional anthropological comparative studies.   Contemporary thought in evolutionary theory, as applied to both cultural and biological systems, emphasizes  the uniqueness and essential unpredictability of evolutionary trajectories (e.g., Gould 1989).


	 If even evolutionists conclude that evolutionary sequences are unpredictable and unique, what is the importance of comparative analyses, as applied to, for example, Old Kingdom Egypt and the Inka state?


	Trigger tackles these complex theoretical issues head-on, in clear succinct prose.   He is well acquainted with in all aspects of the attack on comparative methodology, and he accepts the validity of some of these criticisms.  He dismisses the simplistic materialist determinism of, for example, Wittfogel (1957), and acknowledges the research importance of the unique aspects of early states.  But in his concluding essay, he writes:


	“...[my] findings indicate that practical reason plays a greater role in shaping cultural change than many postprocessual archaeologists and postmodernist anthropologists are prepared to admit.  This encourages me to accord greater importance to an evolutionist analysis and less importance to a cultural particularist one than I would have done when I began my study.  A particularlist approach is necessary to understand many aspects of early civilizations.  But it is clearly a mistake to ignore, or even to underestimate, the importance of evolutionism, as those who would privilege cultural reason would have us do.” (1993:112)


	Trigger’s contrast of the concepts of  “practical reason” and “cultural reason” derives from Sahlins (1976).  Sahlins argues that “... material rationality exists for men not as a fact of nature but as a construct of culture. . . . The natural conditions of viability (selective forces) comprise merely negative constraints, limits of functional possibilities, which remain indeterminate with respect to the generation of particular cultural forms”  (1978:298-299).  Moreover, he says, one can never read directly from material circumstances to cultural order as from cause to effect.  “It is not that these techno-environmental variables have no effect, rather that everything depends on the way these properties are culturally mediated -- given meaningful organization by a mode of cultural organization” (1978:299).


	As quoted above, Trigger’s comparative analysis of early civilizations led him to a somewhat different conclusion from Sahlins.  Trigger acknowledges the power and primary of cultures to construct their own realities, but he also sees extremely limited world-wide variation in some of the core structures and processes of early civilizations:


“...I expected to discover that, because of ecological constraints, the differences in economic systems [among early states] would be limited, and there would be more variation in sociopolitical organization, religious beliefs, and art styles.  In fact, I have found that a wide variety of economic behavior was associated with early civilizations, the one constant being the production of surpluses that the upper classes appropriated through a tributary relationship.  Yet I have been able to discover only one basic form of class hierarchy, two general forms of political organization, and a single basic religious paradigm... I have documented significant variation from one early civilization to another only in terms of art styles and cultural values”  (1993:110).


	Trigger ascribes the lack of variation he observed in some of these elements to their relative “efficiency” (Trigger 1993:110), and great variations in other elements because they have little effect on the adaptiveness and competitive success of the social organism of which they are a part.  One can, therefore, usefully study what factors contribute to the “efficiency” of these rather invariant elements of early civilizations, perhaps from the “evolutionist” perspective Trigger suggests.  But the baroque variability of “art styles and cultural values” provides ample material for particularistic studies that need not appeal to cross-cultural and comparative analyses for intellectual justification.


	Trigger, thus, provides a justification and rationale for a wide variety of theoretical perspectives in archaeology, embracing both particularist studies and cross-cultural comparative analyses aimed at understanding the selective forces that so greatly constrained variation in some elements of these early civilizations.


	Moreover, even in those elements that seem relatively invariant in early civilizations, there is considerable interesting variety in specific expression.   Trigger suggests that many archaeologists have assumed “...that aspects of civilizations that were shaped most directly by the constraints of environment and technology would display the greatest degree of cross-cultural uniformity” (1993:8).  He notes, however, that this is not the case.  Metal working, for example, was a core industry in Mesopotamia where it was used to produce tools as well as ornaments, whereas in Egypt it was used to make weapons but not often to make agricultural tools, and in the New World it was used exclusively to produce ornaments; also, in most civilizations, metallurgy seems to appear late in the formative sequence of these civilizations,  but it appears to have long preceded it in the case of the Yoruba.


	There may well be good functional reasons for these patterns (e.g., the scarcity of stone for implements such as hoes in Mesopotamia), but cultural constructs may be equally determinative even in such basic technologies as metallurgy.


	Similarly, Trigger sees (1993:37) no obvious correlation between variations among these civilizations in kinship systems and family organization and other environmental settings or political structures. In his chapter on the economic foundations of early states, Trigger compares these polities on the basis of agriculture, land ownership, taxation, authority, the army, and other factors, and he finds great variability but within the context of an overall similarity.


	In his chapter on religion, Trigger states he initially assumed that, given the flexibility of the human intellect, religious behavior would vary much more greatly in early civilizations than economic behavior, but he concluded that this was not the case.   He identifies strong recurrent patterns in many religious systems.  Kings, for example, tend to trace their descent to strangers (1993:85), probably in order to minimize their kinship obligations to the people they dominate.  He suggests that all early civilizations had religious systems based on establishing social relationships with unseen forces in the natural world in order to manipulate it.  The early civilizations Trigger surveys are all ones, he notes, that existed  prior to the appearance of “transcendent religions,” those that make strict distinctions between the social, the natural, and the supernatural.  In this context$, Trigger presents a brief but cogent argument against Bernal’s (1987) attempt to locate the origins of Greek religion in Egyptian ideas.   As he notes, there is nothing in Egyptian religion--nor is there in the other early civilization religions--of the skepticism, radical humanism, and even atheism of Greek religion (1993:93).


	Some of the commonalties in ideology that Trigger finds in early civilizations seem obviously understandable in functional terms.$  Most placed their own civilization in the center of a world that had four quarters corresponding to the cardinal directions; political competition was cast in terms of religious struggles; the universe was once or regularly threatened with extinction and could only be saved by the intercession of gods, who had to be placated by human activities and earthly wealth.


	In his concluding chapter, or “Postscript,” Trigger examines the intellectual history of comparative studies in the light of his own analyses.  He argues that two major ideas have impeded progress in comparative studies:  Karl Wittfogel’s concept of  “oriental despotism” and Karl Polyani’s (1957) denial of profit-motivated exchange in early civilizations.  He then argues for the continued importance of a materialist research strategy--but coupled with a recognition of the importance and validity of particularistic studies and the power of ideology to construct sociocultural realities.  He says, for example, that 


“Far from undermining my faith in a materialist analysis of human behavior, the discovery that early civilizations with differing economic and sociopolitical systems had evolved a fundamentally similar set of religious beliefs confirms this faith.  Religious beliefs are linked, both in general and also in specific terms, to the central economic institutions of early civilizations--the tributary relationship” (1993:110).


	In summary, Trigger has provided the best -- by far -- recent defense of comparative analyses, and he has amply illustrated the virtues of this approach with an incisive study that is far more comprehensive and detailed than one would think possible in 122 pages.  I very much hope this book will be widely used in “Origins of Civilizations” classes, and by specialists in the areas covered.  Early Civilizations ends with a biographical essay that is useful for the beginning student. 


	With regard, however, to the larger question of contemporary issues in archaeological method and theory, I doubt that Early Civilizations will convert the post processualist or the post modernist, nor do I anticipate an early massive revival of interest in comparative analyses.  Trigger’s basic goal and strategy is to use many different ideas and techniques to analyze  early civilizations -- not in a simplistic positivist sense, but, still, in a sense that does not admit the possibility that any “reading” of the record of the past is equally valid, equally “true.” He stresses that cultural differences are as important in this context as are cultural similarities, and he admits particularistic studies as useful adjuncts in a synthetic approach to the past.  But his basic goal is to understand why these similarities and differences appeared, and he invokes materialist and evolutionist ideas in this regard.  For many archaeologists (e.g., Shanks and Tilley 1987a, 1987b)--unfortunately, in my opinion -- this analytical goal is uninteresting and misdirected and materialist and evolutionist notions are anathema. 


	Nonetheless, I anticipate that Early Civilizations will be read, cited, and available on library shelves long after competing theoretical perspectives on the past have evaporated.
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