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We would like to open a debate in the pages of ARC concerned with communication
between archacologists from different countries. Contributions are welcome from all who
would like to take part in this discussion.

The idea for this series of papers has its origin in a set of informal seminars organised in
Cambridge last year by ourselves and Simon Kaner under the title Archaeology Under Ideolo-
gy. These were concerned with the practice of archaeology in a variety of contexts in different
parts of the world.

This proposed series of papers is intended 1o continue discussion of the issues discussed
in these informal meetings, and related issues raised in ARC 5:1 Archaealogy and Politics and
ARC 8:2 Dangerous Liaisons? Archaeology in East and West. We will particularly welcome
papers from archacologists outside Cambridge and those with differing opinions, attitudes and
interests.

The argument is often we heard that there are no longer any common grounds for dis-
cussion. Archaeology is becoming increasingly divided. The work of theoretical archacologists
pursues directions which are often remote from field archaeology as practised by most of the
archaeological community. It is also difficult to talk to archaeologists from different countries
because of language barriers (the most commonly-quoted argument), differences in cultural
background and the perception of archaeology, the different development of archaeology in
particular countries, lack of works presenting these differing archaeologies around the world,
agsumptions that less developed countries have nothing to offer except the data, etc.

Archaeology as a discipline is concerned with the distant past -- before present political
divisions existed. The spatial dimension of our work -- unlike the temporal dimension -- is
constrained by contemporary political boundaries which have no relevance to the spatial
dimension of the past cultures which we are studying. But these constraints do affect our
reconstruction of the past and this is emphasised by recent archaeological theoretical thought.

The following specific questions strike us as a starting point for debate:

Given these circumstances, will we be able to talk about archaeology as our international
heritage and about a single world archaeology?

Archaeological Review From Cambridge 8:2 (1989)

We have to ask ourselves how our background constrains our interpretation and how
each of us can contribute to a more flexible and varied view of the past: how can we fit them
together, on which levels and to what extent?

Is the practice of archacology determined by the technological progress of each country
and financial support from government or private organisations?

Do concepts such as professionalism and methodology have similar meaning for ail
archaeological communities?

How do theories from so-called ex-colonial powers and highly industrial countries influ-
ence or impose ways in which the past is interpreted?

Despite all our individual constraints can we talk today of such a thing as world archae-
ology or a world archaeological community?

Is it possible for us to communicate and create archaeology as our international herit-
age?

‘We hope that this planned series of papers -- to be included in the General Perspectives
section of forthcoming ARCs -- will further the mutual understanding of these issues by our
archaeological colleagues. We look forward to contributions.



