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Culture Critique of Archaeology in Contexts of Tourism

Having been engaged with the ethnographic study of
tourism and of archaeology for more than two decades,
I was very excited to have the opportunity to review
this book. My excitement and interest only increased
while reading the preface, introduction, and chapter 1.
In these pages, the author, Philip Duke, sets his task as
follows: aThis book is about a past but it is firmly sit-
uated in the present. It provides a case study of the
past/present nexus and its impact on a group of people,
tourists, who briefly tour a specific colony of the past,
the Minoan Bronze Aged (p. 14). Despite the vague-
ness of the phrase apast/present nexus,a this statement
does focus on tourists as an object of study. The au-
thorés objective, detailed in the remainder of the para-
graph, is to show how asocial inequalitya is inherent in
and expressed by the archaeological interpretation of Mi-
noan civilization and the construction of Minoan sites for
tourism.

As an ethnographer, I was misled by my own precon-
ceptions that this would, therefore, be an ethnographic
and historical study of the social contexts of archaeology

with specific focus on some aspects of how tourism and
archaeology intersect. By the time I was reading page 70
(out of 121 pages of text), I realized, however, that this
was a different book than what I thought I was reading,
and than what it, at times, proclaimed itself to be about.
I will return to this issue following chapter summaries of
the book.

In chapter 1, aTouring the Past,d Duke offers the
reader a statement about the theoretical assumptions and
focus of the book. The author begins with a series of
questions on what and how tourists experience and un-
derstand archaeological sites. This leads to the most pre-
cise expression of what this book seeks to do, and does, in
fact, accomplish: explore the substance and form of the
archaeological knowledge that is presented to tourists
about Minoan heritage sites. In this chapter, Duke clar-
ifies his theoretical position on whether or not tourists
and publics in general are passive recipients or active in-
terpreters of the constructions of the past that archaeol-
ogy offers tourism. His three assumptions are that the
past is constructed by archaeology, that these construc-
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tions are forged out of and express a class elitism of ar-
chaeology/archaeologists, and that publics are not pas-
sive. He posits that it is archaeologistsd moral duty to
allow a broader, and especially dlowera and non-middle-
class, public to participate in the construction and inter-
pretation of the past.

Chapter 2, 4The Minoan Past,4 is a synthetic synopsis
of the current state of archaeological knowledge about
Minoan Crete. For the nonspecialist, this is a very in-
formative discussion, and it is also essential for Dukeas
argument. His description is geared toward pointing out
the class bias of this body of knowledge and in defining
a few key archaeological debates.

The third chapter, aTourists and the Constructed
Past,4 is a brief, eight-page, synthetic review of some the-
oretical issues in the anthropology of tourism. This chap-
ter concisely summarizes the major positions of key an-
thropologists on the question of authenticity and com-
modification of the past (e.g., Dennison Nash, Edward
Bruner, and Davydd Greenwood). The point of this chap-
ter is to present the theoretical-conceptual grounds to
argue first that the issue of identifying authenticity is
not important; and second that the archaeological past
as constructed for tourism is a real (or authentic, if you
like) reality in the present regardless of archaeologistsa
or othersé debates about the veracity and accuracy of the
antiquity that is constructed for and presented to tourists.

The following chapter, &Modern Crete, Ancient Mi-
noans, and the Tourist Experience,d complements the
preceding chapter by offering a descriptive survey of
tourism representation of Minoan civilization. After a
brief, two-three page characterization of Cretansa rela-
tionship to their past, Duke provides synthetic descrip-
tions of archaeological sites like those at Knossos and
Gournia, museum representations at Iraklion, and such
touristic literature as site brochures as a way to apic-
ture the Minoan past ... that is presented to the pub-
lica (p. 88). While the last part of the title of the chap-
ter, ATourist Experience,d promises to address athe spe-
cific encounter of tourists with a Minoan past,i neither
touristsa experiences nor touristsa encounters have any
presence in the content of this chapter (p. 67). There
is neither description nor discussion of touristsi experi-
ences of and encounters with archaeological sites, mu-
seums, or tourism literature. The focus is entirely on
what tourism represents of archaeological knowledge to
tourists. Although the author does not hide the fact that
this apictured is based entirely on the subjective experi-
ence of one touristas (his) encounter with these materi-

als, he also does not, in fact, explore his own experience
and encounter. This weakness is particularly noteworthy
given the authoréas explicit plea that lower-class tourists
should be able to participate in the construction of the
meaning and interpretation of archaeological antiquities.

Chapter 5, 4Constructing a Prehistory,a is an analy-
sis of two different broadly construed periods or paradig-
matic horizons of interpreting the Minoan past: the nine-
teenth to early twentieth centuries and the contemporary
period starting in the era of Lewis Binfordas New Archae-
ology. Duke is specifically interested here in analyzing
in broad strokes the political implications of the differ-
ent historical modes and forms of knowledge that have
been produced about the Minoans. The author consid-
ers the colonial/modern, processualist, postprocessualist,
and Greek state archaeological constructions (i.e., knowl-
edge production) of the Minoan past. This is, along with
chapter 4, one of the two longest chapters forming the
substantive body of the argument. However, this chapter
only consists of a general discussion that does not make
close, detailed analyses of any specific body of knowl-
edge. It is broadly scoped commentary and synthesis
filled with insights backed by an erudite knowledge of
the field. It is less a rigorous analysis than a set of in-
sights that would be useful as a launching point for sus-
tained, in-depth studies using historical, ethnographic,
and sociological methods. The central argument of this
chapter is that there is a class-elitism in the production of
knowledge of the Minoan past that extends across from
the nineteenth into the twentieth century and even into
the present.

Duke’s final chapter, 4The Nexus of the Past,4 is less
a chapter than a three-page epilogue with a thought-
picture presented to synthesize and encapsulate the au-
thoras arguments in this book. This image illustrates
Dukeés concept of the dpast/present nexus.d Unfortu-
nately, this term had appeared only once previously (in
the introduction) with an opaque meaning in the sen-
tence quoted above that stated the objectives and pur-
pose of this book. This second occurrence, at the very
end, is where Duke defines and discusses the concept, al-
beit very briefly and in the illustration. This dchaptera
does not attain the level of a conclusion and Duke’s com-
mentary would have been more effectively used in the
introduction as a tool to conceptualize what he sought to
accomplish in this study.

Halfway through this book, as mentioned above, I be-
gan to wonder why Duke was not doing what he seemed
to have set out as his task. By the end of the book, I re-



